METAPHYSICAL SYSTEMS™

Introduction

The greater part of contemporary philosophy when not anti--
metaphysical is either unmetaphysical or metaphysical in a low-key
and consequently metaphysical systems when not dismissed as
curious examples of primitive philosophising are looked down upon.
Not only that, Second-order philosophical questions receive more
attention than first-order ones. This, in our judgment, is hardly
satisfactory and is a symptom of the ill-health of contemporary
philosophy. So we propose in this paper to say a few words in
defence of metaphysical systems. Accordingly, we shall in the first
plece consider briefly the Kantian criticism of metaphysics and then
shall try to build up a case for metaphysical systems. Our reason
for starting with Kant is that his criticism of metaphysics was more
informed and more full of insight than the contemporary criticisms
are. Besides, the contemporary attitude to metaphysics is directly or
indirectly related to the Kantian criticism in that either the contem-
porsry philosophers do themselves link up their philcsophy with
that of Kant or writers on them do it. And it also is the cese that
they write more approvingly on Kant than they do on Hegel or
Marx. Anyway, we shall, in this paper, try to make out a czse for
metaphysical systems, and so shall consider first the Kantian criti-
cism of metaphysics emphesising his two contentions that in our
judgment bring out the strength as well as the weakness of meta-
physical systems. Then, we shall study their implications, And
lastly, we shall srgue that the Kantian treatment of metaphysics
is also a request for doing metaphysics in systems or, to borrow a
term {rom the ecologisis for systemic thinking in metaphysics
and that this is a request to which every serious thinker should
respond favourably.

* Presidential Address delivered at the 52nd session of the Indian
Philesophical Congress, Gauhati.
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(I ) The Kantian Criticism of Metaphysics

Kent wss of the opinion that while physics and mathematics
existed es sclences, metaphysics existed £s a natural disposition. The
criterion that he used to decide if a certain discipline exisied s et
science was that if it was not just a vestibule of the sciences i
should yield synthetic @ priori judgments. And in his opinion while
physics and mathematics yielded such judgments metaphysics did not.
So he held that physics and mathematics existed &s sciences, =nd
that the intriguing philosophical question was how they were possi-
ble. And zs metaphysics existed not &s a science but s a naturzl
disposition the intriguing philcsophical ~question with regerd to
metaphysics wes, how wes it possible s a naturz]l dispesition and
not £s a science. And in his first critique he attempted to enswer
these questions. It is with his enswer to the third question that
we shall be concerned in this paper and it may be outlined as
follows (—

An object to be known ought to conform to mind thet intuils,
undersiends and reesons. In other words, some subjective {ectors or
elements not derived from experience @re involved in knowledge.
The said subjective fzctors at the level of intuition ere space and
time, the a priori ferms of intuition or sensihility; end at the level
of understanding they are the categories or the primitive concepts
of the understanding. At the level of reason there ere some sub-
jective factors or idees of reeson, but it is not essentizl that objects
to be known should conform to them. To put it differently, know-
ledge involves some subjective fzctors, and so we may sey that if
an object is known, it hes conformed to some subjective fectors. But
we cannot convert it and say that if some fector is subjective, an
obiect to be known conforms to it. That is, the subjective fector may
be just subjective. It may not be objectively valid. Now, it is evident
that an object without conforming to the a priori forms of intuition
cannot be given. Thus space and time, though subjective, ere
given—ness determining factors. Besides, they &re not &pplied to



Metaphysical Systems 115

what is not given; so, no demonsiration or transcendenial deduction
is required to establish that they zre objectively valid. But the
categories of the undersianding ere not given—ness cetermining
factors and they re elso applied beyond the given; so, a {renscend-
enizl deduction is required to establish that they sare objectively
valid. And such a deduction may be given or worked out. It s to
the effect that though not given-ness determining fectors, they
constitute the necessery conditions for the pessibility of experience
s such. But the idezs of recson sre not such subjective f{zctors s
condition given—ness or the pcssibility of experience of objecis. A
transcendentel deduction to establish that they ere objectively valid
cannot be given. And the idees of reeson constitute the proper
province of metaphysics, end ¢s it is impessible to estsblish iheir
objective validity, metaphysics is not pessihle s a science.

