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EDITORIAL NOTE

The publication of the present Volume was planned as part of the Silver Jubilee
Celebrations of the Indian Philosophical Congress. At the General Body meceting
held at Patna on the 27th of December 1949, an Editorial Committee was constituted
with the following as its members:-

Dr T. M. P. Mahadevan (Convener),
Prof. N. A. Nikam,

Dr Rasvihary Das,

Prof. G. R. Malkani,

Dr N. V. Banerjee, and

Prof. D. D. Vadekar.

At the end of the Patna session the Editorial Committee met and formulated
the general lines on which the work of collecting material, etc., for the Volume
had to proceed. Invitations to the contributors were sent by the Secretary in
charge of papers, Professor N. A. Nikam, and the editing was done by the Con-
vener of the Committee, Dr T. M. P. Mahadevan.

The Volume begins with an account of the founding of the Indian Philoso-
phical Congress, its aspirations and aims, achievements and hopes, by the Chairman
of the Executive Committee since 1937, and one of the Foundation-Members,
Rajasevasakta Professor A. R. Wadia. To the names of past presidents who
are no more with us, mentioned on page six, the name of Dinabandhu C. k.
Andrews is to be added. After the Retrospect follow the succession lists which
are not as complete as we wish they were. Even the available records do not
give all the names; and some of the oldest members who were requested to furnish
data were not able to recall the names of all the office-bearers. The tradition of
Indian philosophy which stressed principles rather than personalities seems to
run in the blood of even the contemporary Indian philosopher.

The Welcome Address of the Vice-Chancellor of the University of Calcutta,
the Hon’ble Justice Sri S. N. Banerji, is printed next.

The next part of the Volume consists of Presidential Addresses. We regret
that it has not been possible to include the Address of the General President
Professor S. Radhakrishnan. His duties as Ambassador for India in the U".S.S.R..
and as Spalding Professor at Oxford, have not given him the time required to write
out the Address and send it for inclusion in this Volume. We hope to print it
separately or along with other Addresses that may be delivered at the Silver
Jubilee Session by Delegates from foreign countries.
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EDITORIAL NOTE

Instead of the usual two symposia we have three this year. The first sympo-
sium is on the place of the philosopher in modern society. A clarification of our
ideas as regards the value of the philosopher for the contemporary world is what
the world itself needs today; and that clarification is given by two of our eminent
philosophers, Professors A. R. Wadia and H. D. Bhattacharyya. The second
symposium covers two of our greatest philosopher-seers, Sri Sankara of the
classical age and Sri Aurobindo of our own times. The symposiasts who take
part in this symposium argue out the pros and cons of Mavavada. The third
symposium is a special feature of the Silver Jubilee Session. It has been said
that in India philosophy is not divorced from religion. True to that character
of Indian thought, the Congress has arranged for a meeting of religions on the
occasion of its Silver Jubilee. The representatives of six of the world’s living
faiths expound the fundamentals of their respective religions with understanding
and in a spirit of universalism.

Among those who have contributed articles to this Volume will be found
the names not only of professional philosophers but also of others who have made
a mark, each in his own way, in developing a world-view. We should like to
make special mention of two of our distinguished contributors. SrT Aurobindo’s
name is well known to the philosophical circles all over the world. One of his
unpublished papers entitled The Indian Conception of Life appears in this Volume
through the good offices of Dr Indra Sen. The other contributor whose memory
we highly cherish is the late Professor M. Hiriyanna. In spite of his failing health,
he found the time and energy to send us a special article on A4 Neglected Ideal
of Life. May it not be said that in these two contributions is reflected the essen-
tially Indian view and wav of life!

We have received messages from all the quarters of the globe. Representatives
of different walks of life, institutions and societies, have sent us their best wishes.
[t is a matter for gratification to know that there is such an amount of good-will
in the world for the philosopher and his pursuit.

At the end will be found a note on the contributors, and, as an appendix, Poet
Rabindranath Tagore’s Presidential Address to the First Session of the Indian
Philosophical Congress in 1925. The Address is reproduced from the Proceedings
of the First Session.

We have included three photo-prints: those of the President of the First
Session, Rabindranath Tagore, of the Founder of the Congress and President
of the Jubliee Session, Professor S. Radhakrishnan, and of the group taken at the
First Session. We regret we have not succeeded in identifying the names of all
the persons in the group.

Our thanks are due to all those who have helped to make this Commemo-
ration Volume a grand one. We offer our thanks to Professor A. R. Wadia
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EDITORIAL NOTE

whose advise was sought at every stage and was unstintingly given; to the
members of the Editorial Committee for their uniform co-operation; to the sectional
presidents, symposiasts and contributors of special articles; to those who have
sent us messages; to the Vice-Chancellor of the University of Calcutta, the Hon’ble
Justice Sri S. N. Banerji, and the Local Secretaries, Professor S. K. Das and
Dr Rasvihary Das; to Dr S. C. Chatterjee and Prof. N. A. Nikam, Secretaries
of the Congress; to Professor Haridas Bhattacharyya, Retired Head of the Depart-
ment of Philosophy, Dacca University, and Miss P. V. Sulochana, Research Student,
University of Madras, who rendered help in preparing the succession lists: and to
Dr V. A. Devasenapathy and Mrs Sarasvati Chennakesavan, Assistant Professors
of Philosophy, Pachaiyappa’s College, who assisted in reading the proofs. We are
also grateful to the staff of the Associated Printers (Madras) Ltd. for their
neat and expeditious execution of the printing of this Volume.

THE EDITOR.
MADRAS,

4th December, 1950.
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THE INDIAN PHILOSOPHICAL CONGRESS
1925—I0Q50
A Retrospect
by
A. R. WADIA

THE editors of the Silver Jubilee Volume of The Indian Philosophical Congress
have honoured me by requesting me to write on the History of The Indian Philo-
sophical Congress. This 1s an honour which T greatly value whether as a foun-
dation member or as a General President, or as the Chairman of the Exccutive
Committee during the last thirteen years. But I do not feel sure that there is
enough material to write on the history, as such, of an association that has been
meeting but once a year.  Thatis why I content myself with writing .0 Retrospect,
a humble record of various points that would serve to refresh the memory of old
members or would interest those who are in one way or another devoted to the
cause of philosophy in India.

In 1914 the Indian Science Congress came into existence and when it
opened its portals to psychologists, there was an unspoken desire in many that
philosophy too should have an all-India platform.  The credit for giving a shape
to this idea must go to Professor S. Radhakrishnan, the then George V Professor
of Philosophy in the University of Calcutta, and to the late Dy N. N. Sen Gupta
who was then the Head of the Experimental Psychology Laboratory in the Univer-
sity of Calcutta. Professor Radhakrishnan as an old friend and colleague wrote
to me and asked for my co-operation, which of course was given without any
hesitation. We had to give considerable thought as to who should have the
honour to be the first president of the Congress.  Professor Radhakrishnan had
just emerged into fame as a historian of Indian philosophy, and as a rising philosc-
pher.  As the man mainly responsible for bringing the Congress into existence,
he would naturally not allow any one to think of him as the first president,
Opinions were divided as to this or that professor of philosophy. The Gordian
knot was cut by sclecting the great Rabindranath Tagore as the first president,
If he was not, and did not claim to be, a philosopher in the technical sense of the
term, he was a philosopher as a lover of wisdom. T still have a very vivid re-
collection of the opening of the Congress by the then Governor of Bengal, His
Excellency Lord Lytton. Tt was a very heartening address to the philosophers
assembled, for it came from one who had evidently read and digested a good few
philosophical classics. In fact among the visitors it was a common remark :
“We did not know that our Governor was a philosopher . The Chairman of the
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Reception Committee was, as has been the practice in all the succeeding years,
the Vice-Chancellor of the University under whose auspices we had met, Sir
Ewart Greaves. It was a pleasure and an honour to be welcomed to the city and
the university which had produced such a giant as Sir Asutosh Mukherji with
whose name all university developments in the India of the 20th century must be
associated. Then followed the presidential address of Rabindranath Tagore.
He read it in his musical voice with the emotion inseparable from a poet and he
brought out the significance of philosophy in the life of India as he alone could
have done. After the opening, the five different sections met : Logic and Meta-
physics section presided over by The Rev. Dr A. G. Hogg of Christian College,
Madras; Indian Philosophy section presided over by Prof. R. D. Ranade of the
University of Allahabad; History of Philosophy section presided over by Prof.
Phanibushan Adhikary of Hindu University, Banaras; Ethics section presided
over by Prof. A. R. Wadia of the University of Mysore; Philosophy of Religion
section presided over by Prof. G. H. Langley of the University of Dacca.

The sectional presidential addresses were read to the sections concerned, a
practice which was not found satisfactory; and so in the succeeding years these
addresses have been read before the full sessions of the Congress.

On the entertainment side we had a musical concert from the famous singer
Sri Dilip Kumar Roy, who has gathered greater laurels since then. A visit to the
Botanical Gardens with its famous banyan tree remains an unforgettable memory.
Dr Saroj Kumar Das, a junior member of the stafl at the time, made himself
particularly useful to the delegates and the lady delegates were equally well looked
after by Mrs Das.

At the end of the third day the session ended and the Congress has had no
reason to look back. It has gone ahead year after year with but onc unfortunate
break in 1942 when we were due to meet at Lahore, but owing to the disturbed
state of the country we found it impossible to meet therc or anywhere else at
short notice. In these intervening ycars the Congress has met at almost all
university centres except Annamalai and Agra among older universities. It has
been invited twice to Delhi, Patna, Madras and Banaras. Bombay invited the
Congress thrice, one session being held in Poona.  Similarly for the third time
Calcutta finds itself as our venue for our Silver Jubilee Session this year.  Most
of us felt that as the Congress was born in Calcutta, Calcutta should have the
honour of having the Silver Jubilee Session, and as this desire met with a very
cordial reception at the hands of the authorities of the University of Calcutta,
the Congress very gladly welcomed the opportunity of meeting in the place of its
birth. In these twenty-five years Calcutta has passed through many sorrows,
the man-made famine of 1942 being the saddest. It has figured a little too
prominently with its endless strikes of students and labour. But the study of
philosophy, the seeds of which were sown by the late Dr Brajendra Nath Seal, the

4



‘ynduen 0 N Cf ‘BeN M ‘d C (moy pay ) Suipupig

thoueyy tH g ‘thaneyy o ‘eanwiy oy ‘tases ‘A °d ‘eyngy g g
e ‘usg g ‘arzuadly f
o PN M " PBpuy " g ‘efany T g ‘efilzeyoeneyyg ‘N "H ‘qQ2ad "M H
o e ‘equilg ‘D g ‘ened "IN A ‘enneq "D g ¢ - B ‘eilreyoeneyqg S "H QN rweyeypey - (320Y puosrag) Suipuvis
‘eadnguag N ‘ejemazodeae ], 'S °f | ‘ueyoesealulg "N ‘d ‘yeyg pawayy 4 e -
‘aeyoelmuewaey "y o e : YNy eaipuey) spolrysyy ‘exazeydeneyyg "D - == - -
aeqaspue(] "\ S ‘aeyape " A e == ‘UBWIBIEIBNUI A N[ ‘ueuysuyeypey °g ‘ : (oY 1s43,]) Suipuvis
‘s
8oy ‘O -y CRIMEN T JISIQ
‘repie ‘H ‘aeynbany QoA ‘ E ‘eidnny se(y "\ °Q ‘A3{3ue'] "H ‘O ‘(«0p120uDY H-291 1) SIaEIID) "] A\ NG
‘opeuey ‘(1 “H ‘RIpEM YV eQ 9 CIN ‘iuejo ], N IN Com e ‘asuey -y °f : savy)
T ang o od ‘aseg '] °d d o
‘aiseq eueleseueling g 'S ‘iueyje[N Yy "D ‘se@ "\ "M P - ‘Fe N ‘ayureseayey) N °f D a0cpy ayp uo Suung

SSTIONOD TYOIHJOSOTHA NVIANI JHI 4O NOISSTS ISUld * OLOHd dNO¥O






A RETROSPECT

first George V Professor of Philosophy, and which were subsequently fostered
under Professor Radhakrishnan, Dr K. C. Bhattacl{arya, Dr Haldar, Dr Das
Gupta and others, is still kept alive and the torch of philosophical lore has been
passed on through their writings and inspiration to all parts of India.

We have had a long and distinguished list of general presidents. The selection
of the presidents, as of the sectional presidents, has rested with the Executive
Committee, elected every three years, and the succeeding executive committees
may well claim to have done their work in a very catholic spirit, selecting people
in virtue of their merit, and no community or province has found itself dep-
rived of the honour of having its best men as general and sectional presidents.
The only person who has had the honour of being invited to preside over the
Congress more than once is Professor Radhakrishnan, who presided at the Bombay
session in 1927 and at the Mysore session in 1932; again this jubilee year finds
him General President for the third time. Two omissions need to be
mentioned.  The late Dr Brajendra Nath Seal, Vice-Chancellor of,the University
of Mysore, was invited to preside over the Banaras session in 1926, but he pleaded
inability for reasons of age and health. When the Congress was to meet in Mysore
in 1932 Professor Radhakrishnan and I were very anxious to have the great Dr
Mahomed Igbal of Lahore to preside, but even a personal visit from both of us
could not persuade him to accede to our request for he was in indifferent health.
Opinions will differ about his life and work, but there can be no denying that if
he was a great poet, he was greater even as a philosopher and his association with
the Congress would have been a great honour indeed.

The number of sections in the Congress has undergone changes from time to
time. At the Allahabad session in 1938 it was resolved to create a-new section for
Islamic Philosophy. This continued till 1944, when at the Lucknow session it was
resolved to drop the sections on Indian Philosophy and Islamic Philosophy and to
regroup the sections into History of Philosophy, Logic and Metaphysics, Psycho-
logy, and Social Philosophy. This arrangement was brought into force from 1946.
There is a good deal to be said for this change. The old practice tended to over-
emphasize the differences in the general approach to philosophical problems in
India, in Arabia and Iran, and in Europe. If philosophy is to justify its existence
as a dispassionate study of truth it cannot have geographical boundaries. Moreover
the use of terms Indian and I'slamic in connection with philosophy tended to give
an antiquarian or religious tinge to problems discussed, whereas all philosophical
problems have to be treated as living problems in the solution of which we have
a right to make use of ideas coming from the East and the West alike. = Many
looked upon it as a revolutionary change, but welcomed it all the same as the
proper approach to truth.

In the election of the Executive Committee from the very beginning a due
representation of the different universities was kept in mind. One year when it
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was proposed to regularize this practice by giving a representative to each univer-
sity in India, it was negatived. But in 1940 at Madras it was accepted as a part of
the Constitution that each university should have a representative on the Execu-
tive Committee.

Apart from the academic activities of the Congress attempts have been made
to take a part in the larger activities of the country. In 1937 the Congress passed
a resolution in favour of founding an Indian Academy of Arts and Letters on the
lines of the British Academy. It has met with no response so far, but in free
India it should be possible to see the resolution take a concrete shape.

That philosophy as a subject for study in the universities is not so attractive
as the study of sciences and even of economics is a fact common not merely in
India, but in Western universities as well. The situation became worse when the
Public Services Commission abolished Indian Philosophy paper at the I.C.S.
examination and of Philosophy altogether at the Audit and Accounts Service
IExamination as well as at the Police Service Examination. This step-motherly
attitude has given rise to strong protests and the Congress pressed their point
year after year on the authorities concerned, but without success. But here
again in free India philosophy should come back to its rightful heritage and we
trust our resolutions of the past will be given effect to in the future.

In 1945 at the request of the Malwa Philosophical Association in Indore, the
Congress for the first time accepted the principle of affiliation, and since then in
1949 the Bihar Darshan Parishad of Patna has also been affiliated. If the
principle of affiliation is accepted whole-heartedly and the various philosophical
associations in our universities and colleges get themselves affiliated, it will go far
to bring together all the students of philosophy in one fold, and to a certain
extent add to the importance of the Congress itself.

In recent years we have had the benefit of having Western philosophers
in our midst. In 1946 Professor E. A. Burtt of Cornell University, U.S. A.,
was in our midst and in the following year Professor Charles A. -Moore of Hawaii
University addressed the Congress and evoked considerable interest in the East-
West Philosophers’ Conference at Honolulu, planned to meet in 1949. A number
of our members took part in it and forged a further link between philosophy and
philosophers : Eastern and Western. This movement is likely to be accentuated
when in our Jubilee session we look forward to meet a number of our distinguished
colleagues from Western universities.

In the space of twenty-five years death has claimed many of our leading
lights. Among our general presidents we remember with gratitude the precious
services rendered to the Congress by Dr Rabindranath Tagore, Mahamahopadhyaya
Ganganath Jha, Acharya Anandshanker Dhruva, Dr K. C. Bhattacharya and
Professor M. Hiriyanna. Among sectional presidents we mourn the loss of
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Mr K. R. Srinivasa Iyengar, Rajasevasakta V. Subrahmanya lyer, Dr Zagful
Hussein, and Professor J. P. D’Andrade.

Among the General Secretaries who are not with us, special mention has to
be made of Dr N. N. Sen Gupta. As the organizer of the first session of the
Congress, the debt of the Congress to him is unlimited. He was the General
President of the second Madras session in 1940. His health prevented him from
attending the sessions as regularly as we wished. But whenever he did come,
he brought his sunny personality to bear on the problems of the Congress. Good
work done is never forgotten and we shall always cherish his memory.

More intimate to me personally has been the loss of Mr S. S. Suryanarayana
Sastri, Reader in Indian Philosophy, University of Madras, who was our (zeneral
Secretary from 1931 to the time of his death in 1942, which came all too suddenly.
Because of the services he had rendered to the Congress and to Indian Philosophy
by his editing various philosophical classics, and because of the love and regard
he had won by his genial nature, the members of the Congress resolved to per-
petuate his memory by founding the S. S. Suryanarayana Sastri Memorial Prize,
awarded every alternate year to a university student for writing the best essay on
a prescribed philosophical subject. The first such prize was awarded to Miss
S. S. Shukla of St. John’s College, Agra, in 1948.

There is one event in the history of the Congress which I cannot pass over.
On S5th September 1948, Prof. S. Radhakrishnan completed 60 years. It is an
event which Hindus celebrate with great jubilation. The members of the Congress
felt that it would be in the fitness of things if at the Session of the Congress which
was to be held at Bombay in 1948 a Souvenir were to be presented to him on
behalf of the Congress; for after all he was the Founder of the Congress, twice
general President and Chairman of the Executive Committee for 12 years. The
members decided to have a silver plaque containing in the form of a letter a brief
appreciation of Dr Radhakrishnan’s work and conveying to him the good wishes
of the Congress. The silver plaque was beautifully designed and executed by the
well-known firm of Messrs. Barton Son & Co. of Bangalore. The plaque re-
produced the facsimilies of the signatures of all the members who had contri-
buted towards the cost of the plaque. This gave a very warm touch to it. It was
presented by The Rt. Hon’ble Dr M. R. Jayakar, Vice-Chancellor of the University
of Poona, who inaugurated the Session at Bombay in 1948.

Coming to a review of the work done by the Congress it has often been asked:
What hasit done? The question has come more often from critics than from loyal
friends, carrying an innuendo that the Congress has done nothing except having a
pleasant yearly outing. I have heard the same criticism advanced against the Indian
Science Congress and all the other academic congresses. Even assuming that these
bodies have done nothing more than meet once a year, it would be futile to deny
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the great advantages of such annual gatherings. India is a land of vast distances
and the provincial feelings are stronger than in the smaller, more closely-knit
nations of the West, and so an opportunity to meet our colleagues working in the
same field in different parts of India is an advantage of very great importance in
itself. Before 1925 the professors of philosophy were hardly known to oneanother
even by name. To-day they have become great friends through their annual
meetings, they have learned to measure one another and appreciate philosophical
talents wherever found. I have known how the death of a philosopher in Mysore
or Calcutta spreads waves of sympathy and appreciation in all the other philo-
sophical centres in India. But to say that this i1s all the work that an academic
association has performed or can perform would be a mere travesty of facts. In
fact the Congress has given a positive impetus to teachers of philosophy to write.
It is an open secret that conditions in our colleges and universities are not such as
to encourage research on any great scale.  As a rule the hours of teaching are far
too many and on too varied subjects, which hardly allow opportunities for specia-
lization. In these circumstances one can imagine the opportunity that the
Congress affords to our teachers to do some work that can be presented to their
fellow-workers at the end of the year. The Proccedings of the Congress go to
show how abundantly this aim has been fulfilled. Many of the papers arc of
real worth—and only such papers have been usually published. They have becn
quoted and thought about long after their original publication. Philosophic
scholarship has risen distinctly in these twenty-five years and considerable credit
for this must in fairness go to the Congress.