But it is pessible s a naturzl dispesition. For, such is the nature
of our mind nd such again is the importance of the metzphysical
questions that we cannot help considering them. This helplessness
on our pert should not be thought of as pathologiczal. For, a t{rans-
cendenizl dedecation of the idezs of rezson to show that they :re
regulative, though not constitutive may be given, and with the help
of them what we aim at is a secure foundation for the systematic
unity of our experience — a unity indispensable to resson, zdven-
tageous to the undersianding, and promotive of the inleresis of
empiricel cognition.? Thus, the psychological idea of rezson viz.
the Ego considered s a thinking nature or soul does not direcily
relaie to cbjecis, but serves the purpese of connecting ¢ zll the
phenomena, actions end feelings of the mind ¢s if it were a simple
subsience.'? Treated s an &as-if-object or an idecl chject
having a sort of ¢ hyperholic existence * it helps us in systematising
the different pyschological laws, though we should on no zccount
try to deduce the internsl phenomena of mind {rom it. Similerly,
the theologicz1 idea enzbles us ‘{o regard the whole system of
possible experience ¢s forming en ebsolule but dependent &nd
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sensuously—conditioned unity and at the same time as hesed upon a
sole, supreme and all sufficient ground existing apart from the
world itself.* But then ‘we ought not to deduce phenomena,
order and unity of the universe from a supreme intelligence but
merely draw from this idea of a supremely wise cause the rules
which must guide rezson in its connection of causes and effects’ .4

Again, when we grant the idezs an objective and hyperbolic
exisience * we get involved in antinomies only in the cese of the
cosmological idea. Thus, when sclely on the authority of specula-
alive resson we admit them, we grant them only ¢ a compsrative
reality — that of a scheme of the regulative principle of the syste-
matic unity of &ll cognition ' and ¢ we cogitate something of
the real nature of which we have not the lezst conception but which
we represent to ourselves es standing in a relation to the whole
system of phenomena anzlogous to that in which phenomena
stand to each other’.® So these idess do not really extend our
knowledge beyond the objects of possible experience, but they
enable us to extend ¢ the empirical unity of experience, by the aid
of systematic unity, the scheme of which is furnished by the idea
which is therefore valid — not as a constitutive but zs a regulative
principle. ’7?

This represents briefly the Kantian criticism of metaphysics
and in it two ccnientions demand that they should be cerefully
considered. They are ( when stated in plain language ) :

(a) Metaphysics is not co-ordinate with the sciences;
and (b) Metaphysics enables us to introduce into our experience a
higher degree of unity than science or understanding could
of ilself do.
And in the two sections that follow immediately we shall mzke zn
altempt to see what they imply or what is their morel.

(I[) The First Contention of Kant.

We have seen that the first contention of Kant s that metaphysics
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is not co-ordinate with the sciences. We may zlso siate it zs: a
a metaphysical statement is unlike a scientific statement. Or es :
we cennot do metaphysics ¢s we do science. Such siatements may
be deemed truisms. But we cannot brush them eside ¢s trivizl. For,
the pre-Kentians, if we ere to trust Kant, were unawzre of it znd
did metephysics in a dogmatic way. And we think that in conlem-
porery times the empiricists — whether the logical empiricisis or the
anelysis who, ¢s Charles Taylor has observed, have rediscovered and
reemphesised certain aspects of classicel British Empiricism,® —
either do not teke notice of it or give it an in‘errretation that is
hardly tenzble and the consequence has been that a student of con-
temporary philosophy gets vexed with the frequent occurrence of
expressions like © meaningless ', ¢ metaphysical muddle ’, ¢ linguistic
confusion * etc. Not only that, the discussion of second order
philosophical questions with which meny an outstanding contemporery
philosopher is almest exclusively cccupied would not have otherwise
acquired suct? immense propertions, and possibly the question of
erticulating our Weltanschaunng would not heve been treated with
disdain or left to the hands of the religious and political f{anatics.
Anyway, an empiricist does not, s he cannot give a happy interpre-
tation of the very reasonable Kantian contention.