On the whole the Congress can look back upon its carcer of twenty-five years
with justifiable pride, but it does not mewn that those responsible for running it
are not conscious of flagrant deficiencies. We had all hoped that all teachers of
philosophy in India would see that they join the Congress and contribute to its
stability, but this legitimate hope has not been satisfied. Many of them join
the Congress when they attend a session, but in years when they could not come,
they would not pay the subscription and this has seriously affected the financial
stability of the Congress. They do not seem to realize that the backbone of the
Congress is constituted by the teachers of philosophy and without their full
support the Congress cannot fulfil all its aims and objects.  In this respect an
cxcellent example has been set by Rao Bahadur P. C. Diwanji, a retired member
of the judicial scrvice, but with whom philosophy has been as good as second
nature. Almost a solitary figure among teachers of philosophy, his reading and
enthusiasm have won their respect and his unfailing humour and kindliness have
won their love. During the last fifteen years he has been very regular year after
year and his occasional absence would evoke anxious inquiries as to why he did
n’ﬂt come. His legal advice, of course unremuncrated, has been most helpful
mthe time of registering our Congress. He has added to the debt the Congress
§Wes blm by presenting the gold medal that he is awarding at the Silver Jubilee
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session this year for an essay on Sankhya, which he looks upon as the fountainhead
of philosophy in India. If the regular teachers have but half his zeal, the
future of the Congress would be assured.

The second deficiency has been the method of publishing the annual pro-
ceedings. The cost of printing has gone so high that it is literally impossible for
the Congress to shoulder the responsibility of publishing the proceedings. So we
have had to come to some sort of arrangement with The Philosophical Quarterly
published by The Indian Institute of Philosophy, Amalner. Thanks to the
financial resources of Seth Pratapsingh of Amalner, the founder of the Institute,
and the whole-hearted co-operation of Prof. G. R. Malkani, the Director of the
Institute, the presidential addresses as well as a selected number of other papers
read at the Congress are published in the Quarterly and the off-prints- bound
together as the Proceedings of the Congress. Needless to say this has meant
delay in publishing the Proceedings, and it has also meant a very incomplete record,
when addresses of the Chairmen of Reception Committees or votes of thanks,
which in their nature are not strictly philosophical, do not find a place in the
Proceedings. We have tackled various means of overcoming this fundamental
weakness of the Congress, but without success so far. It has produced at least
one comic interlude in an ultra-serious organization. A valued colleague of ours
suggested that we should have more Patrons and make them pay for the honour
to the tune of Rs. 10,000. This did not seem a practical proposition and the
figure was reduced to Rs. 5,000, because our valued colleague assured us that he
knew at least one Indian Prince who would gladly pay Rs. 10,000. Unfortunately
soon after the wpolitical changes in the country the disappearance of the
princely order has left our resolution high and dry. If in piiilosophic India we
can find patrons in sufficient numbers who would pay even a thousand each, we
might be able to build up a Publication Fund which would enable us to meet our
responsibilities. We have also hopes that our Government would come to our
aid with a yearly grant. One can turn to our universities as well, but they are all
faced with their own financial problems and as members of our universities we
can hardly turn to them with our begging bowl,

If our Proceedings can be independently published, it will be all the better
for The Philosophical Quarterly too, for it can then function as an independent
journal, discovering and encouraging new talent. The first philosophical journal
in India was started by Prof. Widgery of Baroda about 1917, but it ceased publi-
cation after some years. Subsequently Professor Ranade began to publish his
Review of Philosophy and Religion, but in 1937 he offered to amalgamate it
with The Philosophical Quarterly of Amalner. So there now remains in the
field only one philosophical journal in the whole of India, and in the interests of
philosophy it must be enabled to develop on its own lines without being fettered
by its arrangement with the Indian Philosophical Congress.
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It may not be out of place to note here the plan on which the work of the
Congress has been carried out. At the very first session in Calcutta in 1925 we
had only the opening session when all the members met together, for all other
meetings were sectional. This was found unsatisfactory and from 1926 it has
been the practice that all the sectional presidential addresses are read at full
sessions. It was also thought desirable that every year two symposia should be
arranged: one on a metaphysical subject and another on a subject of more
practical importance as in ethics, religion or sociology. They have been found
to be extremely popular and have been always very well attended, and alas! time
has always stood in the way of these engrossing discussions of eternal problems
continued ad infinttum !

Some members of the Congress have off and on sought to abolish the sections
altogether and to focus attention only on some selected topics as has been the
practice in the All-India Economics Conference and the Political Science Congress.
But the majority of the members so far have been in favour of having sections as
heretofore, for it gives a chance to those who have been working on particular
problems to present their views to the Congress instead of forcing every teacher of
philosophy to just think only on two or three selected subjects.

The Constitution of the Congress provides for an Executive Committee
elected every three years. Apart from the Secretaries there is the Chairman of
the Executive Committee who is naturally held responsible for the smooth working
of the Congress year after year. For the first twelve years this responsible office
was held by Professor Radhakrishnan, but in 1937 at the Nagpur session he
expressed a desire to be relieved of this office on account of his increasing activities
in so many other fields of life and his frequent absence from India owing to his
Spalding Professorship in Oxford. The honour of becoming his successor fell
to my lot, and though I have frequently asked to be relieved so as to make room for
a younger man, I have found it difficult to resist the pressure of my kind and
good friends at every one of the last three elections. I have still two years more
of office and I shall be glad to be relieved, not without a sense of pride that I have
done my humble best for the Congress. This sense of pride carries with it the
full consciousness of all the assistance I have received from successive general
secretaries : the late Sri S. S. Suryanarayana Sastri, Dr S. K. Das, Dr T. M. P.
Mahadevan, Dr N. V. Banerji, and last but not the least Prof. N. A. Nikam,
my pupil and friend, who has borne the heavy brunt of organizing the Silver
Jubilee Session. I should particularly like to mention also the names of Dr
D. M. Datta and Dr Ras Vihari Das, whose interest in the Congress, regularity
in attendance and wise counsel have been great assets. Prof. Humayun Kabir
has always had the interests of the Congress in mind and never failed to help us
with his wise counsel. Nor have I words adequate to express all that I owe to the
willing co-operation of so many other members of the Congress. . If the Congress
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has worked well, the credit must go to those who have stood by it all these years,
and if it is going to achieve still greater success in the coming years, as we all hope,.
it will be due to the interest taken and zest displayed by all the teachers of philo-
sophy in India.

So much for the Retrospect, but we can also look ahead. It has been a source
of untold pleasure to all concerned that on the occasion of the Silver Jubilee of the
Congress we have received the blessings and good wishes of Dr Rajendra Prasad,
the President of India, and Ministers of the Central Government, Governors of
States, Vice-Chancellors of Universities in India and Pakistan. We are grateful
to them and grateful too to the authorities of our sister-organizations like the Indian
Science Congress and Indian History Congress for their messages of good will.
The cordial greetings of the President of the University of the United States of
Indonesia, and of the Institute International De Philosophie of Paris have touched
us deeply. Messages have been thankfully received from the President of the
Council of Ministers of Thailand and the High Commissioners in Delhi of Great
Britain, Canada, Australia and Pakistan. Mr Warwick Chipman, High Com-
missioner for Canada, refers to *“ India’s historic leadership in philosophic thought,”
and Mr H. Roy Gollan, High Commissioner for Australia, speaks of philosophers
as ‘“ among the few men who are able to close their ears to arguments which are
opportunist, selfish or merely propagandist. They are devoted to the ideal of
seeking out truth in its simple, universal form.” Language like this makes us
proud as well as feel humble. We feel obliged for their heartening words.

To the American Philosophical Association we are particularly indebted,
not merely for their greetings, but even more for having appomted two eminent
American thinkers like Professor F. S. C. Northrop of Yale University, and
Professor George P. Conger of the University of Minnesota to be present at our
Silver Jubilee Session. Not merely this Congress but Indian Universities will
welcome this opportunity to have lectures from them. To the famous Mind
Association and Aristotelian Society of Great Britain we express our obligation for
their greetings.

We hope to have in our midst at least some professors of philosophy from Great
Britain. In the meantime, we greatly appreciate the messages received from
veterans like Dr Bertrand Russell, Dr G. E. Moore and Prof. C. D. Broad, who
can claim to have passed on their philosophy to their Indian students, who now
figure as professors of philosophy in India.

The words of Dr Leon Roth, F.B.A., now of the Hebrew University, Jeru-
salem, command our attention : “ India has always implied for the world at
large the inward light of the spirit ; and this light is the more needed to-day
because of the dark mists of scientific barbarism, which seem to be closing in upon
the world from all sides.”” Dr Y. P. Mei of the University of Chicago, while
welcoming the East-West Cultural Relationship, pleads for a revival of the
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“mutual understanding and appreciation between minds of India and China.”
With nearly half the human race comprised within China and India, what a vista
of hope opens out before the world for an enduring peace! o

In the midst of so much appreciation and good will manifested from all the
parts of the world, it may be permissible to pick out-for special emphasis the
message received from so great a personality as Viscount Samuel, Statesman and
Philosopher, President of the Royal Institute of Philosophy, L.ondon. He refers
with obvious pleasure to the ending of the two centuries of British rule in India
“ without bloodshed—a peace treaty without a war '’ and points out how ‘‘ the
ending of political antagonism has released the underlying good will that was
always there.” I may draw attention to one passage in his long letter, which
should be of perennial interest to all students of philosophy :

“ Great, therefore, is the responsibility, in this seething troubled age,
that rests upon the intellectual leaders of the peoples. But great also is the
opportunity; for in the long run it is always ideas and not things, philosophy and
religion and not technology and economics, which decide the welfare or the ruin,
the happiness or the misery of mankind.”

In the midst of this lavish display of good will and love and encouragement
we can but say to all our well-wishers in deep humility but with perfect sincerity:
Thank you, we shall do our best to prove worthy of your blessings.
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SUCCESSION LISTS

Chairmen of the Executive Committee

1925-1937 . Professor S. Radhakrishnan

1937- .. Professor A. R. Wadia
Secretaries

1925-1932 .. Dr N. N. Sengupta

1932-1937 .. Prof. H. D. Bhattacharyya .

1932-1942 . Prof. S. S. Suryanarayana Sastri

1938-1943 . Dr Saroj Kumar Das

1943-1946 . Dr T. M. P. Mahadevan

1944-1946 .. Prof. M. Aslam

1947-1948 .. DrP.T. Raju

1947-1949 .. Dr N. V. Banerjee

1949- . Prof. N. A. Nikam

1950- . Dr 8. C. Chatterjee

Assistant Secretaries

1937 -1942 .. DrT. M. P. Mahadevan
1941- . Prof. J. C. Banerjee
1944-1946 . Dr V. A. Devasenapathy
1947-1949 .. Sri B. N. Kaul

1950- . Sri A. K. Mazumdar

SESSIONAL OFFICE-BEARERS
1925—-CALCUTTA
Inaugurated by His Excellency the Earl of Lytton, Governor of Bengal

General President: Dr Rabindranath Tagore, Santiniketan

Sectional Presidents:

Indian Philosophy: Prof. R. D. Ranade, Bombay

Logic and Metaphysics: Rev. A. G. Hogg, Madras

Philosophy of Religion: Prof. G. H. Langley, Dacca

History of Philosophy: Prof. Phanibhushan Adhikary, Banaras
Ethics and Social Philosophy: Prof. A. R. Wadia, Mysore

Chairman of the Reception Committee: Justice Sir Ewart Greaves, Vice-Chancellor

Local Secretaries: Dr N. N. Sengupta and Dr P. D. Sastri
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1926—BANARAS

Inaugurated by Lt. Col. H. H. Maharaja Sir Prabhunarayan Singh Bahadur, of Banaras
General President: Mahamahopadhyaya Dr Ganganath Jha, Allahabad

Sectional Presidents:

Indian Philosophy: Prof. A. B. Dhruva, Banaras

Logic and Metaphysics: Prof. Hiralal Haldar

Philosophy of Religion: Rev. Dr W. S. Urquhart, Calcutta

History of Philosophy: Prof. A. Chakravarti, Madras

Ethics and Social Philosophy: Prof. J. Mckenzie, Bombay

Psychology: Prof. M. N. Tolani
Chairman of the Reception Committee: Pandit Madan Mohan Malaviya
Local Secretaries:

Prof. P. B. Adhikari and Prof. Dr S. K. Maitra

1927—BOMBAY

Inaugurated by H. H. Maﬁaraja Sir Sayaji Rao, Gaekwad of Baroda

General President: Prof. S. Radhakrishnan, Calcutta

Sectional Presidents:

Indian Philosophy: Sri V. Subrahmanya Aiyar, Mysore
Logic and Metaphysics: Prof. K. C. Bhattacharya
Philosophy of Religion: Prof. P. N. Srinivasachari., Madras
History of Philosophy: Dr S. N. Dasgupta, Calcutta
Psychology: Prof. Herbert Mark

Chairman of the Reception Committee: Sir Chimanlal Setalvad

Local Secretaries: Principal Mckenzie, Professors Wadia and Sathe

1928—MADRAS

Inaugurated by H. H. Raja Sir Rama Varma of Cochin

General President: Principal A. B. Dhruva, Banaras

Sectional Presidents:

Indian Philosophy: Prof. M. Hiriyanna, Mysore
Logic and Metaphysics:  Prof. J. A. Chadwick, Lucknow
Philosophy of Religion: Dr Enola Eno, Lucknow
History of Philosophy: Prof. S. K. Maitra, Banaras
Ethics and Social Philosophy: Prof. P. A. Wadia, Bombay
Psychology: Prof. G. C. Chatterjee, Lahore
Chairman of the Reception Committee: Sri K. Ramunni Menon
Local Secretaries: Prof. S. S. Suryanarayana Sastri and Prof. P. N. Srinivasachari
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1929—LAHORE

Inaugurated by the Hon’ble Dr. Manohar Lal, Minister for Education
General President: Rev. Dr W. S. Urquhart, Calcutta
Sectional Presidents:

Indian Philosophy: Sri S. S. Suryanarayana Sastri, Madras
Logic and Metaphysics: Prof. A. R. Wadia, Mysore
Philosophy of Religion: Prof. H. D. Bhattacharyya
History of Philosophy: Dr Prabhu Dutt Sastri

Ethics and Social Philosophy: Dr Adityanath Mukherji
Psychology: Dr N. Sen.

1930—DACCA

Inaugurated by the Hon’ble Mr. K. Nazimuddin, M.A., C.I.E.
General President: Prof. A. R. Wadia, Mysore
Sectional Presidents:

Indian Philosophy: Dr M. N. Sircar, Calcutta

Logic and Metaphysics:  Prof. T. D. Sully, Agra

Ethics, Social and Political Philosophy: Dr K. A. Hakim, Hyderabad
Psychology: Dr G. S. Bose, Calcutta

Chairman of the Reception Committee: Prof. G. H. Langley, M.A., LE.S., Vice-Chancellor,
Dacca University .
Local Secretary: Prof. H. D. Bhattacharyya

1931—PATNA
Inaugurated by Sir S. Fakhruddin
General President: Prof. G. H. Langley
Sectional Presidents:

Indian Philosophy: Dr. S. K. Das, Calcutta
Logic and Metaphysics: Prof. A. C. Mukherji, Allahabad
Ethics, Social and Political Philosophy: Prof. N. Venkataraman, Vizianagaram
Psychology: Prof. N. K. Sen
Chairman of the Reception Committee: Mr. Justice T. S. Macpherson.
Convener @ Sri D. N. Sen.

1932—MYSORE

Inaugurated by His Highness the Maharaja of Mysore
General President: Sir S. Radhakrishnan

Sectional Presidents:

Indian Philosophy: Prof. P. P. S. Sastri, Madras

Logic and Metaphysics: Prof. P. N. Srinivasachari, Madras
Ethics, Social Philosophy and Religion: Prof. S. G. Sathe
Psychology: Dr Suhrit Chandra Mitra

Chairman of the Reception Committec: Dr E. P. Metcalfe, Vice-Chancellor, Mysore University
Local Secretaries: Prof. A. R. Wadia and Sri G. Hanumantha Rao
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1933—POONA

Inaugurated by H. H. The Rajah Saheb of Sangli
Presidential Address: Prof. K. . Bhattacharya

Sectional Presidents:

Indian Philosophy: Dr Saileswar Sen
Logic and Metaphysics: Dr Rasvihari Das
Ethics, Social Philosophy and Religion:  Prof. A. F. Markham
Psychology: Dr T. A. Purushottam
Chairman of the Reception Committee:  Sri V. N. Chandavarkar
Local Secretaries:  Prof. S. (6. Sathe and Prof. N. G. Damle

1934—WALTAIR

Inaugurated by His Excellency Lord Erskine, Governor of Madras
General President © Rev. Dr J. Mckenzie, Bombay

Sectional Presidents:

Indian Philosophy: Prof. S. Kuppuswamy Sastri

Logic and Metaphysics:  Dr Adithyanath Mukheriji

Ethics, Social Philosophy and Religion: Sri K. R. Srinivasaiengar

Psychology:  Prof. H. P. Maiti A
Chairman of the Reception Committee: Prof. S. Radhakrishnan
Local Secretaries:  Dr Saileswar Sen and Dr T. A. Purushottam

1935—-CALCUTTA

Inaugurated by the [Hon'ble Justice Sir Manmatha Nath Mukherji
General President:  Rev. Dr AL G. Hogg, Madras

Sectional Presidents:

Indian Philosophy: Prof. Vidhusekhara Sastri, Calcutta ,
Logic and Metaphysics:  Prof. N. G. Damle ,
Ethics, Social Philosophy and Religion:  Prof. J. C. P. D’Andrade, Bombay
Psychology:  Prof. ]J. N. Sinha
Chairman of the Reception Committee:  Dr W. S. Urquhart |
Local Secretaries:  Dr 8. K. Das and Prof. U. C. Bhattacharya

1936—DELHI

Inaugurated by Sir Girija Sankar Bajpai, Minister for Education
Gencral President:  Principal 8. N. Das Gupta

Sectional Presidents:
Indian Philosophy: Dr D. M. Datta
Logic and Metaphysics:  Prof. M. M. Sharif
Ethics, Social Philosophy and Religion: Prof. Sushil Kumar Maitra

Psychology: Prof. B. Hivale
Chairman of the Reception Committee: Rai Bahadur Ram Kishore

Local Secretaries: Dr N. V. Banerjee and Dr Indra Sen
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1937—-NAGPUR

Inaugurated by His Excellency Sir Hyde Clarendon Gowan, Governor of C.P.
General President: Prof. R. D. Ranade
Sectional Presidents:
Indian Philosophy: Dr C. Kunhan Raja
Logic and Metaphysics: Dr N. V. Banerjee
Ethics, Social Philosophy and Religion: Prof. U. C. Bhattacharya
Psychology: Prof. Kali Prasad
Chairman of the Reception Committee: Dr Sir Hari Singh Gour
Local Secretaries: Sri S. L. Pandhari Pande and Sri M. G. Dharma Raj

1938—ALLAHABAD

Inaugurated by Dr Amarnath Jha, Vice-Chancellor
General President: Rev. C. F. Andrews, Santiniketan

Sectional Presidents:

Indian Philosophy: Dr S. C. Chatterjee, Calcutta
Logic and Metaphysics: Dr P. T. Raju, Waltair
Ethics, Social Philosophy and Religion: Sri M. V. V. K. Rangachari, Kakinada
Psychology: Dr Indra Sen, Delhi
Islamic Philosophy:  Dr Abdul Hakim
Chairman of the Reception Committee: Dr Amarnath Jha
Local Secretaries:  Sri N. (. Mukerjee and Sri R. N. Kaul

1939—HYDERABAD

Inaugurated by H.E. Sir Akbar Hyderi
General President:  Prof. M. Hiriyanna

Sectional Presidents:

Indian Philosophy: Prof. H. M. Bhattacharyya
Logic and Metaphysics: Prof. G. R. Malkani
Psychology: Prof. Jamuna Prasad

1940—MADRAS

Inaugurated by Sir Mohammad Usman
General President: Prof. Dr N. N. Sen Gupta

Sectional Presidents:

Indian Philosophy: Dr B. L. Atreya
Logic and Metaphysics: Sri G. Hanumantha Rao
Psychology: Prof. Muhammad Aslam
Ethics, Social Philosophy and Religion: Prof. R. Ramanujachari
Islamic Philosophy: Dr M. Zuhuruddin Ahmed, Junagadh
Chairman of the Reception Committee: Sir Mahomed Usman
Local Secretaries: Prof. P. N. Srinivasachari and Dr C. Kunhan Raja
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1941 —-ALIGARH

Inaugurated by Dr Ziauddin
General President: Prof. G. C. Chatterji, Lahore

Sectional Presidents:
Indian Philosophy: Dr N. K. Brahma

Logic and Metaphysics:  Sri T. R. V. Murti
Psychology: Sri P. S, Naidu

1942-1943—-LAHORE

Inaugurated by the Hon'ble Sir Manohar Lal
General President: Prof. P. N. Srinivasachari, Madras

Sectional Presidents:
Indian Philosophy: Sri H. N. Raghavendrachar, Mysore
Logic and Metaphysics:  Dr J. N. Chubb, Bombay
Ethics and Social Philosophy: Prof. P. M. Bhambani, Agra
Psychology: Prof. S. N. Roy, Patna
Islamic Philosophy: Prof. M. Umar-ud-din, Aligarh

Local Secretary:  Prof, M. Aslam

1944- LUCKNOW

Inaugurated by Dr Pannalall
General President: Prof. H. ). Bhattacharyya, Dacca

Sectional Presidents:

Indian Philosophy: Dr Jwala Prasad, Amroati
Logic and Metaphysics:  Khwaja Abdul Hamid, Lahore
Ethics, Social Philosophy and Religion: Sri D. D. Vadekar, Poona
Psychology: Dr D. G. Londhe, Nagpore
Islamic Philosophy: Maulvi Mahesh Prasad, Banaras
Chairman of the Reception Committee: Lt.-Col. Raja Bisheshwar Dayal Seth
Local Secretary: Prof. Kali Prasad

1945 - TRIVANDRUM

Inaugurated by H. H. The Maharajah of Travancore
General President: Prof. M. M. Sharif, Aligarh

Sectional Presidents:
Indian Philosophy: Sri P. C. Divanji, Bombay
Logic and Metaphysics: Prof. P. S. Ramanathan, Nazpore
Ethics, Social Philosophy and Religion: Prof. Humayun Kabir, Calcutta
Psychology: Dr N. S. N. Sastri, Mysore
Islamic Philosophy: Dr Valiuddin, Hyderabad
Chairman of the Reception Committee: Sachivottama Sri C. P. Ramaswami Aiyar
Local Secretary :  Prof, V. Sundararaj Naidu
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1946—DELHI

Inaugurated by the Hon’ble C. Rajagopalachari, Minister for Education
General President: Sir C. P. Ramaswamy Aiyar, Trivandrum

Sectional Presidents:

Logic and Metaphysics: Prof. N. A. Nikam, Bangalore
History of Philosophy: Dr R. Das, Amalner
Ethics and Social Philosophy: Dr R. N. Kaul, Allahabad
Psychology: Prof. V. Sundararaj Naidu, Trivandrum
Chairman of the Reception Committee: Sir Maurice Gwyer, K.C.B.
Local Secretarics: Dr N. V. Banerjee, Mrs. N. Sherjung, and Sri B. N. Kaul

1947--BANARAS

Inaugurated by Prof. Radhakrishnan, Vice-Chancellor
General President: Dr M. N, Sircar, Calcutta

Sectional Presidents:

Logic and Metaphysicss Dr K. C. Varadachari, Tirupati
History of Philosophy: Dr S. K. Saksena, Delhi

Ethics and Social Philosophy: Sri J. C. Banerjee, Calcutta
Psychology: Prof. K. C. Mukherji, Dacca

Chairman of the Reception Comrhittee: Dr S. Radhakrishnan, Vice-Chancellor, Banaras Hindu
University

Local Secretarics: Dr B. L. Atreya, and Prof. S. L. Dar

1948—BOMBAY
Inaugurated by the Rt. Hon. Dr M. R. Jayakar

General President: Prof. Sisir Kumar Maitra, Banaras
Sectional Presidents:
Logic and Metaphysics: Dr B. N. Roy
Ethics and Social Philosophy: Sri C. V. Srinivasa Murti
Chairman of the Reception Committee: Mahamahopadhyaya Dr P. V. Kane
Local Secretaries: Dr J. N. Chubb, Rev. J. Esteller and Prof. S. Dokerji

1949--PATNA

Inaugurated by H.E. Sri M. S. Aney, Governor of Bihar
General President: Prof. G. R. Malkani, Amalner

Sectional Presidents:

Logic and Metaphysics: Dr A. C. Das, Calcutta

History of Philosophy: Rev. J. F. Butler, Madras

Ethics and Social Philosophy: Principal V. K. Joag, Poona
Psychology: Dr (Miss) Lyra Rebeiro, Delhi

Pandit Sabha: Pandit Rajeshwar Sastri Nyayacharya

Chairman of the Reception Committee: Shri Sarangdhar Sinha, Vice-Chancellor, Patna
University

Local Secretaries: Profs. S. N. Roy and D. M. Datta
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SYMPOSIA
1926 . The Problem of God
The Problem of Reality
1927 . Values
The Place of Psychology in Philosophy
1928 .. Universals
‘The Concept of Progress
1929 . Intellect and Intuition
1930 .. Psychological Basis of Personal Identity
1931 i, The Self in relation to Knowledge
1932 . On the Possibility of a New Morality
Sarvamukti-- Universal Salvation
1933-34 .. Idealism and the Physical World
Sabda as Pramana (Verbal Testimony as a Source of Valid Cognition)
1934 . The Place of God in Advaita
The Status of Consciousness in Contemporary Realism
1935 . The Future of Democracy
What is Real Heaven?
1936 . The Place of FFeeling in Conduct in Indian Philosophy
The Philosophical Implications of Evolution
1937 . What is Philosophical Knowledge?
The Source of Legal Obligation
1938 . Philosophy and Mysticism
Freedom and Authority in the Modern State
1939 o Karma and Fatalism
Negative Judgment in Relation to Reality
1940 o Nationalism as a Principle of Political Philosophy
Causality and Indeterminism
1941 .. Is the Unverifiable meaningless?
Is there a Group Mind?
1942 43 o Has Philosophy a method of its own?
Is Beauty Objective or Subjective?
1944 . Soul: One or Many
Foundations of Perpetual Peace
1945 . Philosophical Basis of Marxism
Is Time real?
1946 . Role of Buddhism in Indian Life and Thought
Freedom and Security as Political Principles
1947 .. Factors of Social Disintegration
The Criterion of Reality
1948 . Philosophical Sigﬁiﬁcancc of Negation
. . Is there a Philosophy of History?
1949 . Philosophy and Sadhana

Logic as Metaphysics
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INDIAN PHILOSOPHICAL CONGRESS,

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

Chairman: Prof. A. R. Wadia

Secretaries: Prof. N. A. Nikam and Dr S. C. Chatterjee

Assistant Secretaries: Lt. J. C. Banerjee and Prof. A. K. Mazumdar

MEMBERS

1. University of Agra

2 ’ Aligarh

3 » Assam

4 ), Allahabad
S. " Annamalai
6 " Andhra

7 y Baroda

8 Banaras
9. " Bombay
10. " Calcutta
1. " Ceylon

12. " East Punjab
13. " Lucknow
14. " Madras
15. ' Osmania
16. " Nagpur
17. ’ Patna

18. " Poona

19. " Karnataka
20. " Gujarat
21. " Travancore
22. " Utkal
23. " Delhi
24, " Saugor
25. " Rajputana
26. " Kashmir
27. " Mysore

28. [Institute of Philosophy, Amalner .

29. Nominated by the President of the
Executive Committee.

300 ”
31 . "

Prof. J. Sinha

Prof. M. Umaruddin
Prof. R. R. Sharma
Prof. A. C. Mukerji
Prof. R. Ramanujachari
Dr Saileswar Sen

Prof. A. R. Wadia

Dr B. L. Atreya

Dr J. N. Chubb

Dr R. Das

Dr A. K. Sarkar

Dr Mohan Singh

Prof. R. M. Loomba

Dr T. M. P. Mahadevan
Dr Valiuddin

Prof. P. S. Ramanathan
Prof. Jamuna Prasad
Prof. N. G. Damle

Prof. S. H. Dixit

Prof. M. M. Buch

Prof. A. S. N. Pillai

Prof. S. K. Chattopadhyaya

Dr N. V. Banerji

Prof. S. S. Roy

Dr R. P. Singh

Prof. S. K. Tochalchani
Prof. N. A. Nikam
Prof. G. R. Malkani

Sri P. C. Divanji

Dr Miss Lyra Rebeiro
Dr D. M. Datta
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SILVER JUBILEE SESSION 1950—CALCUTTA

General President : Professor S. Radhakrishnan, M.A., D.Litt., F.B.A., Spalding Professor of
Eastern Religions and Ethics, University of Oxford, Indian Ambassador to the U.S.S.R.

Sectional Presidents :

History of Philosophy: Professor Humayun Kabir, Secretary, Ministry of Education, New
Delhi.

Logic and Metaphysics: Professor A. C. Mukherji, Head of Department of Philosophy and
Dean of the Faculty of Arts, University of Allahabad.

Ethics and Social Philosophy : Dr T. M. P. Mahadevan, Head of the Department of Philo-
sophy and Reader in Indian Philosophy, University of Madras.

Psychology : Professor S. C. Dutt, Professor of Philosophy (Retired), Cotton College, Gauhati,
Assam.

Chairman of the Reception Committee: The Hon’ble Justice Sri Sambunath Banerji, M.Sc.,
LL.B., Bar-at-Law, Vice-Chancellor, Calcutta University.

Local Secretaries:

(1) Dr Saroj Kumar Das, M.A. Ph. D. (London), Senior Professor and Head of the Depart-
ment of Philosophy, Presidency College, Calcutta.

(i) Dr Rasvihary Das, M.A., Ph.D., Lecturer in Philosophy, Post-Graduate Department,
Calcutta University.
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WELCOME ADDRESS

by
S. N. BANER]I

FRIENDS

This is the Silver Jubilee Session of the Indian Philosophical Congress.
Twenty-five years ago this congress came into existence and held its first session
in this city. It is therefore in the fitness of things that this session should be
held in this city.

We are grateful to the Executive Committee for their decision to hold the
Jubilee Session under the auspices of the Calcutta University. We are grateful
to them for their acceptance of our invitation.

We extend a very cordial welcome to the delegates who have come from
different parts of the country. We know the difficulties of travel these days.
We know the trouble one has to take to move from one part of the country to
another. Yet they have been good enough to come. It is a matter of great
satisfaction and pleasure.

A special feature of this Session is the presence of delegates from countries
outside India. The *“ Mind Association ”’, England, is represented by Dr A.
C. Ewing, F.B.A., University of Cambridge, and the American Philosophical Asso-
ciation is represented by Professors Northrop and Conger. We welcome them
and we thank them for their visit to this city to attend the conference.

I, on behalf of our University, extend our hearty welcome to our illustrious
philosopher, Professor Sarvapalli Radhakrishnan who presides over this session.
We are grateful to him for his coming over to this city from a different part of the
world, perhaps leaving important duties there.

This session is made memorable by the presence of eminent men who will
preside over the different sections and who will address the conference on different
subjects.

Gentlemen, today our heart is heavy-laden with sorrow and anxiety. Bengal
today is not the ‘sujala’, ‘suphala’ Bengal of Rishi Bankim Chandra. Bengal
today is divided, truncated. She has suffered at the hands of men and from the
fury of nature. Her tears have mingled with the waters of the Ganges. Today,
we are not, perhaps, able to offer you the same rich offering as we did in the past.
But I assure you our welcome to you is none the less cordial. Gentlemen, having
regard to the present condition of Bengal, I hope and trust you will forgive us -
our transgression, if any, in our service and welcome to you.
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Though our sorrow is great still we are not without hope. For we know
sorrow sanctified is better than joy.

Gentlemen, in this galaxy of great philosophers, it would be childish on my
part to recount Bengal’s contributions to Indian Philosophy. They are well-
known to you. Bengal has not only contributed in the past but it has also contri-
buted in recent years. But I should be very reluctant to take a provincial view
of the matter. There is no Bengal Philosophy, just as there is no other provincial.
philosophy. There is only one philosophy in India and that is the Indian Philo-
sophy, which is our pride, our glory and which is held in the highest esteem in
the world.

Philosophy is the art and law of life. It teaches us what to do in all cases.
The two most important objects of philosophy are the discovery of what is true
and the practice of that which is good.

Since the beginning of life what has life sought for ? What has it yearned for ?
Happiness ! It thinks that this happiness can be got from money, from land,
from power. And night and day it has toiled for them. But has it got the
happiness ? No. Why not ? Because true happiness is not there. Instead of hap-
piness, instead of Supreme Bliss, which makes life happy, it has met Death. On
this subject there is a fine story of Tolstoi :

One day a merchant came to a peasant and told him that for a small price
he could get much land in the country of Bushkirs. The merchant left his wife
and children at home and taking only his workman with him started for this
unknown country. He reached the country on the seventh day. There he told
them what his mission was and Bushkirs said, “ You can have as much land as
you like. OQur price is only one thousand roubles per day. We sell only by the
day. That is to say, as much land as you can walk round in a day, that much
land is yours. Only there is a condition —namely, that if on that same day you
do not return to the spot whence you started, you do not get the land and your
money 1is forfeited.”” The bargain was struck and the peasant after hard day’s
labour slept and dreamt. The dream was not a pleasant dream. In his dream
he saw the Devil looking at him. The peasant gave a gasp and awoke. Then
he looked to see if it were getting light yet, and saw that the dawn was near. ** It
is time to start and I must start now ”’, he thought. Then he started and walked.
He walked neither slowly nor hurriedly. He looked at the sun and saw that he
had covered very little land. He said to himself : “ I must hurry on”. And
he hurried on. But then he found walking very difficult. His feet were aching
badly for he had chafed and bruised them. Then he saw the sun reach the hori-
zon. He said to himself, ‘“ When shall I reach the spot whence I started ? ”’
It seems everything is lost. His fears served to render him only the more breath-
less. But still he ran on, his shirt clinging to his limbs with sweat, and his mouth
parched. Yet on he ran with his last remaining strength and thought, when
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the sun had just touched the horizon, that the spot was close. He thought then
‘1 have much land now, if only God should bring me safe to live upon it.” He
ran on and for the last time he looked at the sun. Large and red, it had touched
the earth, and was beginning to sink below the horizon. The peasant was about
to reach the spot just as the sun had set. ‘““ Ah ", he cried in his despair, for he
thought that everything was lost. And then, he stumbled and fell and in the
very act of falling stretched out his hands to touch the spot, and died. Blood
had come out of his mouth and the peasant lay dead. A grave was dug for him
—of the same length as the peasant’s form from head to heels and there he was
buried. This is what we are all doing !

Philosophy teaches us that the happiness is not in much land. It is in ignor-
ing pain, and feeling our oneness with the Absolute, where there is no such distinc-
tion as pain and pleasure, good and evil, virtue and vice, merit and sin.

The supreme teaching of our Upanisad is ‘“ Atmanam viddhi” which is,
“ Know Thyself ”. Our Vedas have told us how to acquire that knowledge.
Once you attain that knowledge there comes the Supreme, Uninterrupted and
Perpetual Bliss as in a sea of light, bright, yet not burning.

The wise men of India came to recognize this truth before it was recognized
anywhere in the world. To attain this stage one need not neglect his duty : one
need not renounce the world : nor despise or ignore the existence of matter.
Sir William Jones in the last of his essays, “ On the Philosophy of the Asiatics ",
pointed out : “ The fundamental tenet of the Vedanta School consisted not
in denying the existence of matter, that is, of solidity, impenetrability, and extend-
ed figure (to deny which would be lunacy), but in correcting the popular notion
of it, and in contending that it has no essence independent of mental perception,
that existence and perceptibility are convertible terms.” Schopenhauer said :
“ These words adequately express the compatibility of empirical reality and
transcendental ideality.”

Today this world is like that peasant seeking much land and thinks that
when we have that land, we shall attain supreme happiness. And to get that
land mighty weapons of destruction are being invented every day, for one nation
to kill another.

The greatest fear of Life is Death. They are two opposites. Death begins
where Life ends. Life shuns Death. The single form of Real Life is the present.
We do not know the Past before Life nor the Future after Death. Yet there
cannot be a Present without a Past or a Future. Time is like an unceasing stream
and the Present a rock on which the stream breaks itself, but does not carry awayv
with it. We fear death because it robs us of the present. The greatest benefit
that mankind can have is the banishment of this fear. Philosophy teaches us
how to banish the fear. Whether this world is to be explained as an idea or as
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a will, it is clear that there will be many discussions, many theories in quest of
the Truth. I do not know whether that Truth has been unquestionably estab-
lished. But there is no doubt that various discussions on it which are summed
up in the word ‘ Philosophy ’ help us on to get near the Truth.

In this Conference there is no doubt that discussions will take place which
will be for the benefit of mankind.

Philosophers are the good men of this world. It is for them once again to
assert themselves like the Hindu Rishis of old. They are the men in whom the
greatest responsibility rests for the general development of mankind. Shall we
not look to you, philosophers present here today, once again to teach us to pray :
“Lead us from what is Untrue to the Truth ; from Darkness to Light ; from
Death to Immortality !”

Let the divine music of the prayer stop the roaring thunder of the destruc-
tive weapons made by men and get the Kingdom of God once again on earth.
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ON THE STUDY OF PHILOSOPHY

Presidential Address
Section : History of Philosophy

by
HUMAYUN KABIR

I am deeply grateful to the Indian Philosophical Congress for giving me this
opportunity of associating myself with the celebrations of its Silver Jubilee Session.
The Congress has from its inception stood for the development of studies and
interest in different aspects of philosophy, and I shall deem it a privilege if I am
able to help in any way the promotion of these ends.

Paradoxical as it may sound, India, which in the past has been one of the
foremost centres of philosophical study and speculation, has in recent years
tended to show a diminution of interest in the study of philosophy. This is
reflected by the fall in the number of students who take it up as their special
subject in Honours and Post-graduate courses in the different Indian Universities.
One University, situated in an area which produced some of the greatest philoso-
phers, not only of India but of the whole world, has severely curtailed, if not
altogether abolished, the facilities for the teaching of philosophy in its faculties.
Even Universities which provide the necessary facilities do not attract a sufficient
number of students with the necessary ability. This is in shaTp contrast to the
situation in Universities like Oxford or Cambridge where a large number of the
ablest students—irrespective of what career they intend to adopt later—take to the
study of philosophy for the value of its intellectual discipline.

I have sometimes wondered why Indians who have always been noted for
their sensitive and acute intellect, and for their interest in finding out the wherefore
of everything, should now exhibit such disinclination for the study of philosophy.
Metaphysics, with its research into first causes, and its delight in acute dialectical
reasoning would at first sight seem to be peculiarly fitted for the supple and
subtle Indian intellect. Nevertheless, the fall in the number of students in the
philosophical subjects cannot be gainsaid. Many of them have been attracted
to other sociological studies, particularly economics which deals with the theory
of money, perhaps in the mistaken hope that a theoretical knowledge of money
may in some way lead to its material possession. This, however, cannot be the
only cause. There must be something in the nature of the syllabus and the way
studies in philosophy are organized which fails to satisfy the young students’
love of abstract knowledge or hope of worldly betterment. A restatement of the
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value of the study of philosophy and an analysis of some of the drawbacks and
defects in existing courses may, therefore, help to remove some of the causes which
today make philosophy unpopular with the younger generations.

The study of philosophy which attempts to discover and understand the first
causes of things is important at any time. No culture can flourish unless it under-
stands its own basic assumptions. They are often regarded as first principles
that are self-evidently true, but reflection and analysis invariably show that they
are in fact pre-suppositions and hypotheses which we have accepted without
even realizing that they are such. So long as a culture is not faced by any inner
conflict or external challenge, such a non-critical attitude is no great handicap,
but when different cultures and outlooks confront and oppose one another, such
tacit assumptions do not suffice. Man must in such a situation think out the
implications of his attitudes and habits of thought and action, and find a justi-
fication for them in a reasoned view of experience. If he fails to do so, the clash
of conflicting ideologies destroys the buttress of faith which sustains his life.
Anthropologists tell us that primitive peoples die when they come into contact
with a civilized people, not only because of the physical destruction they have to
face, but still more because their world of belief is shattered by the impact of a
more developed and self-conscious outlook.  Today, when the world is gradually
but inexorably coming closer, the different ideologies which different societies
produced in different ages must meet one another’s challenge. Tf modern man is
unable to combine in one common synthesis the world outlooks evolvedin different
ages and different climes, there is little hope of the survival of any one of them.
In the present crisis of the world’s history, the study of metaphysics has, therefore,
become an obligation which no person with any intellectual conscience can escape
or deny.