Thus, the logical empiricisis noticed as Kent did that a metzphy-
sics] statement is quite unlike a scientific s.atement. But then they
did not think ¢s Kent did that metaphysics is ¢ promotive of the

interesis of empiricel cognition ' and so dismissed metaphysicel
statemenis s meaningless. The philosophical movement known zs
empiricism ' or * logical positivism’ is long dead but it is doubtful
if its ghost does not simmer, The seme observations zre applicable
to Russel’s attempt to apply the scientific method to philcsophy.
Anyway, the ghosts of these movements haunt our philosophisings
teday. For we almost unquestionably accept the proposition that
philosophicel ( metaphysical ) slatements are not factual, end though
we cannot argue the point here, the correct attitude is that they are
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not fectual in the way scientific statements ere. Kant was more
careful in this respect, For, what he denied wes that rezson or the
idess of reeson are directly epplicable to sensibility. But zs he noticed
that ¢ the production of systematic unity in €1l empiricel cognitions
of the undersianding is the proper cccupation of reezson '® and
elso that ¢ although it is impossible to discover in intuition a
scheme for the complete systematic unity of all the conceptions of
the undersianding there must be some analogon of the schema ’,1°
so he held that reeson wes indirectly eppliceble to scnsibility.
To put it in plain language, it is not the cese that a metaphysical
statement hes no roots in fecls though it cannot be uprooted in the
wey a scientific statement may be. Thus we do not have zliernative
sciences though we do have zlternative metaphysicel systems. But
the existence of allernative metaphysiczl systems cannot be accoun-
ted for in the way the alternative formal systems zre. So, a
metephysical system is not ¢ adveniageous to the sciences ' in the
way the formal systems zre. But this does not erguegthat a meia-
physiczl siatement hes no cognitive mesning. What it indicates is
that we human beings who do metaphysics have verieties of
experience, verieties of interests etc. end in selecting the crucial
experience we differ &s our primery interests differ. Besides, though
there.zre many competing metaphysicel sysiems we do not think
that one person can wholeheartedly embrace more then one — and
to embrace 2 metaphysical system is to embrzce it wholeheartedly
or not to embrace it at 11, And this wes 2lso noticed by Kent when
he spoke of morzl zctions end prectical reeson, in short of ¢ the de-
stination of man ’.

Be that ¢s it may. The idea that philosophy dces not study fzcts
is deep rcoted. And so the view that philosophy is linguistic znaly-
sis has come into existence slmost inevitably. For if philcsophy
does not study facis it should study concepts, znd concepts dissociated
from words in which they ere, so to say, embodied or inczrnated
cannot be studied. So it should study langusge, and and the
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language should be ordinary language, and not an ideal language.l?
This way of conceiving philosophy has to face many questions
like : what distinguishes philosophy from lexico- graphy or an
ordinary say, the Fowlerian way of treating usage How would
philosophy transcend the particular language the uses in? which
it studies and becomes universal? We would not take such
quesiions into account, though we feel that linguistic philosophers
cannot answer them satisfactorily. We are keen on making the
point that the analysts iry to model philosophy on natural science
though their image.of science is simplistic and false. But before
that let us make an observation almost edgeways and it is that
though Russell expressed his displezsure at Wittgenstein's later
hilcsephising and so at linguistic analysis s practised in Oxbridge,
vet he wes one of the precursors of this movement and in a sense
the movement is the consistent outcome of the view that every
factual question is in principle exclusively scientific=a view for
which he tirelessly pleaded.

It does not require much effort to bring out that the analysis model
their philosophy the natural sciences. When we read between the
lines that Ryle wrote in his introduction to the The Revolution in
philosophy we see that he and the analysts conceive of treating
their subject in the way their colleagues in the science departments
treat their subjects in laboratories znd journzls end conferences.1?
His reference to *the professional practice of submiiting prob-
lems and erguments to the experi criticism of fellow craftsman’,
¢ growing concern with questions of philosophical technique ' etc.
ere illumined when we tzke into zccount what the scientists do and
create the impression that if we are to make our subject as
prestigecus es the sciences are we should do what the scientists do,
even though philosophy may never bake any bread. And Austin on
being esked to define the methodology of contemporary British
philosophy in a confercence held at Royaumont said this in so many
words."? What he said in the conference may be briefly outlined
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in the following manner to make the points; 1) that we are not
attributing to the anzlysts a view they do not hold; 2) that they
have a false image of science; and 3) that they rely on the old
Lockean view that the mind is a tabula rasa end so ire empiricists
of the mcst extreme kind and thus fzil to do justice to the kind of
distinction Kant drew between science znd metaphysics.