All action is ultimately based on knowledge or what passes for knowledge.
No one in his senses would ever frame a policy of action on what he himself
knows to be error. Difficulties, however, arise because it is not always possiblé
to distinguish between knowledge and what passes for knowledge. If knowledge
exhibited any characteristic which unmistakably distinguished it from opinion
or error, the world would be a much simpler place to live in. Unfortunately,
however, error and opinion, till we attain a stage of knowledge, are never recognized
as such. A further complication is introduced by the fact that experience itself
is a process of continuous growth. What seems to be knowledge in a particular
context is later seen to be error with a widening or alteration of the context.
Just as the addition of a new tint changes the tone of existing colours and subtly
transforms the composition of the whole picture, the discovery of new facts tends
to change the meaning and significance of facts previously perceived. The infinite
complexity of experience at any one moment and the possibility of changes
through the process of time demand that there must be continuous examination
of the principles which operate in experience.
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In a sense, such examination is the essence of philosophy. It is not only a
criticism of its own pre-suppositions, but also an effort to make explicit what is
implicit in experience. Philosophy thus brings to consciousness what is un-
consciously implied in our attitudes and actions. The need for such analysis is
obvious if we consider the nature of human activity. Where action results from
feelings, there can be no guarantee of uniformity or universality, as feelings are
essentially private. Conduct or attitude based on feeling would thus tend to
disrupt the structure of society. Where action is based on instinct, we can
expect a uniformity of response among different individuals. The difficulty
with instinct, however, is that it tends to the same pattern of action in the same
situation. Where the situation changes, instincts are unreliable as guides to
action. In the modern world, with its complexity and change, instincts cannot,
therefore, offer any guarantee of uniformity of conduct or thought. )

The importance of the study of philosophy in the modern world may, therefore,
be taken for granted. Even then the question arises whether there is any justi-
fication for the study of history of philosophy. Some may perhaps enquire if
there is any justification for the study of history of any type. Human history,
in spite of many attempts to reduce it to a science, still remains a mere summation
of observed instances. All attempts to frame any general law of history or to
reduce it to a science have so far failed, and as far as we can judge from the nature
of the case, are bound to fail. Though it is often said that history repeats itself,
the statement 1s true only with wide qualifications. A historical situation has so
many elements and so many ramifications that it is difficult, if not impossible,
to apprehend it in its entire complexity. When we judge two situations to be
similar, we do so only on the basis of certain observed similgrities, but as many
features remain outside our notice, the observed similarities can give no logical
guarantee that the two situations will in fact lead to similar developments.
Besides, every historical situation is the resultant of what has gone on before, and
hence strictly speaking no historical situation can ever be repeated. Nevertheless,
the study of history is of genuine value in understanding even contemporary events.
One may go further and say that we cannot understand the present unless we
understand the past, for the present is largely-—even if it is not entirely—the result
of what has happened in the past.

It is true that in the case of philosophy, there are certain features which
differentiate its history from the history of events, or of science. In philosophy,
each philosopher seems to start almost ab nitio and builds up his system by
criticizing, if not condemning, the work of his predecessors. In science, subse-
quent workers base their theories on the findings of former scientists. Political
and economic events also show the influence of preceding events. It is generally
possible to trace a course of advance and development—at least over a certain
specified period. We rarely find in philosophy any such sense of direction and
progress. In addition, the personal factor plays an even more decisive role in
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the formulation of a philosophy than in the shaping of historical events. Never-
theless, all such differences are ultimately differences only in degree. One may well
doubt the belief in the inevitability of progress in human affairs. Even in science,
we- know that certain truths achieved in the past have been lost to subsequent
generations. On the other hand, later philosophers can and do benefit by the
experience of their predecessors.

Perhaps even more important is the fact that the study of history of philo-
sophy is in a sense integral to the study of philosophy itself. In philosophy, the
object of study is the nature of knowledge and being. In order to arrive at this
nature, we seek to distinguish the what of a thing from its that. That refers to
existence, which is conditioned by space, time and causality. Philosophy thus
attempts to understand the nature of objects without reference to space and time.
The object of philosophy is, therefore, in a special sense timeless and hence the
history of philosophy tends to merge into philosophy. We must also remember
that philosophy not only seeks to understand the timeless object, but also to
make time itself the object of its analysis. In fact, philosophers may be broadly
divided into two classes according to their attitude to the problem of time and
change. From the earliest times, some philosophers have sought to find out the
changeless entity in the midst of change, and others to reduce reality itself to

a flux.

There are two other reasons why the study of the history of philosophy is a
necessary preparation for the study of philosophy. The history of philosophy
teaches us that no belief is sacrosanct and beyond question.  Acute philosophers
have held passionately and with conviction to beliefs that seem to us totally
absurd, and on the other hand, things which seem self-evidently true to us were
reiected outright by men of the greatest intellect. The history of philosophy,
therefore, encourages its students to develop an attitude which is both critical and
humble: critical because the spirit of enquiry and scepticism is essential to any
progress in thought and humble because experience shows that even the greatest
genius had his blindspots.

This combination of curiosity and detachment, of intellectual daring and
intellectual humility develops a spirit of toleration that'is important not only
for the study of philosophy but also for the conduct of affairs. The consideration
of alternative hypotheses and the awareness that there may be elements of truth
as well as error in either creates an attitude of mind in which we can learn to accept
differences without violent revulsions of feeling. The widening of intellectual
sympathies which results from such a discipline helps to create the basis of a
civilized social order. Unless we can tolerate differences, we cannot recognize
the value of the individual, and without recognition of the dignity of the individual,
there can be no democracy, and without democracy, society cannot be creative,

free and co-operative.
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While history of philosophy is thus an essential ingredient in the study of
philosophy, it is curious that the study of such history as a separate discipline is
not very ancient. It is true that in the old traditions of Indian or Hellenic
philosophy, an individual philosopher built up his system by a statement and
criticism of the position of his predecessors. Such criticism was, however, intended
only to establish his own position, and naturally the philosopher chose only those
aspects in the teachings of his predecessors which were relevant to his purpose.
There was not, as far as one can judge, any attempt to study the development of
philosophy as a systematic process. One reason for this may be that many of
these ancient philosophers were primarily interested in action, while the pre-
occupation with understanding for its own sake 1s a comparatively late develop-
ment. Another, and perhaps a more fundamental reason may be that philosophy
till the modern period has largely developed through commentaries omr either
what are regarded as revealed texts or the work of some great philosopher whose
writing was regarded as infallible. Even when new wine was poured into old
bottles, every effort was made to induce the belief that the new wine did not differ
from the old. Thus new developments had to come under the garb of amplifi-
cations or explanations of the old. It was inevitable that such an attitude with
its undue reverence for authority should hamper not only the growth of individual
adventures in philosophy, but also the emergence of histories of philosophy which
must, from the nature of the case, compare and judge—sometimes favourably
but sometimes adversely-—all old texts, whether revealed or otherwise.

We need not enter here into a discussion as to the reasons which led to the
contemporary shift of philésophical interest from ethical or ontological questions
into problems of epistemology. Suffice it to say that the shife is itself evidence of
the vitality of the philosophical tradition and its attempt to provide a compre-
hensive survey of all aspects of experience. In recent time, our knowledge has
expanded in all directions. There have been great advances 'within particular
fields simultaneously with an increase in the number of such fields. Contacts
between different societies and different sciences have led to many new develop-
ments, which demand a new synthesis of all knowledge and the evolution of a new
outlook. A crying demand of the modern world is, therefore, a more intensive
study of philosophy and the development of a truly philosophical spirit. Never
has there been a more pressing need than to-day for a disinterested survey of the
conflicting ideologies which, unless they can be reconciled, threaten to disrupt the
world we know.

It is, therefore, surprising that India should at such a juncture suffer from a
lack of interest in philosophy. One cannot help feeling that this is at least in
part due to defects in the organization of the syllabus and the methods of teaching
in the Universities. In the attempt to make the study of philosophy a purely
academic discipline, the background of its social development is often overlooked.
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In fact, the craze for abstraction tends to deny the inter-relations between the
different departments of human knowledge. Even within philosophy itself,
there are large gaps of knowledge which prevent a realization of its social signi-
ficance. We have seen how there can be no systematic or satisfactory study of
philosophy without the study of its history. Unfortunately, such study is yet
in a most unsatisfactory stage. We have to-day specialists who are authorities
on some particular philosopher of the East or the West. We also have historians
of philosophy who have given more or less systematic accounts of the development
of philosophy in some particular area of the world or of human thought. In spite
of occasional attempts by a few adventurous spirits, we however lack even to-day
a historian of philosophy to trace the development of human thought on a global
scale.

According to the European tradition which has been largely followed in the
Indian Universities, the study of philosophy begins with the Greeks. The earliest
Greek philosophers take us back to the sixth century before Christ, but India
and China certainly, and perhaps Egypt, had already achieved a high degree of
development before this period. The philosophical standpoints of the Buddha
in India, and Confucius in China presuppose many centuries of previous specu-
lation and enquiry. There is, therefore, little doubt that systematic study of
philosophy had begun in these countries at least a thousand years—if not more -
before the Christian era. Greek philosophy itself contains internal evidence of
influence from abroad, but our knowledge of such influence is at best rudimentary.
Nor have we any knowledge of the contacts between the ancient schools of thought
in China, India and Egypt and cannot, therefore, judge how far their inter-con-
nections led to any new developments. In recent times, there have been many
independent studies in the philosophical systems of India and China, though the
thought of Egypt still remains largely unknown. Their antiquity is unquestioned,
and it is universally admitted that they precede the development of Greek philo-
sophy by centuries, but nevertheless, even to-day most histories of philosophy
begin the story of the development of human thought with the Greeks.
This cannot but make the study of philosophy somewhat unreal to Indian
students.

Equally big is the gap in our knowledge of the influence of Indian thought
on Arab thought. There is general agreement that ancient Indian thought
influenced the Arab conception of mathematics, chemistry and philosophy. It is
possible that there are works in Arabic in which the story of such influences is
still imbedded. So far as the general student of philosophy is concerned, these
are, however, still largely matters of speculation. It is also known that the
Arabs preserved the Greek heritage and passed it on to modern Europe. The
impact of Arab thought on Europe was, therefore, full of momentous consequence,
and according to some, is the immediate cause of the Renaissance. It is, however,
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not realized that a comprehensive survey of such influence is not possible w1thou’c
discovering in what way Arab thought had combined the elements which it in-
herited from Hellenic, Hebraic and Indian sources. What is still more strange
is that many students of philosophy are not even aware of such gaps in our
knowledge or of the consequences which follow from them.

In this connection it may be of some interest to refer to the ‘ History of
Philosophy * which is being sponsored by the Government of India. Maulana
Abul Kalam Azad, at a meeting of the All-India Education Conference in
1948 proposed that the Government of India should undertake the preparation
of a * History of Philosophy ’ without any territorial or temporal qualifications.
Such a work could alone claim to be a true history of philosophy, for it would
seek to illustrate the continuity in the development of human thought without
reference to any particular age or people. The state of our knowledge to-day
is the result of the co-operation stretching over millenniums of all the
peoples in the world, but for various reasons, most of the current histories of
philosophy written by European or American scholars either altogether ignore
or make merely passing reference to the contribution of the Orient. On the other
hand, books by Indian and other Oriental scholars generally deal exclusively with
either Indian or some other special school of Oriental Philosophy. In consequence,
the unity in the development of human thought is hardly ever grasped.

In view of past neglect, it is perhaps necessary to place a greater emphasis
on the study of Indian philosophy in our Universities. This also is the reason
why the proposed ‘‘ History of Philosophy : Eastern and Western”’  will
embody a special reference to the value of the Indian Contnbutlon to the develop-
ment of human thought. The reorganization of our Umver51ty syllabuses are,
however, still not fully satisfactory. Indian philosophy has no doubt found a
place, but it is still treated as a special branch and what is worse, the syllabus is
so arranged that in some cases, it is an alternative to some other school of philo-
sophy. Thus in some universities, students who take up Indian philosophy must
remain ignorant of Arab philosophical thought and vice versa. The Indian
Philosophical Congress has re-organized its sections on the basis of subjects, and
it seems that a similar re-organization of the syllabus of philosophy in Indian
Universities is long overdue.

The state of study of philosophy in a country is in the end only a measure of
the state of intellectual health of its people. To be alive is to think, and hence
some kind of philosophy is altogether inescapable for man. The only choice is
between sound philosophy and unsound. Unsound philosophy—-which really
means lack of philosophy—may breed a spirit of dogmatism and rigidity which
would be fatal in the modern world. Even for purposes of bare survival, it is
thus necessary to ensure the maintenance of a spirit of critical enquiry, intellectual
humility and toleration of differences. These constitute the essence of man’s
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philosophical quest and are in turn best developed through the pursuit of the
philosophical discipline.

The need of a new philosophical renaissance is borne upon us even more
inexorably by the impasse to which modern science has brought the whole of
humanity. The tremendous advance of scientific knowledge is one of the most
glorious achievements of the human intellect, and has for the first time in human
history created conditions in which a civilized standard of life is possible for
everybody. It has also brought about a liberation of the spirit by sweeping away
many old superstitions and offering rational explanations of many of the mysteries
of nature. Nevertheless, science itsclf is facing a crisis to-day, on account of its
inner paradoxes and also because of its divorce from the values of the spirit.
The destructive aspects of science have in consequence become a threat to human
survival. It is this crisis in science and civilization which offers both a challenge
and an opportunity to philosophy. If there is to be a transvaluation of old values
and the emergence of new standards for humanity as a whole, it is for the philo-
sophers to take up the task and through a critical examination of the old scaffold-
ings of faith prepare the framework for a new temple of the human spirit.
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Presidential Address

Section: Logic and Metaphysics
by
A. C. MUKERJI

About a couple of decades have passed since I had the privilege of first presid-
ing over this section and acquainting my learned colleagues with the réasons why,
notwithstanding my deep respect for a particular philosophical tradition, I felt
then dissatisfied with its modern form in which an apparently abrupt turn has
been given to an analysis of experience which, if pursued more resolutely and
boldly, would yicld a richer harvest than what has so far been reaped. 1 would
very much like to use the present opportunity for presenting before you some of
the considerations that have further deepened my allegiance to that old, mistakenly
fancied dead, tradition in spite of my profound admiration for the overwhelming
scholarship and remarkable ingenuity with which some of the comtemporary
theories of epistemology and metaphysics have been, and are still being, worked
out. But this being impossible in a brief presidential address I shall try to give
here the barest outline of my views against the background of some arbitrarily
selected new orientations in epistemology and metaphysics.

That every new reorientation in the field of logic and 'metaphysics necessarily
represents a forward step opening the way to a hitherto unattained insight into
the nature of experience and reality has been a disastrous assumption in the
history of philosophy. The assumption is disastrous for it promotes an unhealthy
craze for originality and encourages a sort of dilettantish attitude to the achieve-
ments of the past. Personal initiative is, no doubt, a great virtue in philosophy
as in the other spheres of life; but it must be admitted at the same time that
this virtue, when completely divorced from an intelligent appropriation of the
heritage of the past, degenerates into a perverse crotchet, and sometimes even a
deceitful conceit, that is ill-suited for furthering the cause of truth. I have often
asked myself if some of the recent developments in logic and metaphysics, not-
withstanding the remarkable ingenuity with which they have been, and are still
being, worked out, are not born of the craze for novelty rather than a genuine
speculative impulse. When, for instance, it is proclaimed that all philesophers
from Plato and Aristotle down to Kant and Hegel, have only erected the pillars
of aberration in their efforts to analyse experience, it would prima facie arouse
the suspicion that such a presumptubus generalization could not be the result
of any fairly sympathetic or thorough study of the great thinkers of the past.
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Before proceeding to justify this suspicion, it may be useful to start with what may
be called the common platform of the warring theories.

Paradoxical as it may appear, a total discontinuity between a new theory
and the old would render its critical weapons totally ineffective against the latter.
To put it from the other side, the underlying unity and continuity of views
is the very reason why they come into clash in respect of certain specific problems
and particular situations. In a philosophical controversy it is but natural for the
disputants to be oblivious of the solid core of knowledge which supports and lends
force to the weapons of offence and defence, much as in the heat of the battle
the combatants remain unconscious of the solid common ground under their feet.
If they had not been absolutely certain about the gencral features of what reality
must be, the participants in the controversy would not so much as feel the need
of differing from one another in regard to the specific formulations of their res-
pective positions. The assertion *“ The virtuous are happy "' does not come into
conflict with the assertion ‘“ All crows are black ’’, because there is no common
concept uniting them; similarly, * You are just ” and “ He is unjust ”’ are not
conflicting assertions, because the predicates, though mutually exclusive, lose
their opposition when they are ascribed to different subjects.

Every theory of reality, for example, lays claim to truth and consequently
challenges the truth-claim of a rival theory. That there is a reality which
refuses to be represented by conflicting theories is, therefore, one of the common
assumptions uniting the new with the old theory. If reality, as philosophical
perversity has sometimes claimed, had been in its ultimate nature the subject of
conflicting and mutually destructive judgments, there could be neither science
nor philosophy. Even the most radical sceptic or a confirmed misologist, in so far
as he claims truth for his assertion that knowledge is unattainable or that reality
is inscrutable, makes the unconscious assumption that reality has a positive
nature by virtue of which it repels conflicting formulations. Thus radical scep-
ticism or total agnosticism is a disguised parasite that feeds upon the sap supplied
by the parent tree of absolute knowledge.

One of the results of these considerations is to disclose the utter futility of
an unbridgeable dualism of knowledge and reality. Even when reality is taken
to lie beyond the frontiers of knowledge, the position owes its plausibility to a
confusion between the general and the specific features of reality, and then our
obvious ignorance of the details is misconstrued as total ignorance including that
of its general features. What is not clearly realized by those who make this
mistake is that a completely unknowable reality, being a contentless vacuity,
cannot be intelligently used for demarcating or limiting the sphere of human
knowledge. Existentialism, when viewed in this light, has only revived an old
fallacy, by creating an impassable gulf between knowledge and existence. =~ Even
if it be granted that existence cannot be resolved into mere logic and that it is best
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illustrated in the spontaneity or creative resolve and in the attitude of nien, it
does not follow from this that *“ existence " is, on that account, beyond knowledge
or beyond the principles involved in a systematic presentation. In fact, the
existentialistic mistrust of system which is supposed to stifle spontaneity and
human personality would make existentialism either speechless or senseless. If
personality and spontaneity are to convey any definite meaning they must conform
to the principles of significant assertions and systematic presentation; and so to
condemn the rationalistic practice of building up an impersonal objective system,
far from preparing the ground for an alternative formulation of reality, would
knock off the ground from under the feet of ““ existence ” itself. The need of a
philosophical or scientific reform arises when a particular theory is found to be
inadequate for the purpose of complete systematization and a new theory comes
to establish itself by reason of its greater systematizing capacity. “Thus, system
being the most fundamental demand that unites the new with the old theory, an
initial distrust of system is utterly incompatible with the claim to reform or improve
upon the old doctrines of epistemology or metaphysics.

To discard system is, in fact, to eliminate the universal from an analysis of
experience and reduce knowledge to incommunicable flashes of extreme subjec-
tivity which render all questions of truth and error as irrelevant as unmeaning.
That some existentialists have perceived this paradox in an extreme type of sub-
jectivism is apparent from the super-existential philosophy of Heidegger with its
emphasis on the human-being-in-general by which he has sought to remove the
paradoxes in the existential philosophy of Jaspers. The reduction of truth to a
mere subjective attitude of man may no doubt display an excessive zeal against
the objectivation of existence, but it betrays at the game time the reductio ad
absurduwm inherent in an one sided emphasis on the abstract particular.

These observations, of course, are not intended to belittle the importance of
recognizing an unobjectifiable principle for a sound and systematic theory of
knowledge, and so far the contention that human personality contains a principle
that does not admit of objectivation may be essentially right. But from this it
does not follow that the unobjectifiable principle is beyond the region of coherent
thought; all that follows is the inapplicability to it of the specific characters that
belong to the objectifiable facts. Indeed, this inapplicability is accepted as much
in the interest of coherent thought as any other discovery in science or philosophy;
and it would, therefore, be a very serious confusion of issues to extol the virtue of
incoherent thinking, as some existentialists have actually done, in formulating
the doctrine of existentialism. It is one thing to insist that existence cannot be
objectified, but it is an entirely different thing to deny on that ground an objective
system of knowledge born of coherent thought.

Another new deﬁarture in epistemology is represented by what is called
logical positivism, analysis, or logical empiricism. Like every type of positivism
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it dismisses all metaphysical problems as psuedo-problems due to linguistic con-
fusion and proceeds to solve afresh the problems of epistemology which are supposed
to be insolvable without a strictly logical analysis of language designed to clarify
the meaning of words. It would be an endless task to go into the considerations
which have led to the conclusion that the meaning of words is determined by
syntactical and semantic rules of the language. But what is significant is the
acute difference of opinion in the camp of the logical positivists themselves about
the truth or falsity of empirical propositions, particularly of the ‘‘ Protocol ”
sentences, some holding that truth or falsity of these sentences is determined
solely by the formal relation cach of them has to a given system of sentences,
and thus enunciating a modified form of the coherence theory of truth, while
others questioning the possibility of any sentence, howsoever coherent and con-
sistent, conveying knowledge about matters of fact simply on the ground of its
formal self-consistency. Thus an old dispute has received a new lease of life, and
one would not be far wrong if it is surmised that the importance of the logical
analysis of language for solving the problems of philosophy has been considerably
exaggerated by the modern positivists.

If this is an instance of the exaggerated claims of contemporary positivism
to solve an old problem, the renewed emphasis it has laid on the dualism of a
priori and empirical knowledge may be taken to be an instance of its uncritical
acceptance of an old questionable solution of another important problem of
epistemology. This dualism to which the empiricists of all grades of perfection
have persistently clung, as is well known, was thrown into prominence by Hume
by his famous distinction between the truth about the relations of ideas and that
about the matters of fact. It is only in the case of the former that, according to
him, there may be demonstration while our knowledge of the matters of fact is
bound to remain in the region of probability. In reverting to Hume’s dualism
and accepting his verdict as final, the logical empiricists, along with the majority
of contemporary thinkers, appear to have completely ignored the value of an
alternative theory of knowledge, according to which neither the a priort nor the
empirical knowledge is a species of knowledge by the side of the other species;
on the contrary, what is called a priori knowledge is nothing more than the
knowledge of the universal elements involved in the very existence of an empirical
object or an empirically given event. If, for instance, it is assumed that sense-
data are the ultimate materials of experience, our analysis, according to this
theory, is defective, for it does not take into consideration the conditions of there
being a world of sense-data at all. Every sense-datum, for example, must be
identifiable in different contexts, and must, at the least, be distinguishable from
the other sense-data by its spatio-temporal and other relations. These formal
relations being involved in their very existence, to abstract them from the sense-
data is to reduce the latter to what would be as good as nothing for us. When
considered in this light, the distinction between the formally true or formally false
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and the factually true or factually false propositions would be found to be based
upon an unfortunate mistake in interpreting the meaning of a priori knowledge.

No careful exponent of a prior: knowledge has denied the substantial truth
of Hume’s contention that we can never be quite sure of the truth of a given
inductive generalization. But at the same time it would be a blunder to infer,
as has been done by the logical empiricists, that one never has a good reason for
believing that any event will occur rather than any other. This is a blunder
because the conception of an objective order of succession, which no empiricist can
doubt except through a confusion of thought, implies that every event has a
definite place in the spatio-temporal system. What the past has taught us may
be untaught by the future. Such an uncertainty is conditioned by the absolute
certainty that the past is necessarily followed by the future, but this" necessity is
after all the necessity with which one event follows another. Here, once more,
we ccme upon the truth, explained above, that our ignorance of the special
features of reality is based upon our absolute certainty about its general features.
That is, to put it in the present context, the validity of objective succession is
necessarily presupposed by, and consequently cannot be derived from, or as-
sailed by, particular inductions of doubtful validity.

A modified form of the same confusion has been at the root of the logical
positivists’ dualism between the world of meanings and the structure of reality.
Criticism of the rules of logic is not a new venture in the history of philosophy ;
nor is there much room for adding to the points that have been historically made
out to meet this misological challenge. One may, therefore, atford to be brief
in bringing out the self-contradiction in the positivisty’ attack on the logical
rules on the ground that their application is restricted to the field of discourse
organizing our meanings and, as such, have no ontological significance. The
simplest way of realizing the inherent paradox of this criticism would be to enquire
whether or not this itself is an assertion claiming to be absolutely true, and, as
such, possessing a meaning which, though expressed in language, is not determined
by the syntactical rules of the language; and whether or not its truth claim is an
implicit rejection of the truth of any other assertion that is its contradictory.
It will then be evident that the positivists’ criticism of the logical rules cannot be
left standing except on the basis of those very principles it seeks to deprecate.
The law of contradiction, for instance, regulates, not only the use of words, but
also every significant assertion, and every systematic formulation of our views.
What defies systematic formulation, as we have urged in the context of existentia-
lism, is not a profounder reality than the logical reality but a contentless vacuity,
a mere word emptied of the least shred of meaning. Even the distinction between
the field of discourse and the structure of reality, like every other distinction,
has for its ultimate sanction the logical demand for coherent and systematic
thinking. The conclusion, therefore, seems to be unavoidable that all attempts
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to deny, or restrict the application of, the principles of logic are but the offspring
of an illegitimate particularization of the universal and a consequent co-ordination
of the transcendental principles with what they condition. A new theory, a new
analysis, a new orientation,—these are all alike dictated by the principles of logic,
and so far they may be called foundational principles as distinct from the super-
structural rules. The latter are certainly subject to change and revision; but
these changes being always dictated by the former, it would be as insane to condemn
the logical principles as mere tautologies as to expect that the superstructure
will not collapse on the removal of its foundation.

A similar conclusion would follow from a careful and impartial examination
of the other empirico-sceptical re-orientations of epistemological and metaphysical
thought of the present day. The hunt for the pure data isolated from the trans-
forming activity of thought, the phenomenological description of the data of
consciousness in their original purity and immediacy, the attempt to replace the
Critique of Pure Reason by the Critique of Historical Reason or by the biogra--
phical studies of great men’s lives, are but new bottles containing old wine. None
of them, when every thing is said and done, can afford to ignore the conditions
of systematic thought and, inasmuch as the logical principles provide these con-
ditions, every criticism of the older types of epistemological analysis which un-
earthed the foundational principles of knowledge is bound to be ineffectual and
abortive, '
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Presidential Address

Section: [Ethics and Social Philosophy
by
T. M. P. MAHADEVAN

The philosopher not unoften figures in popular opinion as a lover of the
paradox. The title of my address, I am afraid, may lend credence to that pre-
judice. But not all paradoxes are idle puzzles or meaningless riddles. Very
often, what is apparently self-contradictory is seen to contain a concealed truth.
And, is it not the task of the philosopher not to rest content with the appearances,
but to pierce through them and reach the heart of reality ? To seek to address
the Section of Ethics and Social Philosophy of the Indian Philosophical Congress
on a sphere which is beyond ethics may savour of a paradox. My choice, however,
is based on a conviction that if one is confined strictly within the frontiers of
ethics, one runs the danger of getting bogged and missing the life-giving and
exhilarating air of the free land of the Spirit. To show how this is so shall be the
theme of my address.

I

4

It is generally accepted by experts in moral science—if science it may be
called—that ecthics is concerned with conduct as expressive of character, and
that conduct is not only three-fourths of life, as Matthew Arnold would have it,
but the whole of life. Now, in what way is ethics concerned with life ? Is ethics
concerned with life as it is actually lived or with life as it ought to be lived ? The
consensus of opinion among moralists is that ethics which is a normative study
deals with the ideal of conduct and not with conduct as such. Whether the ideal
be regarded as a rule to which conduct has to conform or as an end towards which
conduct has to be directed, the morality of conduct is to be determined not by
asking how conduct arises or in what manner it functions but by enquiring how
far it approximates to the rule or approaches the end. So, ethics is usually
defined as the study of what is right or good in conduct. In other words, what
we are interested in in ethics is the good will or the ideal self, and not merely the
actual modes of action or activity-types. We may, therefore, say that where
there is no ‘ ought ’ there is no morality. It is in the oughtness of morality that
its strength and weakness lie. And, it is because of its oughtness that morality
cannot be the finale of life and can serve only as the footstool of heaven.
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Attempts have been made, mainly by positive scientists, to construct an
ethic without the ‘ought’. Seeking to give a purely scientific formulation to
the foundations of ethics, an American scientist, Dr Chauncy D. Leake, converts
ethics into what he calls ‘ ethicogenesis . Dismissing classical ethics as
“ metaphysical irrelevance’ and * dogmatically normative ’, he wants to adopt,
in the study of morals, the ‘ descriptive ' approach characteristic of scientific
effort, and discover thereby a natural principle operative in human relations.
Agreeing with scientists like Carlson and Julian Huxley, the essence of the scien-
titic method, he says, is the rejection in fofo of all non-observational and non-
experimental authority in the field of experience.  The procedure that is followed
in the natural sciences involves three stages : (1) Observation and description,
as accurately as possible, of oneself and one's environment, (2) suggestion of a
tentative hypothesis as to the ways by which an individual and his environment
may opcrate, and (3) testing the validity of the tentative explanation by experi-
ment, which consists in the isolation and control of specific factors, and arriving
at conclusions warranted by such a process. If seeing is believing, one should
not believe without secing ; and ‘ seeing ’ for the modern scientist is sense-perceiv-
ing through observation and experiment. The scientific method, therefore, is
descriptive, what is called explanation being but a more detailed and accurate
mode of description. In the scientist’s vocabulary, then, expressions like ideals
and norms do not find a place. What he is concerned with is only collection of
data and generalizing about them.

Employing the descriptive method as the sole instrument of knowledge, the
scientist finds no evidence for the objective existence of ‘ immutable and absolute
principles of Truth, Beauty and Goodness’. The human individual, as a cons-
cious agent is the source and measure of all value, according to Warner Fite, as
quoted with approval by Leake?2  Ethics, therefore, is not a value-science devoted
to the definition of * Goodness * as an objective value. It is a life-science included
in the wider science of biology. From our biological knowledge it is clear * that
survival for an individual living thing or for a particular living species is ‘ good’
for that individual or that species. Whatever is conducive toward the continued
survival of that particular individual or that particular species is therefore ‘ good’
for it.”* The clue, then, to understand morality lies in Darwinism, whose central
doctrine is that survival is accomplished through adaptation and adjustment to
environmental conditions. That individual or group which adjusts itself har-
moniously toward other individuals or groups has a better chance of survival

I Chauncy D. Leake and Patrick Romanell, Can We Agree? A Scientist and a Philosopher argue about Ethics
(The University of Texas Press, Austin, 1950).

2 Op. cit., p. 18,
3 Op. cit., p. 18,
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than that which does not. The ethical implication of this Darwinian dictum is
that that mode of conduct is good which is conducive to harmonious adjustment
to environment. Leake calls it the ‘harmony’ theory of ethics. Thus the
justification for the ‘ Golden Rule’ that one should love one’s neighbour as one-
self is that any living thing, in order to survive, must adapt itself harmoniously
to its environment. To the criticism that the Darwinian conception of Nature
as ‘ red with tooth and claw ’ and of the process of life as ‘ a struggle for existence’
is more consistent with the ‘ Iron Rule’ of Nietzsche than with the ‘ Golden
Rule ’ of Jesus Christ, Leake’s reply is that it is an unfair criticism. ‘ Darwin’s
contribution to ethics ”’, he contends, ‘* was essentially to offer biological evidence
in support of the Aristotelian harmony theory of ethics. This, as has been later
developed, appears to be a matter of adaptation, adjustment, and compromise
toward what may become mutually satisfying.”" 4 ’

The ‘naturally operative cthical principle ', then, is to be conceived in
terms of a concomitant variation between ‘ mutual satisfaction ' and * survival '.
Leake formulates the principle as follows : *“ The probabilitv of survival of a
relationship  between individual humans or groups of hwwmans increases with the
extent to which that velationship 1s mutually satisfving.” > This is a natural principle
because, it operates anyway, whether we are aware of it or not, like the laws of
thermo-dynamics. The only advantage of recognizing it is that we can function
better by taking advantage of it.

The. implications of the natural symbiotic principle as formulated above,
claims Leake, are in accord with the general cthical exhortations of the centuries.
Only those exhortations in their imperative form have been misleading the tradi-
tional moralists. Not merely that. Fear of punishment and hope of reward
which serve as tags to those exhortations have not been particularly fruitful in
promoting good conduct among men. S. J. Holmes says, ‘‘ Peoples may believe
that their moral customs derive from a supernatural source, but one potent reason
for their adoption is their conduciveness to survival.”® The raison d’etre for
acting right or good conduct is of the same grade as the one for not putting one’s
hand in the fire. * The answer to the question ‘ why not put your hand in the
fire ? ' is the answer of fact ”, says John Dewey, * If you do, your hand will be
burnt. The answer to the question, * Why acknowledge right ? ’ is of the same
sort. For right is only an abstract name for the multitude of concrete demands
in action which others impress upon us, and of which we are obliged, if we would
live, to take some account.”’ 7

4 0p. cit., p. 65.

S 0p. cit., p. 25. .

6 Quoted by Leake from an article in Science, 90, 117, See Op. cit., p. 22, *
7 (,)uote& by Leake ; see Op. cit., p. 19.
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Professor Patrick Romanell, an American philosopher, has argued the case
for philosophical ethics as against Dr Leake’s ethicogenesis. The line of his
argument is as follows. The scientific method does not consist merely in obser-
vation and description ; it involves also the use of ““ constructive imagination .
This is characteristic of all inquiry, including the ethical. But so far as the aim
is concerned, an inquiry may be existential or normative. The former is concerned
primarily with things as thev are, and the latter with things as they ought to be.
The contrast, then, is not between the ‘ descriptive ' and the ‘ normative ' method,
but between the ‘existential * and the ‘ normative’ aim. The aim of inquiry
in ethics is normative, since ethics is an examination of the good life, whether
it exists or not, unlike biology which is a studyv of life as it exists in nature. When
once this is granted, Romanell would have no objection to Leake’s general thesis
that “ a system of ethics to be sound and relevant to human conduct must have
a naturalistic foundation’.® A naturalistic philosophy, however, he says, by
incorporating man into nature, does not stop with naturalizing man ; it also
humanizes nature. Biology and ethics belong to two different groups of study.
By seeking a biological basis for ethics, Leake has introduced illegitimately into
the sphere of ethics ‘relativism’, ‘ egoism ’ and * practicalism ' which are features
of biology as a natural science. Even life as it is cannot be adequately explained
in terms of these features. It is needless, therefore, to say that they are inappli-
cable in the realm of morals.

While Romanell’s critique of Leake’s ' ethicogenesis ' is good so far as it goes,
it is not good enough. Tt suffers from the limitation of all modern Western philo-
sophy with probably a few exceptions, besides the special limitations of the kind
of ‘realistic ' philosophy sponsored by Professor William P. Montague in whose
footsteps Romanell follows.  Since it is not my purpose here to examine Romanell’s
view in detail, I shall refer only to what I consider to be the fundamental
defect of modern Western philosophy. Philosophy, according to the most gene-
rally accepted view in the West, does not differ from science so far as its method
is concerned. ‘° The philosopher is a theorizer, even as the scientist is. He
cogitates about the world as a whole, while the scientist investigates the nature
of a particular aspect of it.”’® Descartes who is hailed as the father of modern
philosophy set mathematics as the model for metaphysics. Locke, who inaugu-
rated modern empiricism, went one better by choosing to follow the pattern of
physical science. Thus European philosophy which broke off from the apron
strings of theelogy has, in what is known as the modern era, clung fast to the
coat-tails of physical science.'® Reliance on science has become almost an
obsession with the Western philosopher. That is why he is not willing to recog-
nize Indian philosophy as philosophy. Even those Western philosophers who

8 Op. cit., p. 46.

9 See the present writer's paper ' Western and Eastern Thought ' in (oethe and the Modeyn Age (Henry Reg-
nery Company, Chicago, 1950), p. 299.
10 Ibid, p. 299.
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have some interest in Indian thought anxiously ask : ‘° Will not the march of
science alter the content of the Vedantic Weltanschauung ? How can the Vedanta
remain the same today as it was before the discoveries of modern science ?”* The
role of philosophy, so thinks the Western philosopher, is to bring to order the
results of science. No wonder, then, that there should have arisen in the West,
in recent times, a school of philosophy which says that the empirically unverifiable
is nonsensical and that the so-called metaphysical questions are void of meaning.
The only task left to the metaphysicians, it would appear, is to deny the possi-
bility of metaphysics. ‘“ We seem to be having a second Kantianism without
Kant’s reverence for the eternal values which he regarded as the necessary postu-
lates of morality.” 11 Combine with the Western philosopher’s inordinate depen-
dence on science his inheritance of the distinctive characteristics of Greek culture,
viz., humanism and positivism, you have a complete picture of modern Western
philosophy.

But philosophy as darsana is quite difterent. Though it employs the rational
method of inquiry, it is aware of the limits of reason. What it aims to give us
is not so much knowledge by description as knowledge by acquaintance. Philo-
sophy, in a word, is self-realization. [ use the word ‘ self ' here not in the sense of
a psychical entity or mental stuff, but to mean the inner reality of all things, inclu-
ding the individual soul. Philosophy, then, is not an attempt ‘ to know both
everything as a whole and everything down to its minutest detail ’, nor is its
goal merely ‘intellectual "!2. It seeks to discover the fruth of things by looking
within ; and its goal is intuitive wisdom or insight and not mere theoretical
knowledge. Hence it is that the method of self-discovery one finds in the Upani-
sads consists in an advance from the outer to the inner/ from the gross to the
subtle. However far science may go in its analysis of matter, it will still be in
the region of the gross. Therefore, the results of positive science have not the
power to atfect or unsettle the conclusions of philosophy. And, morality which
is one of the modes of self-realization cannot become the content of a natural
science-—even though that science be biology.

In the light of such a conception of the function of philosophy and of the
nature of ethics, it should be clear that Leake has succeeded only in demolishing
the basis of ethics and not in giving us any new moral foundation. To urge that
survival, whether of the individual or of the species, is the goal of morality, and
that mutually satisfying relationships are the means thereto, is to miss the central
problem of ethics. There are several questions which we may ask with reference
to Leake’s thesis, and for which there seems to be no adequate reply. As Leake
speaks indifferently of survival of the individual and of the species, it is not clear
what he means by survival. It cannot be survival of the individual in the sense

11 1bid, p. 299.
12 See Romanell's words in Can We Agree 2, p. 40.
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of continuance after physical death ; for Leake as a naturalist-positivist cannof
believe in a soul, and to him there can be no ‘ mind * apart from the functiona
operation of the brain!3. If survival refers to the species, then, in what does
such survival consist ? Does it consist in the increase in numbers ? [s such increasc
always good ? If so, why should population experts advocate drastic reductior
in the size of the population of certain lands ? Again, is the human species alonc
to survive, or others too ? If the latter, which species should survive and whict
not ? The corner-stone of Leake’s ethicogenesis is that survival is good ; buf
he does not tell us why it is good or what 1s meant by goodness. In the languagc
of the Kathopani sad we are inclined to ask him : who shall revel in mere lengt]
of life ? atidirghe jrvite ko rameta 2t Are therc not instances of individuals
sacrificing their life for the sake of a causc ? Is life always precious ? Are therc
not things more precious than life ? Leake speaks of mutual satisfaction as the
measure of survival ? But what is mutual satisfaction ? Is there a universa
standard ? Do the same things or deeds please all 7 And further, accepting Leake’s
version of Darwinism, has it been established that adaptation, adjustment, har-
monization is the only way to survival ? If * the gladiatorial theory of existence
should prove to be more satisfactory, will it be ethical to adopt Nietzsche's * Iror
Rule * as the rule of life ?

[ believe that these questions cannot be answered from the standpoint o
naturalism. The outward look of things cannot guide us to the solution of the
problem of goodness which is the central problem of ethics. We, as moral beings
refuse to acquiesce in what is and strive for the realization of an ideal, which foi
lack of a better term may be called perfection.  Therc isin us a * divine discontent
which makes us dissatisfied with our self as it is and aspire for the ideal self.  The
moral experience takes the form of * I ought to have done this; I ought not to have
done that ’, or ' I ought to be this ; I ought not to be that . That is why it must
be admitted that there is no morality without an “ought . And, all the rationa-
lization of the naturalist will not be able to dismiss from the realm of morality
the sense of obligation or duty.

111

Having shown that ‘ oughtness ' is essential to morality, let me proceed tc
demonstrate the self-discrepancy which is inherent therein with a view to justify
my thesis that morality cannot be man’s last rest-place and that he must rise
even above it to an experience where there is fulfilment and no more endeavour
no aspiration and no regret. '

One aspect of the self-discrepancy of the ‘ought’ manifests itself in the
conflict between the form and content of morality, between the rule and the end,
between the right and the good. The rationalistic view of Kant stresses the

13 See Can We Agree 2, p. 6.
14 Katha, ), 28.
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form at the expense of content. All types of hedonism seek content without
paying due regard to the form or rule. Kant gives us the kow of ‘ ought ’ when
he teaches that we should so act that the principle of our action may be universa-
lized. Utilitarianism gives us the why of ‘ ought’ when it sets forth the greatest
happiness of the greatest number as the end of morality. !5

The issue of form versus content has in Indian thought, centred round the
question regarding the ground of willed action. What prompts activity, it is
asked, is it the awareness of a deed as something fo be done (karyata-jidna) or is
it the cognition of a deed as the means to some end to be gained (¢ stasdidhanata-
jidana) ? The contestants over this issue in the classical age were the Prabhakara
Mimamsakas and the Naiyayikas. According to the Prabhakaras, karyata-
jiana or the consciousness of something to be done results in volition. Karyatd,
however, may mean either what can bc done (mayd idam kartum Sakyate) or
what ought to be done (mama idam avasyam kartavvam). 1t is the latter sense that
the Prabhakaras accept ; for the obligatoriness of duty lies in the awareness
of the ought-to-be-done. Here, again, it is not the simple awareness of a deed
as something to be done that constitutes obligation. The agent should be cons-
cious of the fact that e ought to do it, that the deed ought to become a quali-
fication of his (sva-visesapa). It is not only in the case of obligatory duties (nitva-
and narmittika-karmas) that there is the sense of oughtness but also in the
case of optional deeds (kamva-karmas). Though in the latter case the desire
for an end serves as a motive, the deed acquires the quality of oughtness by the
end being regarded as a qualification of the agent (sva-visesana). Thus in the
Prabhakara view, all willed action is prompted by kdryata-jiana. In their eager-
ness to universalize the law of duty, the Prabhakaras bring under its operation
even the optional deeds (kamya-karmas).