The gist of Austin’s observation is : we have to look for our
subject in the less sceptic regions and so rezch zn agreement on the
question ‘ what we should say when.’ On this question carelully
considered we may reach en agreement and obtain a *datum’ that
would enable us to errive at statements that would zlso he equally
agreed to by 21l concerned. Obviously, we should see to it that our
inventory is quite complete znd at the same time sufficiently limited.
This would do away with all bias in philosophy, and the scandzl that
in philosophy we quarrel never knowing how to settle the quarrel
and cccasionally not even knowing what we ere quarrelling about
would be wiped out. And though there are many ressons f{or
edopting this method, the principal one is that this is what is exactly
done in physical or natural sciences.14

From the above it would be evident that no argument is
wented to meke the point that Austin seeks to model philosophy on
physics and thinks that ¢ there is no other way to proceed.’ And
this is not Austin’s personal cpinion, for Ryle and Aver were also
present in the conference. The second point we think, hes been
convincingly made by Mezeros who has shown that it is not true
that scientisis like Newton or Einstein had no concern with
comprehensive schemes and also of the limited problems dealt with
in sciences.”® It seems that Austin and the analysts on observing
that in sciences the predecessors bequeath some solutions and also
some problems to the successors think that in philosophy also we
may do it. But this is a delusion. Every philosopher should start
afresh. And the practice of linguistic philosophy since the second
world war has not been successful in arriving &t any agreed
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solution that may be bequeathed to the successors some of whom
letus hope, would survive to philcsophise if— God forbid there be a
third world war. And a perusal of their writings create the impres-
sion that they sre making prescriptions about uses and not
describing them. The requirements laid down by Austin only shows
that this canont but be the cese. Thus, he says that the inventory
should be complete or representative, and we feel helpless when
we find that what one analyst holds to be representative another
does not end naturally we think that zll of them are interested in
meking prescriptions about use or in doing @ priori linguistics.
Besides it is not clesr how the other requirement viz. that the
inventory should be sufficiently limited is to be satisfied.

All this ought to be obvious to the linguists zlso. But then, it is
not. This may be due to the fact that they consider uses not to
find out the philosophical wisdom they contain but rather to present
their views formed independently of consideration of uses through such
a consideration. It may also be due to the fact that they are unwilling
to take cognizance of the fact that just through a perusel of the uses
one cannot atrive at any interesting philosophical propasition.
Besides they are overpowered by the tabula rasa view of mind.
This becomes transparent when we seck to understand the indiffer-
ence of the British Philosophers to Marxism. Thus a Marxist
believes in praxis and so holds that there are different ways of
looking at the world. But an empiricist would treat it as unintelli-
gible.’ He would say that we are passive in respect of the
given and that we differ is due to the fact that we arrange the
given — the same for all of us — differently, and this may be sorted
out by discussion. So, whereas an empiricist may claim that there
are ¢ hard data * or the same given for every man, a Marxist, cr an
idealist, or a philosopher who holds like Whitehead that even in per-
ception interest plays an importam part, camnot do. Now, Charles
Taylor is of the view that an empiricist whatever may be the mode
of his philosophising holds it more orless on the ground Locke
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did."” And when an empiricist thinks that our choice of ordinary
languege as a natural choice, he is not an exception. That is, a
linguist does not deny that choice plays a role in the selection of the
uses of the word to be studied. Indeed, Austin says that ¢ it is
essentiel that the choice bezrepresentative enough ’. So the
linguist does not dismiss choice. But then he does not notice that
every choice-the choice of ordinzry language included—is preferentiz].
And he dees not notice it, s the mind, he, at lezst unconsciously,
holds—such is the weight of the tradition in which he philosophises—
is a tabula rasa.