The Nyaya view, of which the Western hedonistic theory is more or less a
parallel, stresses the importance of the consciousness of good in all volition. In
order that there may be a willed act, there must be the knowledge that the act
is instrumental to a desired end (:istasddhanati-jidana), and also the knowledge
that the attainment of the end is unaccompanied by a more powerful evil (balavad-
ani sta- ' nanubandhitva-jiiana). Thisis so not only as regards the optional decds
but also in the case of obligatory duties. It is the end that determines all volun-
tary action—but it is the end as chosen by the agent and not as an external impel-
ling force conditioning his behaviour.

The conflict between form and content, or rule and end is one of the modes-—
probably the most comprehensive one—in which the contradiction of morality
appears. The incompatibility takes on various other forms such as the one
between the real and the ideal or the one between self-interest and self-sacrifice.

15 There are alternative views of the end, a consideration of which is not necessary for our present purpose.
I have cited utilitarianism only as an example of content-cthics.
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Suffice it for us to note here that in the very heart of morality there is contradic-
tion. The very fact that moral life consists in a struggle of good with evil shows
that it is a realm of imperfection. ‘‘ Morality does involve a contradiction ",
says Bradley, ““ it does tell you to realize that which never can be realized, and
which, if realized, does efface itself as such. No one ever was or could be perfectly
moral ; and, if he were, he would be moral no longer. Where there is no imper-
fection there is no ought, where there is no ought there is no morality, where
there is no self-contradiction there is no ought. The ought is a self-contradic-
tion.” 18  That this must be so is because of the very constitution of man. There
is self-contradiction in morality because man is a contradiction.'” Were this
not so, man would be cither a beast or a god. Struggle through contradiction
1s of the very essence of morality.

Yes, man is a contradiction. But he is also more. It is this ‘ more’ which
makes him not rest in a contradiction, and by rising even above the realm of
morality conquer the heaven of perfection. Before I indicate how this conquest
is made, let me refer to one or two empirical modes in which the resolution of the
moral conflict has been attempted from the standpoint of what I would call the
“lower’ morality.

The disparity between the code prescribed for individual citizens and that
followed by states is well-known. For the individual to lie or murder is immoral,
whereas for the state to do these very things is considered to be quite in order.
The statesman as an individual may not lie, but as a representative of his state
in what are called ‘ diplomatic negotiations ’ it may become his duty sometimes
to lic or at least not to tell only the truth. Similarly, as an individual he may
be willing to sacrifice his self-interest for the benefit of his neighbour ; but if he
acts in a like manner in his official relations to a neighbouring country, he will
be branded as a traitor. The German sociologist Max Weber sought to justify
the conduct of the state by characterizing it as based on the ethic of responsi-
bility (Verantwortungsethik) which is distinct from the ethic for nonpolitical
relations among individuals, which he calls the ethic of conscience (Gewissens-
ethitk). But by giving it a new name and calling it an ethic, the Machiavellian
rule does not become moral. At least the Italian theorist was candid enough to
say that the Prince, as the ruler of the State, is often forced to do the bad thing,
and that the ethically bad is politically good because it is useful. All that Weber
has succeeded in doing is to identify ethics with group ethics, morals with morale. 18
In order to resolve the conflict between means and end, form and content,
he creates two moralities, one of which, viz., the “ ethic of responsibility ”, is,
strictly speaking, immorality. A reconciliation between ethics and politics is

16 F. H. Bradley, Ethical Studies (Oxford University Press, Second edition, 1927), p. 134.
17 1bid, p. 313.
18 Professor Simon in a Symposium on Ethics and Politics, Goethe and the Modern Age, p. 375.
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not to be had this way. We should rather turn to Gandhism for light, which-
tells us that even in politics the moral law should reign. The unique contribu-
tion of Mahatma Gandhi to political thought is that not only did he urge that
the means should be as good as the end even in politics but also discovered such
a means in the twin spiritual principles of truth (satya) and non-violence (ahimsa).
That is, he sought to reconcile ethics and politics from the standpoint of what
may be called ‘ higher’ morality.

Let us now turn to another mode of resolving the conflict of form and content
from the standpoint of ordinary or ‘lower’ morality. In the Dharma-$astras and
Mimamsa a distinction is made between optional deeds (kdmya-karmas) ond
obligatory duties (nitya-karmas). While the former are dependent on the agent’s
inclination, the latter are not so dependent. The obligatory duties have to be
performed without any ulterior motive. Their performance does not bring in
any merit, it is contended ; their non-performance, however, causes demerit.
One has to do his duties in obedience to the moral law. The imperativeness of
the moral command is categorical. As regards optional deeds there is no question
of “ought’. Each deed has its own particular end, and only he that desires the
end need perform that deed. But in so performing he is enjoined to see that
the principles of morality are not violated. Thus it is only in the negative sense
that the performance of optional deeds may be moral. Properly speaking, the
obligatory duties alone belong to the sphere of morality. Here, again, the solu-
tion offered for the moral problem is a dichotomy in the field of human volition ;
pleasure and duty are distinguished ; and from such a standpoint the perfor-

mance of duty must be a laborious and monotonous affair.
4

A truc and noble synthesis of the conflicting factors in morals is to be found
in the Gita teaching of disinterested action (u¢skdma-karma). For normal earthly
social existence which necessarily involves claims and counter-claims, all that is
required is a judicious adjustment of rights and dutics. The individual as a
member of society has to look to not only his own interests but also to the interests
of the social whole of which he is a member. In fact, it is by serving society that
he can, in part, serve himself. Self-love is not bad, but it must be reasonable.
There is nothing wrong in the individual seeking his own interests. But such
self-interest must be enlightened. It is on consideration such as these that the
sphere of action is divided into two parts, one concerned with self-interest and the
other with social obligation. That is the way of ordinary morality. But, as
we saw, man cannot rest in it, for it does not solve the moral conflict and does
not enable him to rise above the imperfections natural to empirical life. What
the Gita does is to consecrate all action and thus make of it a pathway to spirit-
uality. 19

19 Though this teaching may be traced to earlier sources, it rcceived its definitive formulation in the Gi/q,
and has been gaining in popularity ever since.
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Action ordinarily binds a man. It binds him by attaching him to its fruit
and also by affecting his character. But there is a way of doing one’s work,
according to the Gitd, by which one could liberate oneself from the fetters of work.
The way is to eschew all selfish desire and thought of private profit to be reaped
out of work. If there is no craving for a reward, nor revulsion from failure to
satisfy one’s self-interest, work will lose its power to bind. So, work has to be
done, not out of inclination or attachment to the fruit thereof, but from an exalted
sense of obligation. The older teaching applied this principle, as we saw, to one
group of actions, viz., the obligatory duties (nitya-karmas). What the Gitd does
is to extend it to all actions. No matter what the deed is, let it be done because
it ought to be done. That is, let there be no action which is selfish. * You have
a right to work alone, and never to its fruit ’. 20

All acts of social service may appear to conform to the principle of unselfish-
ness.  One who renders service to society may not have any selfish end in view.
He aims at the good of society, and engages himself in acts of beneficence. So,
in the place of selfish interest, can we have social welfare as a worthy end of action ?
The reply is, no. There is no knowing in what subtle form selfishness may creep
into one’s heart. In the region of the unconscious there may lurk a desire to
serve oneself, even though the ostensible reason may be to serve the society of
which one is a part. Moreover, it is usual with the social benefactor to think
that but for him the world would go to ruin. Social service under modern condi-
tions has only accentuated the ‘ saviour’ complex in the servants of society-—
a complex which is the enemy of spiritual growth. So, the Gita-teaching of
karma-yoga is that in action all aims should be discarded, both the narrow private
ends and the so-called public good. It is not that the world is not benefited by
the disinterested action of the yogin, but that, from his standpoint, such benefit
~1s not an end but a consequence.

It may be asked whether the Gitd-view of disinterested action does not err
on the side of formalism. Can there be action without desire ? Could any one
act without an end in view ? The reply is that only finite ends are to be rejected.
Instead of each action having its particular material goal, let all action have one
and the same end, viz., perfection. Iooked at from this standpoint, even social
weal is a finite goal, and can serve as the objective of only a certain type of action.
So, the teaching of karma-yoga is that instead of letting the mind be shattered
in the pursuit of a plurality of goals, let it be set on the path leading to the true
goal, which is spiritual realization. Morality is thus emptied of its finite contents,
and at the same time filled by attaching it to the supreme end which is the infinite
spirit. A reconciliation between form and content is effected by opening the
door that leads to the region beyond ethics.

20 Gita, ii, 47.
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The supreme end, which may be described as perfection, spiritual realization
or absolute goodness, has been envisaged in two ways. For theism it is God-reali-
zation, while for absolutism it is Self-realization. According to the former of
these attitudes, one has to perform one’s duties, completely surrendering one’s
will to the divine will. In short, one must become a mere instrument (nimitta-
mdtra) in the hands of God. All work is thus dedicated to the Lord. Work
becomes worship ; karma is transformed into bhakti, by which the devotee realizes
God. According to the absolutistic view, the proximate end of karma-yoga is
the ‘ cleansing of the heart ’ (satfva-suddhz), which in its turn prepares the way for
the onset of wisdom (jii@na) that liberates the soul. In whichever way the end
be conceived, it will be seen that there is no room for selfishness. For, the God
that is realized in theism is no limited person ; and the Self of absolutism is not
the individual ego. Both the ways lead the moral agent to a realm where he
renounces all sense of agency. The Lord of the Gita exhorts the devotee to
surrender all his duties to him, and promises to save the devotee from all evil. 2!
The same ILord describes the end, from the standpoint of absolutism, as a trans-
cendence of all work (naiskarmya-siddhi) which is attained through renunciation
(sannydsa).?* In both the realms, viz., bhakti, and jiiana, we go beyond the
moral ought. Here we are in the region of is-ness23 ; but it is an is-ness which
is quite different from the is-ness of naturalism.

I.et me explain the difference between the ‘ lower ' morality of social obli-
gation and the ‘ higher * morality of karma-yoga which leads to a ‘ beyond’, with
the help of a distinction that Bergson makes between two moralities—one, that
of the ‘ closed ’ soul, and the other, that of the ‘ open’ soul,——without, however,
committing myself to the Irench philosopher’s metaphysical position. The
ordinary morality is conduct under pressure. Here the rule is, * you must because
you must '. Natural obligation exercises on the agent a propulsive force ; and
though there is a certain measure of liberty, there is compulsion too. The second
morality is not confined to the narrow limits of class and country. It differs
from the first in that it is human instead of being merely social. Nay, it is more ;
for it takes within its sweep all sentient beings. The difference between the two
moralities is not one of degree but of kind. In the second, ‘ we yield not to a
pressure but to an attraction.” 2¢ Founders and reformers of religions, mystics
and saints, do not rule by imperatives. 28  They ask nothing, and yet they receive.
They have no need to exhort ; their mere existence suffices.2® Inspired
by their example, a few are prepared to leave all and follow them. The

21 Gita, xviii, 66.

22 Gita, xviii, 49.

23 F. H. Bradley, Ethical Studses, p. 314 : ‘' Reflection on morality leads us beyond it. It leads us, in short,
to see the necessity of a religious point of view....what it tells us is that morality is imperfect, and imperfect in

such a way as implies a higher, which is religion.” Again p. 319 : ‘ The ideal self, which in morality, is to be, is
here the real ideal which truly is’.

24 Henri Bergson, The Two Sources of Morality and Religion, p. 37.
25 Cf. Sri Krgpa’s final teaching to Arjuna : ‘ do as you like ' (yathecchasi tatha kuru) Gitd, xviii, 63.
26 Bergson, Op. cit,, p. 23.
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worldly goods cease to fascinate them. What served as real comforts at home
‘would become hindrances, burdensome impedimenta, if we had to take them
on our travels.”27 And so, the soul that is drawn to the ‘ divine city’ leaves
behind the trappings of worldliness. As it opens, material objects vanish before
its very eyes, and it is lost in sheer joy.2® It is this process of opening that is
accomplished through karma-yoga.

The soul that is completely open cannot even be called a soul ; for it has no
individuality. It is from the point of view of us, the unreleased, that the mukta
appears to be an individual. From his own standpoint—if that can be called a
standpoint—there is no division, no duality. He is the same in pleasure and pain,
cold and heat, praise and blame. He is not tormented by the thought, * Why
have I not done the good (sddhu) ? Why have I done the evil (papa) ? '2® Since
there is no agency in him, he is no doer at all. His struggles are all over. The
ought and the ought-not, the relative good and cvil have no meaning in his case.
From the supreme height of spirituality which is his even the so-called good is
evil. That metaphysical evil he has transcended by the wisdom that sees the
non-dual spirit in all. As the Brhadaranyaka puts it, * Evil does not overcome
him ; he overcomes all evil. Free from evil, free from impurity, free from doubt,
he becomes a knower of Brahman.” 3% It is to this heaven of freedom that mora-
lity serves as footstool. It is the perfectly open soul that is the ideal of moral
endeavour and spiritual progress. Dharma is the gateway to moksa.

27 Ibid., p. 40.

28 Ibid., p. 45.

29 Taittiriya, 11. ix. 1.
30 1V, iv, 23.
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PRESENT TREND OF PSYCHOLOGY
AT HOME AND ABROAD
Presidential Address
Section : Psychology

by
S. C. DUTT

I am extremely grateful to the members of the Executive Committee of the
Indian Philosophical Congress for conferring on me the honour of presiding over
the Psychology Section of this Jubilee Session of the Congress. I shall briefly
present to you a few thoughts on the present trend of psychology, the problems
it raises and their probable solutions, and also the bearing of these on our own
universities.

Two questions that have been sorely exercising the minds of its votaries in
recent years are:—(1) Should the ancient tie between psychology and philosophy
be snapped altogether? (2) How can the unity of the science of psychology be
maintained in the face of the prevailing acute fissiparous tendencies in it? These
questions naturally arouse gloomy forebodings in the minds of many lovers of
psychology regarding the future of the science and hence claim our serious, but
dispassionate, consideration for dispelling misgivings and restoring confidence.

From time immemorial philosophers in the West as well as in India have felt
the need of psychology for constructing a correct philosophical theory. Philoso-
phers today too do not think much otherwise. The reasons are well known, but
will bear repetition. The primary function of philosophy is to form a world-
view, a consistent theory of the universe as a whole. But man, supposed to be the
latest visible emergent of cosmic evolution, is also the highest in the hierarchy of
beings. He is the richest known unfoldment of the unfathomable nature of the
universe. Quantitatively he is a microscopic speck in this limitless universe,
but qualitatively he is the most significant fact of the whole, and hence virtually
the key with which to unlock the mystery of the universe. Now, therefore, while
philosophy in seeking after a sound world-view must reckon with the highest
results of all the sciences dealing with the various grades of existence constituting
that world, it can not but be specially indebted to psychology, the science of man
par excellence, anthropology being confined to the mere human animal.

Besides its creative function of comprehending the universe, philosophy has
also a critical function indispensable to the former. Its work of construction must
necessarily be checked by a consideration of the congnitive power of man, its
nature, condition and limitation. Here also philosophy must turn to psychology
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for light. Albert G. A. Balz of the University of Virginia brings out admirably
well the above distinction between the two functions of philosophy in their bearing
upon its relation to psychology in his illuminating paper on ‘‘ Relations between
Philosophy and Psychology.””! He calls philosophy “ the spectator of all time and
existence "’ after Plato, and its two functions the spectatorial and the critical
function respectively, and also shows how philosophy must depend on psychology
for both.

But while philosophy on her part is ready to own her obligations to psycho-
logy and is loth to part company, the rapidly growing youthful science of psycho-
logy considers any further continuance under the parental roof to be positively
harmful to her healthy growth. She thinks so particularly as she finds philoso-
phers never agreeing among themselves, never attaining any positive conclusion
and making no progress whatsoever.

But the above charge against philosophy, if valid, cuts both ways. If philo-
sophy is really in such a bad pass, is not psychology largely to blame for it, seeing
that the former in both its creative and critical function is mostly dependent upon
the latter?  If philosophy is yet self-contradictory, vacillating and unprogressive,
it is mainly because psychology is not yet a dependable compact body of opinions
safely and freely to be drawn upon. The fact of the matter is that the task of
both from the nature of the case is bound to be far harder than that of any other
science. The idea of an ascending gradation or hierarchy of beings, made so popular
by Morgan and Alexander, throws a flood of light on such a question. Man is the
summit of the visible creation. In him the laws of all lower levels of existence
play their part. Over and above them he has his own distinctive laws incidental
to his superior status.  Corresponding to the ascending scale of beings there is an
ascending order of complexity among the related sciences, namely, astronomy,
physics, chemistry, biology, zoology, anthropology and psychology. Hence the
science of man may, nay rather should, lay under contribution many other sciences,
if not all. The task necessarily is stupendous in all conscience. “In sum’’, says
Balz, “ the central problem of psychology is far more difficult than the central
problems of other sciences.”? It is no wonder then that psychologists should
fall asunder, clash with one another and make a poorer show than physicists and
chemists, whose tasks are incomparably simpler.

Let us then turn to philosophy. Is not a study, which aspires to gain a total
view of the universe and has hence to draw upon and co-ordinate all the sciences
including psychology itself, a still more formidable affair? Is it any wonder
then that philosophers should differ from one another, make slow progress and
reach only vague opinions and not positive truths? But then it may be asked,
““ Should not the philosophic adventure, which is in effect merely running after a
veritable will-o-the-wisp, bé abandoned for ever? ”  The reply is, *“ No, it can not.”

1 Vide Psychological Review, Vol. 55, 1948, p. 115.
2 Ibid., p. 123.
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The passion for knowledge is ingrained in human nature. This passion finds
partial satisfaction in creating sciences and seeks fuller satisfaction in creating
philosophy.  In this enterprise man may fail again and again, but nevertheless
he can not help making ever-renewed efforts.

But philosophy is not merely an end in itself, a mere intellectual pastime.
It has utility for life and science, and particularly for psychology, which lies
closest to it. The total view, however dim and obscure, that philosophy repre-
sents can not but be helpful to the partial views of the sciences. The independence
of science has its limits. The sciences must also fit into a total scheme of things
that philosophy tries to visualize.  This is truer of psychology than of any other
science.

It is right to hold that psychology should enjoy ample freedom and should
no longer be in the leading strings of philosophy. This is amply justified by the
rapid advance made in the past fifty years especially in America, England and
Germany, by groups of enthusiasts engaged in laboratory research and field work
under reputed leadership in the various branches of theoretical and applied
psychology. There is a growing insistence today on the thesis that psychology
is the science of human adjustment.®  There is no gainsaying the fact that
mental life consists in continual adjustment to the environment. And specialists
working in the circumscribed fields of their own choice must view mental life each
from his angle of vision, be it that of reflex activity, goal-seeking, gestalt, psycho-
analysis or any other visual angle. They must each consider only one mode of
human adjustment or adjustment to a single aspect or portion of the world.
But they can not but feel interested in and profit by pausing now and then to
study the philosopher’s view-point which is no other than, the total intellectual
adjustment of man to the whole of that world. The philosophic view of the
world and the place and destiny of man in it ought to help us understand the true
import of the daily behaviour of the common man. For the common man also
has an implicit philosophy, a dim background vision of the world, to which he
unwittingly adjusts himself. And in the light of the Gestalt theory we see how his
adjustment to the whole must colour all his piecemeal adjustments which go to
make up the stream of life.

Then, again, the antipathy to metaphysics should not be carried too far.
Psychology should no doubt steer clear of metaphysical speculation. But is the
dread of metaphysics sufficient ground to taboo the words, mind, consciousness
and reason? Is not this unconsciously, but surely and dogmatically, flying into
the opposite camp of metaphysics, namely, materialism? Is not this also indirectly
lowering psychology, the study of the whole man, to anthropology, the study of
the mere human animal which is but an abstraction or cross-section of the true
man? A modicum of metaphysics is inseparable from common sense and indis-

3 Cf. N. L. Munn, Psychology : The Fundamentals of Human Adjustment (Boston : Houghton Mifflin, 1946.)
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pensable to even physics and chemistry as a starting point. Physics has to start
with an assumption of the reality of matter, though in the end the higher physics
of relativity and intra-atomic structure lands us in the shadowy border-land
between matter and spirit.

There is another reason, to be presently elaborated, why psychology needs the
friendly guidance of philosophy in its critical function as a harmonizer. There is
today no psychology, but psychologics, to all appearance, warring creeds that
tend more and more to fall apart. Philosophy by applying its great canon of
knowledge and of criticism, namely, the principle of consistency, may remove
their incongruities, curb down their excesses, smoothen their angularities and
co-ordinate and unite them into a single system. That for psychology co-operation
with philosophy is no less helpful than its independence is practically demon-
strated by the existence in U.S.A. of the Southern Society for Philosophy and
Psychology alongside of the American Psychological Association, both illustrious
bodies.

Let us next turn to the second question that I propose to discuss: How can
the unity of the science of psychology be maintained? Today there is little
unanimity among psychologists as to the scope or method of psychology owing
to the conflicting view-points of divergent schools: Structuralism and Functiona-
lism, Behaviourism and Purposivism, Psychoanalysis, Gestalt Theory, and Factor
Psychology. To these we have to add the latest methodological controversies
over Operationism, Postulationalism and Mathematical Psychology. Different
stresses laid on specific problems like Learning, Mental Tests and Heredity tend
also to divide psychologists into opposing camps. The resulting diversity of
technique and terminology make current works and text books on psychology
appear as a babel of languages scaring away beginners and distressing even genuine
lovers of the science.

How are we to get out of this impasse? Reflecting on the cause and cure of
this malady, Madison Bentley of Cornell University writes: ““ Our main and
underlying contention will be that the present confusion of tongues, now widely
deplored, is chiefly due to the fact that outside concerns and foreign interests
have played too great a part in shaping and defining our field. Really psychological
points of view and interests have been made secondary to evolution, the doctrine
of heredity, zoological classification, animal hierarchies, physiological and neurolo-
gical hypothesis, clinical medicine, psychiatry, theory of knowledge, the training
of infants, educational doctrines, sociology, anthropology, propaganda for  effici-
ency,” and amateurish conceits about human nature.” *

While it may not be possible to steer absolutely clear of these outside concerns
and foreign interests owing to the inherent complexity of our subject, we should
4 Vide ‘A Psychology for Psychologists®’, Psychologies of 1930, p. 5.
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always try to keep the central theme at the centre and clearly distinguish the-main
issue from the side issues and the end from the means. Thus pleading for unity
in psychology, Stanford C. Ericksen of the University of Arkansas remarks :
‘“ As psychologists we are not trying to discover ‘ vectors,” ‘ means-ends-readinesses’,
rational learning curves, postulates and the like per se.  These should be but
means to the end of trying to understand the nature of man and his behaviour,
not alone in the abstract, but specifically, here and now.”% So the subject of
our study is man in the complete sense, i.e., the living human organism as informed
by mind. It is mind that plays the dominant role. Leaving out mind we may
have the physics, chemistry, or biology of man, but not psychology. The psycho-
logical study of man includes further that of the distinctively human, emergent
qualities of mind, namely, self-consciousness, reason, conscience, aesthetic sense
and religious sentiment. These last you may explain any way you like, but can
not explain away. Militant behaviourism entering the arena about four decades
ago made a heroic effort to brush aside mind with all it implies. In the wordy
battle of behaviourism that ensued between stalwarts like the late William Mc-
Dougall and J. B. Watson, behaviourism succeeded in drowning the voices of
opponents by the mere beat of drums and clash of cymbals.® Even though its
influence is waning now, it has sufficiently infected many psychologists with
an aversion for words like introspection, consciousness, mind, will and instinct,
erroneously supposed to be bygone superstitions. But to preserve the unity and
continuity of psychology we should hold fast to the central fact. From this
view-point, it is possible to maintain a healthy balance between the diverse con-
temporary schools. We can not allow any of them to usurp the whole field,
and yet we should appreciate the laudable role each plays in its own way and in
its chosen field. We should thankfully accept the new facts,revealed and the new
insight gained by each. The dazzle of the new should not also blind us to the
wisdom of the old. We should treasure and develop what is of value in the contri-
butions of old psychologists. But happily as a matter of fact even in America,
as Woodworth points out by reference to statistics, a very large majority of psycho-
logists, including many eminent ones, are advancing in the middle of the road,
shunning the extreme views of the schools. Woodworth reckons himself as one of
the unattached middle-of-the-roaders.”

Stanford C. Ericksen of the Arkansas University draws our attention to a
fruitful source of disunity and pleads for its removal. “ I can not,” says he,
‘“ speak for other sciences, but it does seem that many psychologists have been
somewhat naive in expressing their American tradition of individuality.  Tactics
often used are coining new terms and phrases, or applying old concepts to radically
different conditions. Such practices lead to confusion within psychology and

§ Vide ‘Unity in Psychology’, Psychological Review, Vol. 48, 1941, p. 79.

6 Cf. The Battle of Behaviourism by J. B. Watson and W. McDougall (New York : Norton & Co., 1929).

7 Cf. Woodworth's Contemporary Schools of Psychology, 2nd .Ed., 1937, Chap. VII, ‘The Middle of the Road,’
p. 218.
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should be discouraged in the interests of a mutual understanding, if not
agreement.” 8 This reminds one of the curious attempt to expunge the very word
“ psychology " and replace it by the novel term ““ anthroponomy.” ®

As scholars can not aim at confounding each other or scaring away new
entrants into their field, innovation in language, unless absolutely necessitated by
new facts or fresh insight, should be disparaged for the sake of unity.

I may now be permitted to make a few observations on the condition of
psychological studies here in India. Our backwardness in this regard and the
extent of work lying ahead of us will be easily realized, if it is pointed out that
cven ten years ago in 1940, forty universities of the United States of America
awarded 120 doctor’s degrees in psychology. Psychology gave almost as many
doctor’s degrees as did physics that year in that country. The American Psycholo-
gical Association had 664 members and 2,075 associates, a total of 2,739 in 1940.
The majority of even associates, not to speak of members, were holders of doctor’s
degrees. This huge body of learned psychologists were not all mere professors or
academicians; 115 members (i.e., 179,) and 661 associates (i.e., 319%,) were employed
in full-time non-academic fields such as child clinics, mental hospitals, vocational
guidance centres and industry. 19

We may here pause to ask, how long in India will it take psychology to attain
a similar status and to play a similar role of importance in social service? Alas!
How long? It may be tediously long, for the question is bound up with that of
our material prosperity. Meanwhile we may make the best of a bad situation and
make a headway, though slowly, yet steadily.

For the present psychology is bound to remain largely a cultural study in our
country. In the B.A. classes in our universities psychology is and should remain a
necessary part of philosophy. But no department of philosophy in a college should
go without a moderately equipped psychological ‘laboratory under a competent
M.A. or M.Sc. in psychology. And there should be no university in India without
a department of psychology with fully equipped laboratories for special post-
graduate work on a few chosen lines at least. A few of our universities in Calcutta,
Mysore, Lucknow, Patna and other cities have made humble beginnings. Our
professors of psychology will have yet to do a lot of uphill pioneer work of pro-
paganda to popularize their science and to impress its social utility on the public
so as to enlist the financial support of our new-born State as well as its wealthy
citizens. The utility of educational psychology for the training of teachers has
been recognized fairly long in India. But fully qualified psychologist doctors
to take charge of mental hospitals and lunatic asylums or to run private clinics
for neurotics are a crying need of our country, claiming priority. Then our State

8 Vide ‘Unity in Psychology’, Psychological Review, Vol. 48, 1941, p. 78.

9 Vide ‘Anthroponomy and P’sychology’, W. S. Hunter, Psychologies of 1930, p. 281.

10 Vide ‘On The Professional Training of Psychologists’, by W. S. Hunter, Psychological Review, Vol. 48,
p. 505. .
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can even now fruitfully employ competent psychologists to devise various kinds
of dependable mental tests for selecting recruits to various civil and military
services. The burden of Public Service Commissions and similar other bodies
will thus be immensely lightened and their efficiency increased manifold for taking
in the right man for the right job. Our big industrialists should also emulate the
wisdom of their counterparts in the West by employing trained psychologists for
increasing the efficiency consistently with the health and happiness of their human
material.

But there is one ancient field of applied psychology suited to India’s genius
which we may yet pursue with advantage. In the Indian systems of philosophy,
especially in the Yoga system, psychology was harnessed to the spiritual end of
attaining the supreme bliss. Miss G. Coster rightly says, “ In the east experi-
mental psychology has gone as far as if not much further than with us. " Thousands
of students have experimented, and the claim is that the system of Yoga training
built on the Sankhyan philosophy has an experimental basis in exactly the same
sense as have the ordinary facts of experience.”’ 1!

Yogic practices constitute a correlated psycho-physical system of volitional
control and concentration on the one hand and regulation of breath and posture
on the other (Pranayama and Asana). These also include a technique of acti-
vating the nerve-centres from the bottom of the cord (Susumna) upwards. These
are the six traditional discs or lotuses (sat -cakra or sat-padma), working in
unison with the autonomic system.!2 Through them the Yogi gets a complete
mastery not only over the automatic mechanism of his body, but also over his
instinctive and emotional nature having its roots in the unconscious depths, the Id
of Freud. Such knowledge is necessarily csoteric. But nothing can long remain
a sealed book to the earnest enquirer.

And we can also set to work on the ancient lore treasured in our classical
works on music, rhetoric, histrionic art and religion, e.g., Sangita-ratnakara,
Bharata’s Natyasastra and Vaispava literature.!® Their delineation of senti-
ment (rasa) and expressions of emotion is often superb.

In conclusion I make once again a fervent appeal to the learned professors
of both psychology and philosophy in our Indian universities for closer co-operation
than is evident at the present moment and that in the vital self-interest of either
for very practical considerations. Philosophy here simply can not think of parting
with psychology for reasons stated before, and hence should try to keep abreast
of the times and help create a scientific bias for laboratory work in so far as the

teaching of psychology is still entrusted to its hands at least at the undergraduate

11 Cf. G. Coster, Yoga and Western Psychology, Oxford Univ. Press, 1935, p. 9.

12 For details see Positive Sciences of the Hindus by B. N. Scal, M.A., Ph.D., pp. 218-228; and also the article
dn sat-cakra in Visvakosa, the Bengali Encyclopaedia, by N. N. Basu.

13 See the excellent paper, the Aesthetic Gestalt, by A. S. Narayana Pillai, M.A., M.Litt., Proceedings of The
Twenty-Fourth Indian Philosophical Congress, Patna, 1949, pp. 63-68.
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stage. As for psychology an attitude of aloofness and apathy towards philo-
sophy would be suicidal. For psychology is destined to remain here long mainly
a cultural study and will have to struggle hard and long for the public recognition
of its many-sided potentialities for social service. And from philosophers, of all
people, it can expect most both an understanding appreciation as a cultural discip-
line and a warm advocacy for its wide employment in the varied fields of social
service. In America psychology has the backing of the State, the big industries
and the medical profession and institutions. But even there, where psychologists
are so much in demand, the Southern Society for Philosophy and Psychology,
counting among its members such eminent psychologists as the late McDougall
and Watson, is still a flourishing institution.'* This is a proof positive that even
today the close association of philosophers and psychologists is thought profitable
there. Should not this be an eye-opener to our Indian psychologists and philo-
sophers?

14 Vide ‘The Past Ten Years of Psychology in the Southern Society for Philosophy and Psychology’ by J. B.
Miner, Psychological Review, Vol. 48, 1941, p. 555.
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SYMPOSIUM 1

THE PLACE OF THE PHILOSOPHER IN
MODERN SOCIETY

I
by
A. R. WADIA

The very idea of discussing the place of the philosopher in modern society
at the Silver Jubilee Session of the Indian Philosophical Congress may appear to
be odd, for it implies that his place and his importance are both questionable,
whereas in any cultured society and most so in India with her hoary philosophical
traditions, it should be taken for granted that without philosophy there can be
no culture. Even to suggest that modern society can do without philosophy would
be to cast doubt on the cultural value of our modern society. Yet in the fitness
of things it may not be undesirable to take stock of what the philosopher may be
presumed to have done in the space of twenty-five years, especially in India where
life has been shaken to its foundations by her contact with the new virile ideas of
the West and the impact of a personality like Gandhiji’'s, which while challenging
the Western civilization has let loose forces which have transformed India from
being a socially conservative and politically impotent country into a country
pulsating with a new political vigour and a new social conscience, seeking to elevate
her womanhood and the Harijans after the neglect of centuries. One might
expect that in such a great revolution the philosopher could not but have played
his part, and yet in this very Congress last year in the symposium on Philosophy
and Sadhana views were expressed which practically cold-storaged philosophy.
It was argued by Dr Chubb that Truth could not be attained by reason, that
philosophy was only an agitation of the mind, that philosophy had turned jailor
and that ““ more and more intelligent persons should break out of the prison house
of philosophy”’, and that the place of philosophy had to be taken by some mystic
Silence, repudiating the claims of Reason. Professor Dandekar put forth substan-
tially the same plea, though in a more temperate vein. He developed the paradox
that *“ The truth is: we know it not, yet we know it ”’, i.e. we know it not through
reason, but through some mystic intuition. Both Dr Chubb and Professor
Dandekar do not mince words in their condemnation of the Western approach
to philosophy or in their desire to revive the old Upanisadic way of learning Truth
through the Sru#i or the grace of some illumined teacher.

Surely in such a climate it is neither impertinent nor irrelevant to review the
worth of philosophy from the standpoint of modern society. But in this review
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we cannot be blind to the fact that there is some fundamental difference in the way
philosophic truth is approached and envisaged in India and in Europe-America.
Both look upon philosophy as the search for Truth, but the Europeans from the
Greeks downwards have looked upon it as knowledge, disinterested knowledge
apart from any practical axe to grind, and they have lcoked to reason as its main,
and even perhaps the only, instrument, though the very finitude of reason has put
an inevitable limit on the attainment of knowledge whether in its totality or its
fullness. But this has led to a wonderful development of science, which super-
ficially has led people to talk of Western philosophy and culture as materialistic
without caring to probe a little deeper into the inner significance of the develop-
ment of philosophy in the West. It has on the one hand tended to a deeper and
deeper understanding of the secrets of nature and a resulting mastery of it, and on
the other it has tended to raise man’s stature in the economy of nature. If it has
marked out man as the highest manifestation in the world of nature, it has
pointed out how in him the spirit struggles to break away from the limitations of
nature and create a new world of fresh values as embodied in art and morality.
Man the Animal has struggled to become Man the Spirit. In this struggle the
Europeans may have cast wistful glances at the heaven of religion after death,
but this has not deterred them from creating a heaven on carth as much as they
can, and the Americas and Australia of to-day bear witness to this. Not that
heaven is to be found anywhere on earth to-day, but there is a will to raise the
lowest man to something better, to raise his standard of life, to make him immune
from epidemics, to develop his mind and bring the treasures of literature and
science to his door. This may be called materialism by those who despair of life
here and now and seek compensation in dreaming of better worlds hereafter and
elsewhere. But with greater justice it could be spoken of as the spiritualization
of the material. In short, philosophy in the West has not sought to run away
from the shortcomings of life, rather it has sought to overcome them.

In India on the other hand philosophy has developed on appreciably different
lines. Apart from the joyousness of the Vedas, from the days of the earliest
Upanisgadic seers there has been a persistent consciousness of the ills of life and
hence the attempt not merely to know the Ultimate but to realize it as a means
torid one’s self of the cycle of births and deaths.  So philosophy has become Darsana,
a Vision, a realization of the Ultimate. In this search emphasis has fallen on
Atman and its identity with Brahman. One might expect that this approach
would not lead to a cleavage between nature and man, but oddly enough it has.
This cleavage already appears in the Upanigads, becomes accentuated in Buddhism
and has found a home in' Advaita Vedanta. This has led to philosophy becoming
a search for the Ultimate not in the world but away from it. The approach of
Dr Chubb and Prof. Dandekar finds some justification in the general history of
Indian philosophy. Swami Vivekananda with his Ramakrishna Mission has done
a lot to make philosophy a live pursuit in India not as a preparation for some
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life hereafter, but for a better life here and now. Yet we find a member of his
Mission writing in his Preface to his translation of Mandiukyopanisad: ‘‘ The
generality of mankind bereft of the power of discrimination is, no doubt, satisfied
with empirical experience. Let it do so. But it is the aim of the philosopher
that is bent upon the discrimination of the real and the unreal to point out the
truth, the Ultimate Reality, even if it proves the unreality of the tinsels and
baubels of sense-perception.” It would not be difficult to find endless passages
in Indian philosophical classics running down things of sense and all the ordinary
joys of life.  Just as an illustration 1 shall quote a few passages from an ancient
classic Astavakra Gita, which is reputed to have greatly influenced Gaudapada,
the grand-teacher of Sankara, and even Swami Vivekananda in our own times.
It is admitted that it is not a technical book on philosophy as such, any more than
the Upanigads or the Gitda can be said to be technical, but it contains passages
teaching the supremacy of the Self which in themselves are of great philosophical
importance. To Janaka’s inquiry about knowledge, liberation and renunciation,

Astavakra begins by replying : ‘' If you aspire after liberation, my child, shun
the objects of the senses as poison and seek forgiveness, sincerity, kindness, con-
tentment and truth as nectar . If depreciatory of objects of sense, here at least

he upholds the moral values. In II-4 he even admits the importance of these
things of sense, for *“ As waves, foam and bubbles are not different from water,
even so the Universe emanating from the Atman is not different from it "
But as the thought develops the general tendency of depreciating things of sense
and even moral values asserts itself, as e.g.

“ The heart of one who has known That is not touched by virtue and vice,
as the sky is not touched by smoke, even though it appears to be.”’—
IV, 3.

“ Look upon friends, lands, wealth, houses, wives, presents and such
other good fortunes as a dream or a juggler’s show, lasting three or five
days. "X, 2.

“ One who knows for certain that this universe is but an illusion and a
nothing, becomes desireless and pure Intelligence, and finds peace as if
nothing exists ".—XV, 17.

“ Happiness belongs to that master of indifference to whom even the
closing and opening of eye lids is an affliction.”—XVI, 4.

Passages like these are by no means uncommon in Sanskrit philosophical
classics, though it has to be admitted that passages of a contrary type can be found
galore in Sanskrit literary classics. This aversion to things of beauty, which
primarily make an appeal to our senses, and to life in general and the eagerness
to get out of this “ sorry scheme of things " raises an interesting psychological
and sociological problem. Nature is very cruel to Europe and yet is hugged by
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people there and spring and summer inspire poets and artists. People there are
forced to be active and rejoice in the spirit of boundless adventure. So far as
India is concerned Dr Paul Brunton hazards an interesting theory : “A fiercely
hot and depressingly humid country whose climate causes everyone to shun
physical effort, led man naturally to search for part of his satisfaction in contem-
plative thought and inward life . Many of us who have had an experience of the
gruelling heat of our plains and have delighted in the cool night breezes, just
lying flat and relaxed and gazing at the eternal beauty of the stars are likely to
accept Dr Brunton’s theory. And those of us who have not the energy even to
open or close their eyelids may legitimately flatter themselves that they are at
least on the lowest rung of the ladder which will lead them ultimately to mukti
(liberation). However reasonable such an explanation may appear to be on the
surface, it does not justify this studied distrust of things of sense and looking only
within and seeking knowledge only in Silence. So long as ideas of this type
prevail there is sufficient justification for the contempt in which our younger
generation holds philosophical studies and for the paucity of students in our
philosophy classes. There is a widespread feeling that India has had too much
of philosophy and it would be better to have less of it, if not nothing of it.  Acharya
P. C. Ray years ago said this to me and very recently a Rotarian in proposing a
vote of thanks to a speaker on philosophy gently hinted that India should do
without philosophy. For this reason too the subject of this symposium is justi-
fiable.

Whatever may be the shortcomings of Western philosophy it has had at
least one merit that it has brought us back to solid earth and made us realize
that philosophy must make us better, morally and metaphysically, here and now,
and should not be merely an escape mechanism to get away from the responsibili-
ties of life. Hunger for peace is legitimate, but it becomes illegitimate when it
aims at securing peace by turning one’s back on the crying evils of our society
or by exploiting the resources of logic to prove that this world is an illusion or just
a dream, and liberation comes smiling as soon as this is realized. What then can

philosophy hope to do for our modern society?

There can be no doubt that philosophy, whatever -ism it may propound,
is a basic subject, giving a certain character to our cultural outlook. There was
a time when philosophy compassed within its bosom the whole gamut of knowledge,
but the growth in our knowledge of the various sciences has made it impossible
for any person to master all knowledge, and yet if the palpable shortcomings of
knowing more and more of less and less—and this is what specialization has
com2 to mean—are to be overcome, we must have a science which can look at
things as a whole, and that can only be metaphysics. It may be superior to science,
but cannot be completely divorced from it, for what exists cannot be totally
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divorced from the Real. On the logical side of metaphysics all the categories ot
science have to be correlated into a synthesis, so that the ultimate unity of know-
ledge may not be dissipated in the conflicting demands of the different sciences.
In the nineteenth century it appeared as if the sciences would constitute the last
word in knowledge, completely ousting metaphysics. This was a claim which
few philosophers could venture to support, but the twentieth century has brought
sobriety to the scientists themselves and the most towering of them have grown
conscious of the limitations of science. No less a person than Sir Arthur
Eddington writes in his Time, Space and Gravitation : ““ All through the physical
world runs that unknown content, which must surely be the stuff of our consci-
ousness. Here is a hint of aspects decep within the world of physics, and yet
unattainable by the methods of physics. And, moreover, we have found
that where science has progressed the furthest, the mind has but regafned from
Nature that which the mind has put into Nature ”. Similar passages are to be
found in the writings of Sir Jam=s Jeans, Max Planck and other eminent scientists.
The great Einstein has not allowed himself to be insensible to the many aspects
of life over and above science. He is said to be ‘“ awed by the incredible beauty
of nature.” His love for music brings out the romantic in him and is perhaps
responsible for his love of the mysterious when he says : ‘‘ The most beautiful
thing we can experience is the mysterious, the source of all true art, science and
religion.”  Thus he is conscious of the oneness of the whole universe and is driven
to accept the need for philosophy as the cementing force in the world of knowledge.
In these days of extreme specialization and the resulting narrowness of head and
heart, it is only to philosophy that modern society can turn to save itself.