So we may conclude this section of the paper with the ohserva-
tion that Kant made a valid distinction between science and
metephysics and that though the distinction is made zlso by the
empiricists they cannot account for it and so fail to see that
metaphysics may be ¢ promotive of empirical cognition ’. Now, we
may consider if the Kantian way of eccounting for the distinction is
satisfactory and so would consider his second contention.

( III ) The Second Contention of Kant

The second contention of Kant, £s we have observed before, is
that metzphysics introduces more unity into our cognition than the
sciences cen do of themselves. So we may consider the nature of
this unity. It is said that the unity is sysitematic unity. So we may
say that metephysics is of essistance to the sciences in that it
enables them .to be systematic. But then we should be cereful. For
we may be understood es having said that metaphysics consiructs
such formel systems or models as includes all legitimate  scientific
siatements and excludes everything else. So to 2nzlyse the Kantian
understanding of systematic unity we may borrow some idegs from
Hegel, and see how they look when expressed from the Kantian
point yf view.

Thus, while concluding his treatment of Hegel's ¢ Logic’ Acton
observes :
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The ergument of Hegel's ¢ Logic’ can be very briefly summari-
sed. The: lezst that can be said about anything is that it is. More is
szid zhout it when it is qualified numbered or measured : Still more
is szid sbout it when it is explained in terms of essences, grounds or
causcs. Most is said zbout it when it is placed in the context of life,
purpose, will and velue.'®

The zbove Hegelzn idea is substenticlly Kentien. To make
this point we would briefly dwell on the Kantian treatment of
the theological idea of resson. Kent had no doubt that if we ere to
do physics or mechenics in the Newtonian style, we should not
introduce the concept of purpose or teleology in scientific explanat-
tion. Indeed, Kent wes a thorough student of the physicel sciences
of his time, and &lso of its development {rom Galileo onwzrds. He
wes fully aware of the fact that the physicel sciences beczme
scientific by dismissing the question of final cause es spurious, or by
zhandoning the Aristotelian way of understanding cause. Neverthe-
lsss, he felt that en account of cause in terms of regularity—an
zccount that received ils clessical structure in Hume-did hardly do
eny justice to the concept &s involved in the very pessibility of the
physical sciences. But then he did not think that a scientific
{reatment of the fphysical universe—the universe that is explored
by physics—would be rewerded by iniroducing the concept of
final czuse.

Notwithstanding that Kent held that ¢ the hypothesis of a supreme
intelligence ¢s the sole cause of the universe....is elways of the
greatest service to rezson .’ And if we keep to the hypothesis,
¢s @ principle which is purely regulative, even error cennot be
detrimentzl. For in this czse error can have no serious consequence
then that when we expecied to discover & telelogical cennection
( nexus finalis ) only a mechanical or physical connection appeers.
In such a czse we merely fail to find the additionzl unity we
required but do not lose the rational unity which the mind requires
in its procedure in experience.?® Thus, the systematic unity as
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contemplated by Kani is to be achieved ¢ by the aid of a causzlity
according to design in a supreme cause '.21

Again, Kant wes zlso of the view that though in physics
teleological explanation had no place in the bio—sciences it had
Accordingly, he distinguished between external teleology and
immeanent teleology and wss careful to point out that the theistic
argument from design wes useless zs the concept of teleology
behind it was external teleology. Moreover, he also zrgued that s
the bio—sciences could not proceed without Presupposing immanent
teleology, and zs again it wes unlikely that the universe wzs
pertly teleological and parily non—-teleological the reasonsble
position wes not that the inznimate nature was non—teleologicsl
but that ‘to keep itself within limits, physics zbstracts from the
question whether ends in nature ere intentionzl or unintentional {or
this would mean iniruding into an alien territory .22