If philosophy to-day cannot be the summation of all’knowledge it can at
least claim to be the completion of knowledge in the old Platonic sense of the
term.” Metaphysics as the ground of all sciences and as the unifying force of all
sciences still holds, whatever pretentious claims a few individual scientists may
put up against the legitimacy of metaphysics. Such scientists need to be reminded
that there is no science which has not emerged out of philosophy and which has
not been founded by a philosopher, whether it be mathematics or physics, chemistry
or biology, economics or politics, psychology or sociology. When the protago-
nists of these new sciences are anxious to repudiate their paternity and look upon
philosophy as an unwanted parent, their very excesses lead them back to philo-
sophy, for only philosophy can make them conscious of their inner contradictions
and bring them round to a sober outlook. This has been abundantly illustrated
by the history of economics. If its excesses as a science of wealth or of profit
and loss have been liquidated, it is only because it has come to have a new orien-
tation as a science of human welfare, where the profit motive has been placed
within a proper perspective, if not entirely liquidated as in Marxian economics,
and this has been achieved not by specialists in economics but by thinkers who
have been nurtured in philosophical studies, Marx not excluded. This has a
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lesson for our budding psychologists in India, who seem to be unduly anxious
not to be mixed up with the vulgar herd of philosophers. But it will not be long
before their own excesses change them into thinkers and not mere observers of,
and experimenters on, mental phenomena.

This is what philosophy has done in the West. What is to be its role in
India? As already noted earlier in this paper, there are professors of philosophy
in our midst who look upon the inroads of Western philosophy into India as a disaster.
Whether there is any substance in their distrust time alone will show. In the
meantime it may be noted that apart from people, who look upon philosophy
as a part of their inheritance to be jealously guarded against all foreign conta-
mination and look upon philosophy not as a search for Truth, but as a ready-
made portion of their religion, there have been Indian®thinkers who have made
full use of their training in Western philosophy and sought to develop their own
philosophy without repudiating their Indian inheritance in the field of philosophy.
One such case is that of Professor Radhakrishnan whose mastery of Western
thought has enabled him to put through Indian philosophy to Western minds.
But it has been a charge against him that he has read Western philosophy into
Indian philosophy and thus blurred the characteristic differences between the philo-
sophies of Europe and India. Students of Prof. K. C. Bhattacharya claim to
have benefited by his reading Kant into Sankara and Sankara into Kant. Sri
Aurobindo, who combines in himself the best of the East and the West, accepts
the importance of matter but claims that we can transcend its limitations through
the development of the spiritual in us. If philosophy is something more than an
effect of mere climatic and geographical conditions and if it is fundamentally a
search for Truth, the East and the West must meet at some point and cannot be
always confronting each other like two hostile armies. This can never happen so
long as Indian philosophy claims to be supra-rational and Truth is something to
be found only in the depths of Silence with a capital S. Protagonists of Indian
philosophy do not adequately appreciate that even within the four walls of Indian
spiritual experience there have been marked differences between the different
schools of Vedanta, all based on intuition, and these differences can never be
solved so long as we stick to mere intuitions and do not have these differences
threshed out in the open forum of reason in spite of all its limitations. Vedanta
claims to be nothing if not logical, and so the challenge of the West can be safely
accepted and the palpable lacunae of Western philosophy can be logically filled
up. Mere assertions about the superiority of Indian philosophy will cut no ice
and Westerners will continue to talk of there being no philosophy in India—at
least in the Westerr sense of the term—or they will continue to look upon it as
mere theology.

But apart from what Westerners may choose to think of our philosophy it is
very vital for our national existence to show what philosophy can do for the
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regeneration of our life. This we can hope to do only if we keep it clear of its
religious trappings and make it a live instrument of thought for the problems which
face us to-day. If philosophy is not only metaphysics dealing with the Ultimate
Reality, but also an over-lord whose function it is to co-ordinate the different
sciences, it has a vital bearing on ethical and social problems as well. If we say
that these problems are all a part of mava, having nothing to do with philosophy,
we shall have no reason to quarrel with those of our countrymen who openly say
that philosophy is of no use, nay that it is positively harmful, for it just offers
a sort of defence mechanism to escape the living problems of life. Assuming that
India with the rest of Asia has definitely turned her back on the old feudal middle
ages and seeks to transform herself into a modern state wedded to industrialism
and socialism of one brand or another, the need for philosophy is no less acute.
It will not do just to speak of Western civilization as merely materialistic. Rather
we shall have to purge our own religious practices of the materialism latent in
them, develop a new democratic outlook, for democracies are not created by paper
constitutions, but only by the birth of a new sense of human dignity and by a
fresh valuation of human life. If the West is apt to over-emphasize the pleasures
of material life, it will be for India to remind the world that behind matter and
sustaining it there is spirit.

There is yet one other important role that philosophy has to play in modern
society. Very fortunately old religious acerbities have almost disappeared from
civilized societies, but something equally ugly and unhealthy has taken their
place in the form of racialism and nationalism. Philosophy with its capacity to
view things as a whole and in their totality has to show up t’he spiritual poverty of
racialism and nationalism just as it has so successfully shown the futility of one
religion claiming to be superior to another. Inthisrespect China has been a wonder-
ful world-teacher. The Chinese can bow with equal reverence before a Confucian
and a Buddhist temple. One can note with pleasure that this spirit has entered
even Japan in spite of her more limited insular vision.  There is a Japanese
Rotarian who sits at the feet of Buddha for four hours each morning and yet he
gave to his Christian wife funds for the building of a Y.W.C.A. In such a catholic
attitude there is more philosophy than in books on philosophy, and the aim of
philosophy should be to make us better men and women : more cultured, more
tolerant of others’ shortcomings—tout comprendre c'est tout pardonner—more
appreciative of the good in others.

To sum up : the philosopher has still to play a vital part in our modern
society. He can make full use of all the wealth of scientific discoveries and yet
be conscious of their limitations. He can bring a philosophic outlook to bear on
the problems of life not just to escape the ills of life as an unreal manifestation of
our ignorance, but to face them and transform them into good. He can help his
generation to become conscious of its social problems and to solve them. Lastly
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he can bring to light the inner source of life which runs through the inorganic to
the organic, through the organic to the mental, through the mental to the spiri-
tual. Above all he will have to show that the Ultimate is not something far
removed from us, rather that it is here and now with us. The Vedantic tat tvam

ast finds its echo in Christ’s pregnant saying : The kingdom of God is within
ye.
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THE PLACE OF THE PHILOSOPHER IN
MODERN SOCIETY

II

by
H. D. BHATTACHARYYA

The title of the symposium is a little intriguing. Instead of asking the
direct question whether philosophy serves any useful purpose in the modern
world or has any right to existence in a cultural evironment we are-discussing
whether philosophers fill any useful place in society and have any justifiable
existence as a class. Underlying this question there is a veiled implication, if
not insinuation, perhaps that modern society differs from primitive and ancient
societies and as such its needs are not identical with those of the latter. We are
invited to believe, in fact, that the scope of different branches of learning expands
and contracts according to the nature of the social organization and so what might
have been necessary or even laudable in the past need not be so now. In other words,
with every change in social perspective the need arises of revaluing old disciplines
and rearranging them according to a new scale of excellence. A parallel is fur-
nished by changes in social gradation caused by the shift in emphasis on social
values. Sages and saints, priests and prophets do not have the same place of
honour in a society controlled by economic or other motives as they have in a
social group dominated by ideals of spirituality. The Vedic classification of
castes, for instance, was partially reversed in Buddhistic scriptures where the
Kgatriya came before the Brahmin in enumeration. Primitives were free from
many of the wants of later times and had, therefore, no corresponding classes to
satisfy those wants: what need have naked savages, for instance, of a weaver
class? It might conceivably so happen also that society will totally outgrow
the need of a particular class and then that group will drop out of existence alto-
gether, as, for instance, soothsayers have done in most civilized societies. Some
other classes, again, might continue to exist with an altered function or modified
objective—our present-day hunters do not kill game for a living though they do
so in sport or for safety. Perennial social needs necessitate the formation of
stable classes—food-gatherers can never be lacking in any society though the
nature of the food to be gathered will obviously determine the exact form their
class would take, namely, hunters, fishermen, shepherds, tillers, etc.

To settle the place of philosophers in modern society we have to face two
problems at a time. The first is: Are philosophers a necessity at all in any
social organization? Is there any need at any time to foster and maintain a class
of people whose main, if not sole, function is to speculate on ultimate problems
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or seek after ultimate truths? Are there some abiding interests of human life
which can be satisfied only by philosophy and by no other branch of study? If so, what
are those interests that man can never outgrow at any stage of his culture and
that force him to philosophize in spite of himself, as it were? Unless philosophy
satisfies a basic need of human nature, it runs the risk of being outmoded and abo-
lished at some time. Not only that; philosophy to be socially tolerable must
not satisfy only the needs of individual lives—it must also satisfy collective needs
or interests which are basic for social existence, harmony and progress. In other
words, philosophy must not be an oddity of individual adjustment but must be
foundational for the existence of social life as such without reference to individual
convenience, if need be. It must take up an attitude towards men and things
which all thinking persons can at least understand and appreciate even if they are
personally unable to propound them, just as the appreciators of works of art are
infinitely larger in number than the creators of artistic objects. In short, philo-
sophy must be capable of striking a sympathetic chord in the hearts of men to be
able to persist as a distinctive form of culture. Truth, like music, has got to be
socially shared to win recognition, though social training might sometimes be
necessary to facilitate that recognition. A validated truth-claim, to usc the
language of Pragmatism, becomes an article of social knowledge, only that it is
possible that personal illuminations, as of mystics and saints, may not be imme-
diately shared by others and that only through proper intellectual training and
spiritual discipline these may come to appreciate and absorb the truth of the
mystic vision in course of time. In other words, the germs of philosophical think-
ing of a certain kind may be latent in some minds which have got to be roused to
a full sense of their existence and value. The mystic may enjoy his own experience
and remain uncommunicative through words and symbols, but thereby he runs
the risk of raising doubts about the validity of his personal illumination and the
spiritual value of his individual enjoyment. Conversely, those who would not
take the trouble of going through the necessary intellectual and spiritual drill to
share the intuition of the mystic have no right to challenge the possibility
of its truthfulness. To disbelieve, however, in the possibility of mystic visions
being shared by all normally constituted individuals, who are able and w:lling
to undergo the training for spiritual experience, is to interpose an irremovable
distinction between man and man, which would militate against the homogeneity
and solidarity of the human race. The temporary isolation of the divinely inspired
or the spiritually exalted need not be transformed into a permanent feature of
social life, for unto all who knock the door of spirituality becomes open sooner or
later. It is only when the muystic is unwilling or unable to communicate his
thoughts and feelings that people find it difficult to assess their authenticity and
value. To base truth on personal feeling alone is to invite scepticism, though
as a method of personal satisfaction it might be a perfectly legitimate procedure.
Therefore, when we are to determine the place of the philosopher in society we
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shall have to keep before our mind the distinction between the lone mystic and the
indefinably large social group that is capable of a common speculative thought.
If by philosophy is meant a mode of personal satisfaction, it has no necessity
of developing on strictly rational lines. In the asylums for the mentally deranged
may be found persons who revel in peculiar thought-constructions, and even
among the so-called normals, moods and temperaments have much to do with
the determination of their philosophy of the moment. It is the social reference
that puts philosophy on its mettle and demands the formation of a system of
thought that satisfies common rationality and purpose. This, in its turn, implies
the acceptance of the similarity of reason in all normally constituted individuals
and the identity of their satisfiers in intellectual matters. If man were the measure
of things intellectual, then all philosophies would have been persponal and all
pursuits of common truths would have been impossible. We have, therefore,
to postulate the existence of something like Kant’s Consciousness-in-general
operating according to a uniform law in all minds and making philosophical
discussion and acceptance of common truths possible. And when we talk of
social reference we mean by it reference to humanity at large at all times and
places, for there is no philosophy which is true of one part of the world and not of
another or of one period of time and not of another. There is no privileged philo-
sophic class, land or time.

If the above statement be true, then it is obvious that the title of the sympo-
sium would be misleading unless seen from a different angle of vision. By ° place’
can be understood one of two things. We may mean by it cither ‘ possibility * or
“value’. A person has a place in society in so far as a definite social need is
fulfilled by him : there is room for him there because hé serves a purpose which
none else can. But it is not as an individual as such that we assign a place to the
ph'ilosopher. There are places for weavers, fishermen, farmers, etc. in society
in so far as cloth, fish, corn, etc. are necessities of daily life. It is quite possible
to conceive of a society where these needs are non-existent and there these classes
need not be. But if certain psychological situations demand at all times a certain
way of looking at things and events and a certain attitude towards men and social
phenomena, or towards a supersensible world, then philosophy of some sort would
be inevitable and there would always be a place for it in society though the nature
of it will naturally depend upon the developmental stage of the society concerned.
Primitive society had both a crude science and a crude philosophy: asat all later times
it was a question of bad philosophy and good philosophy, and not of philosophy
and no philosophy.  Perhaps superstition about the supernatural world filled
a larger place in primitive thinking than speculation about the nature of the
physical and mental worlds, and the medicine-man was held in greater esteem than
the thinker and the scientist, just as even in modern times the priest or the clergy-
man, as being concerned with God and the supernatural, is more respected than
other classes in many societies. The passing away of old beliefs has meant a
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loss in the social position and prestige of the ministers of religion, though the
persistence of religion in some form or other has ensured the continuance of their
class. Should the search after the ultimates of existence cease altogether and men
refuse to look beyond the empirical plane, the philosophers of the speculative
type would lose their importance, though a kind of philosophy would still remain,
limiting enquiry to the sensible alone. But the fact is that science or search after
sensibles and verifiables has not been able to silence the voice of enquiry beyond
the seen and has been obliged to admit that entities and events do not explain
themselves. The /ow of things it has partially discovered but the whv or the
what for of processes it does not profess to explain or speculate upon, though it
has tried to understand in its own way the whence and the whither of cosmic
phenomena.

So long as man remains curious, the obstinate questionings that experience
raises will force him into speculative issues irrespective of their practical utility.
Even in the realm of science Higher Mathematics and Theoretical Physics often
go beyond the necessities of immediate practical adjustment to the environment
and give intellectual exercise not strictly needed for maintaining mental vigour.
Philosophy satisfies intellectual curiosity just as Fine Arts satisfy aesthetic craving
--it 1s the surplus thought and sensitiveness that form the sauce of the higher
life of the spirit. Freedom from pre-occupation with the struggles of existence
is marked by a development of the quest after truth and beauty for their own
sake and not as mere appendages to striving for more successful and comfortable
life. It is not necessary for certain purposes, for instance, to know what Space,
Time, Relation, Causality, Universal, etc., are, for we can carry on our scientific
and life activities without that knowledge; nor is it imperative for us to enquire
why certain qualities always cohere and lay down the foundation of classes and
their laws alike. Similarly, why mind apprehends its object concerns the
epistemologist, and though the psychologist attempts to understand the how,
he has to confess that in the last analysis the problem of knowledge is a philoso-
phical one. Spirit answering to spirit, thereby making inter-subjective intercourse
possible, is also a metaphysical question. Thus commerce with things and persons
inevitably raises in inquisitive souls profound philosophical questions. In the
special domain of science itself the problem of the necessity of a world process is
additive to the problem of change. If the world is a kaleidoscopic show, why
is it so and whither is it tending? If there is evolution, is it all chance or is it
planned or at least orthogenetic in character? It is not the correctness of the
answer to these questions that concerns us—it is the raising of the questions
themselves that marks.the restlessness of the inquisitive mind. History is strewn
with the fragments of shattered creeds and exploded theories in all fields of human
knowledge, for in spite of his advancing knowledge man is after all finite and cannot
possess omniscience. He lives in time which brings fresh problems into life and
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thought and these demand renewed speéulativg thinking. A philosophy based
on insufficient or erroneous data naturally suffers a landslide when advancing
knowledge demands a re-organization of the materials of experience and necessi-
tates a more consistent and comprehensive system of thought.

We are now face to face with the second problem: Has modern society
outgrown those needs that demanded philosophical thinking in the past and have
philosophers outlived their usefulness? Has human nature altered so radically
that all speculations about the ultimate have lost their charm and value in the
modern world? This would be hard to believe and is not borne out by facts.
Speculations are as rife to-day as they were at any time before, and even those
whose primary profession is anti-metaphysical are increasingly turning to abstract
thinking for better understanding of the problems in their special line of enquiry.
Mathematicians, astronomers, physicists, chemists, biologists, psychologists and
other scientists are being increasingly drawn into the vortex of speculation,
leaving off their exclusive pre-occupation with the world of experience, because
a deeper understanding of their special problems is bringing about a conviction
that the phenomenal features of the world are rooted in more recondite elements
and aspects which require a different mode of approach. It is indeed true that
the more abstract need not be identical with the metaphysical.  Faraday’s
mathematical centre of force radiating in all directions, for instance, is a more
abstract description of atom than Dalton’s indivisible particle of matter or even
Rutherford’s system of electrical forces, but it is not non-physically conceived as
Leibniz’s monad is. But even 'if Heisenberg's Principle of Indeterminacy be not
after all a denial of physical causality, the same cannot be said of Driesch’s Entelechy
which is more metaphysically conceived. Thus recruits are being gathered from
unexpected quarters to the fold of philosophy in modern times. It is no longer
a philosopher like Aristotle or Hegel dabbling in science but a scientist like Jeans
or IEddington, Lloyd Morgan or Wundt, compelled by the logic of his explorations
in the scientific field to scale the heights of metaphysical thinking in order to get
a better view of his own restricted domain of enquiry. It is not necessary to
assume an apologetic attitude in explaining the persistence or importance of the
philosophic tendency of our own age. Those who feel that experience is not
self-evidentiary or who refuse to live upon axioms and assumptions are bound
to be landed in critical investigations into their nature and turn philosophers in
the end. You may call philosophy an intellectual luxury like Higher Mathematics
or an idle man’s occupation with his weary hours like a game of patience and you
may call the philosopher a dreamer of empty dreams or a slothful parasite of a
peaceful and prosperous community, willing and able to amuse itself with vain
speculations like an idling group watching a game of chance or solving a crossword
puzzle. It is difficult, however, to believe that mankind would have permitted
a class of people with no useful function in society to persist had they not ful-
filled a definite need either at all times or at critical moments. If the satisfaction
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of animal needs were the be-all and end-all of carthly existence, then animal
faith and instinctive seeking of self- and race-preservative goals, lightened up
occasionally by flashes of intelligence, would have sufiiced for adaptation to the
environment.  Scepticism about appearances is the first sign of human revolt
against the complacent acceptance of things at their face value. To see in-
congruity and inconsistency and injustice in existing beliefs and practices and to
suggest a more harmonious and humane way of dealing with men and things are
the primary requisites of a philosopher and a reformer. These can be achieved
only by transcending the given and viewing it in the perspective of the whole of
space and time as far as human capacity of knowledge can go. Things in their
isolation and evanescence might content the unthinking, and temporary solutions
might satisfy their pressing needs. But philosophers and reformers think in
terms of a lasting, or at least a more stable, resolution of doubts and disabilities
in order to save mankind from compartmental thinking and pursuit of conflicting
ideals and harmful social tendencies.  Their race has not become extinct in modern
times.  On the other hand, the tremendous pace at which new information about
the world is being poured into the social mind by explorers in different fields of
knowledge and the rate at which man is going further afield in search of new
social contacts have been responsible for quickening the progress of philosophical
thought and transcending all geographical and racial limits. Older
speculations are being tested to sce how far they are capable of shedding their
tribal or national limitations and of being appreciated and accepted by the entire
world. Racial temperament and parochial vision are slowly receding to the
background and philosophical discoveries are being fitted for world reception.
Particular religious beliefs, which filled such a large part in the ancient philoso-
phies of different countries and communities, have shrunk into negligible dimen-
sions with the advancement of knowledge and acquaintance with the creeds of
other religious groups. Where unshakable conviction once ruled the field we
have now apologies, excuses and allegorical or symbolical interpretations.

This will explain also why psychology is making such a large inroad into
philosophy in recent times. We are trying to understand not only the psychology
at the back of philosophical formulations—the personal urges that dictate a
p