Pessibly, we would not he digressing if we consider here
how some contemporary thinkers estimate the role of telelogy in
scientific investigation. So, we may refer to a few observations meade
by Lucas, Waddington nad Longuet-Higgins, the Gifford Lecturers
1972-73. Thus in the opinion of Luces the official philosophy of
science has standsrdised itself on the regulerity paradigm, and this
hes given rise to a cherecteristic but distorted world view. 3
Accordingly, the loyalty of a biologist Lecomes divided. For,
&s a scientist he respects the physicists end cznnot offer a streight-
forwzrd teleologicel explenztion.2* But then he zlso cannot deny
the importance of a functionsl or teleologicsl explanation zs there
are many good reesons for offering such zn explanation. For in the
first place, a functional explanation opens up the pessibility for
putting forward more besic regularity explenation. In the second
Plece, such an explanation being in the form of a scheme enchles
him * to gather together a whole lot of features and mzke them into
one coherent and intelligible whole’.25  And in the third plece
he uses it as he notices ‘ a certain homecstatic quelity in the biologi-
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cal world eround him'.?? So slso Weaddington is of the opinion
that if we seek to understand the universe in terms of Newton's
billiard ball physics we find it difficult to introduce the concept of
purpose end when ignoring the difficulty we introduce it, we cen do
by inventing a purposeful creator who ¢ injects purpose ’ into a pur-
poseless universe. But when we try to undersiand the universe we
perceive &nd notice that our perceptive apparatus that involves our
menizl abilities has some self-stabilising properties that make it
possible for us to recognise something when it comes to our
experience for the second time, then we speak of the universe &s
having a structure — the structure being zs we perceive it and come
to hold that ¢ the components of the universe are not simple material
bodies quite independent of ourselves but are the types of things we
perceive with this spparatus which involves properties similar to
purposes ' and © that the structure of the universe involves cosmic
purpcse ' — though it is a matter of terminology or of iaste, if we
would like to go turther end © say that cosmic purpose involves some
sort of a God ’.27 Longuet--Higgins expresses his agreement with the
views of Waddington end &dds that the distinction between the
conventionzal theistic pcsition and zny other position even the
atheistic one, is that while from the point of view of the former
the universe has been created by somebody outside it {rom the
point of view of the latter it contains within itself zll the matters of
significance to us. Besides he expresses his preference for the
second vtew es it permits him to think of * life growing outwards
as it were until the universe wes in such a tight intimste relation-
ship with itself that you can think of the whole thing s a living

organism '.%8

The views of Lucas, Waddington and Longuet--Higgins as
given above do not differ subsiantially from that of Kant. And when
Lucas in reply to Kenny who holds that while the statement that
the universe is rational in the sense that it is intelligible to rational
creatures like ourselves is non--controversial, the statement that the
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universe is rational in the sense that there is an end or purpcse
in the universe is not, observes that as when talking about other
people ‘it is difficult to distinguish hetween the overt behaviour
patterns from the mind behind them’ so while talking about the
world intelligible to rational creatures like wus, it is difficult to
distinguish the talked about from the talk which though not quite
legitimate is yet * almost a necessary conflation of terms ’, he in our
judgement approximates Hegel.

Anyway, metaphysics seeks to intrcduce a rational and systematic
unity in the sciences and so is not co-ordinate with them : this is the
second contention of Kant in ultimate analysis.

( IV ) Limitations of the Kantian Account

We have seen that in  the opinion of Kant the ideas of reason
which form the subject-matter of metaphysics enable the sciences to
have syslematic unity as contrasted with ¢ technical unity’. Now
though this accounts for the distinction between science and metaphy-
sics and also the relation tetween melaphysics and facls ina
happier way than an empiricist account dces, yet it has limitations
of its own. The limitations are primarily due to Kant's views about
the ideas of reason and so to the distinction that he draws between
phenomenon and noumenon. Without disputing his principal conten-
tion that when in science we frame our explanations in terms of
the ideas of reason and thus avoid the laborious and careful invest
igation of evenls we cease to do science and fail to undersiand how
the universe surrounding us behaves, we should, insist that the dis-
tinction between phenomenon and noumenon is hardly {enable.
While we do natural science, we may not feel the need of {reating
the systematic unity of nature aud thus the idea of a supreme
intelligence as something more than a heuristic or regulative
principle. But while we do sccial sciences or as Kant would say
give serious consideration to the ‘ destination of man' and so to
moral philosophy we cannot retain the distinction between phenome-
non and noumenon.
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The Kantian distinction between phenomenon and noumenon has
been challanged by philosophers with diverse pursuations, and we
know that his immediate sucessors particularly Hegel made serious
attempts so to show that the distinction was hollow, and that reac-
tions to Hegel's views have been diverse. But the most prevalent
reaction is that he abandoned the caution of Kant and formulated a
kind of metaphysics that Kant would have labelled as dogmatic and
that he had taken recourse to a kind of argument which cannot be
outdone either in obscurity or in absiraciness, and so meiaphysical
in abusive sense of the term. And this is an irony of fate. For
Hegal was never tired of expressing his distrust for the absiract.
However, we are not Hegelians nor are we interested in this paper
to make out a case for Hegelianism. To be candid we should say
that our acquaintance with Kant is poor and with Hegel poorer.
Neveriheless we refer to Hegel in that we are of the impression—
the impression has been created by Hegel-lovers and Hegel-haters??
that Hegel had a great concern fcr the history of his times and
for histery as such. And we cannot do histery or sccial sciences
(that is, not only moral philcsophy as Kant thought ) if we retain
the distinction between phenomenon and noumenon and do not in
some sense infroduce the concept of teleclogical determination.

Thus, ¢s Plant?® and others have shown, that s a consequence
of industrizl revolution new clésses came into exisience and this
created a kind of disorder in the sociel structure of Germany. That
is the unity of the sociel being wes disturbed. It becomes {rag-
mented and consequently the personzl being of the individusl living
in the fragmented society also became fragmented. This {ragmenta-
tion in the social es well s in the personzl being of man wes
noticed by the poets and the philcsophers alike and received in their
writings powerful expressions that rezd s the cries of tormented
souls. Thus Holderlin wrote :

I can think of no people zs torn apsrt s the Germsns....Crafis-
men are to be seen but no human beings, mesters and men but no
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human beings; voung people and old but no human beings. Is it
not like a field of battle where hends and arms and other limbs lje
scattered in pieces while the blood of life drains away into the
soil 7 31

Similarly, Schiller ohserved :

Eternally tied to a single fragment of the whole mzn himself
develops into nothing but a fragment Everlastingly in his eers is
the monotonous sound of the wheels which he operates. He never
develops the harmony of his being and instead of stamplng tho
imprint of his humanity upon nature he becomes no more than the
imprint of his occupation and specialised knowledge.32

And in the opinion of some, in the writings of Kant < man appea-
red as an inwardly shattered being —a profound bifurcation existed,
Kant argued, between reason and passion, duty and inclination, the
autonomous self and the heteronomous self, between the cognitive,
conative and affective sides of man’s nature ’,33

There zre reasons to believe that to Kant's successors it appeared
that Kant sought to overcome the bifurcation by introducing another
though broader bifurcation viz., that of phenomenon and noumenon.
So they made strenuous attempts to overcome it; and Hegel sought
to remedy this bifurcation or divisiveness not by idealising‘ the old
Greek .culture as some have done, nor by taking recourse to reli-
glous feeling uncontaminated by resson nor also by denouncing
industrial revolution but ¢ by following the path of rezson and re-
conciliation ’, He argued that a man felt alienated when he treated
his own creations — the ohjectified mind — as independent objective
realities curhing his autonomy and that to overcome it what was
needed was an intelletual reorientation that would make it clear
that the historical process was a rational process or an unfolding of
reason such that the social, political and economic structures articu-
lated cr were embodiments of the rationally co-ordinated purpeses
of society and its members and in last analysis what resulted was the
self-finding of the spirit. And Marx sought to rectify Hegel by
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substituting the concepts of struggle and revolution — and thus by
assigning to reason a creative role — for the Hegelian concepts of
re—conciliationr and co-ordination. Anyway, it if obvious that the
Kantian way of distinguishing hetween science and metaphysics that
entails a distinction between phenomenon and noumenon is unhappy
as it goes against the intuitions on which the social sciences and
social behaviour ( including moral behaviour ) rest.

(V) Conclusion

It is difficult to accept gracefully the Kantian distinction between
phenomenon and noumenon. But it is not less difficult, in the
opinion of many, to accept monistic systems built in the style of
Hegal or Marx. Similarly, the concept of reason or purpose
introduced to interpret history or to.give more unity to our experi-
ence may be thought to be one that does not lend itself to an
intelligible analysis. And such a line of thinking becomes strength-
ened when the difference of opinion of the Hegelian scholars on the
exact interpretation of necessity, or of the Marxist scholars on the
nature and importance of ¢ praxis ' is taken into account.34 Besides
one may think that the kind of unity that we seek to introduce
into our experience may not be that of reason, but just of a system
— a unique kind of unity resulting from the fact the metaphysical
beliefs come in clusters. In other words, there are many meta-
physical systems. And it is not possible to formulate a criterion
for deciding which is genuine and which is not. Which metaphysi-
cal system would be acceptable to which individual or society of
individuals depends on the individual or the society of individuals
and the condition of acceptibility is not logical, but that of growth—
that is the individual or society of individuals grows out of and
also through reflection, reasoning out, rationalization and even con-
version into the metaphysical system. And it is almost obvious that
no individual or society of individuals grows into the unity that
science gives to experience, though it contributes a good deal.
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For science is not concerned with the whole of experience or with
all dimensions of it, and so though proud of science we are also
the critics of it. The point is Kantian though the Kantian way of
making it viz., by limiting science to the phenomenal world is not
happy. It may be that Kant made the point in that way as the
development of science in his days created a distorted image of man
—an image that imperilled the existence of human beings as moral
beings. And so instead of rejecting the Kantian point we should
interpret it in the light of the development of science in our times,
for the very existence of man is at stake today as a consequence of the
vast development in science and (echnology — a development that
is accompanied by the belief that science is value—meuiral. And

we should think seriously over the question if science that unsettles
our sense of values is really so. Again, what is popularly known as

‘ crisis in science * is more or less a consequence of our worshipping
science instead of understanding it. Thus it is a curious fact today
that the scienttists themselves sre not sure about their own sciences.
We have mentioned before the divided loyalty of the biologists. And
Dingle informs us that the physicists because of their precccupation

with mathematics are not usuzally awzre of the {zct that a mathema-
tical interpretaion of experience does not amount to a physical

interpretaion of it and as a consequence of it a lot of physicisis
mistake the special theory of relativity of Lorenz for that of
Einstien?> that the expression * msss of an electron, ' dees not mean
exactly what the expression ¢ mess of the lead halls of Cavendish
means and so also the expressions © change, ' ¢ position’ etc. do not
mean in quantum physics what they do in ordinary physics precisely
because electron ¢ enters physics in a different way'.3¢ The
outcome of all this has resulted in confusions about our understand-
ing of space, time, the universe we live in, freedom, responsibility
etc. And it is a pity that many leaders of contemporzry philosophy
are indifferent to such questions lest they should be involved in
some ‘ metaphysical muddle ’. True, the task is one of immense
magnitude and Kant was perhaps right when he observed that a
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philesopher existed nowhere. But then he also mnoticed thatthe
ideal was in us.37 And So we have Plates, and Kanis Hegels and
and Whiteheads and Marxes and others who may not he philosophers
or risis. Pessibly there has not been any rsi at any time. Never the-
less, they are approximations to the ideal of a philcscpher or that
there are and have been small and have been rsikalps. And we may
try to understand them in a creative, that is, non-scholastic way.
Besides we have the peets, the historians and others with creative
talents or concern in man’s integration to help us.

Again, whether we know it or not, we are in possession of
some kind of philosophy or metaphysics and why should we not
subject it to reflective consideration. And if we do not, ideologies
will be showered upon us by interested persons who are, even when
most generously treated, usually charlatans. Be that as it may.
Metaphysical systems are not outmoded. They have not outlived
their utility. Possibly, sometimes in future which Ellul thinks?®
to ke the year 2000 when ¢ what is needed will pass directly from
the machine to the brain without going through consciousness '
technology may stay but neither science nor pceiry nor philosophy
i. e. nothing creative or expressions of the creative man will he
there. Till then, so long as we are what we are viz. creative and
in perpetual quest of identity we should do metaphysical or syste-
matic thinking as we have to.

Jadavpur University K. K. Banerjee
Calcutta
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