THE LOGICAL DISCREPANCIES OF LOGICAL POSITIVISM
MANZOOR AHMAD

1

The movement of Logical Positivism as it has been developed in the
hands of Wittgensteinand Carnap, anditsmanyotheradherents, who disa-
gree with one another onminor points (though some times thesepoints are
very significant) is but a 20th century form of subjectivism, with the only
difference that the classical subjectivism “explained” reality in terms of
subject, while this new form of it actually “limits™ reality, by “analysing
language”’ and by arbitrarily proclaiming what ‘can’ and what cannot be
‘said’ by considering the logical syntax of the language in which we express
them.

It is my intention to show in this article that the theory of Logical
Positivism is full of inherent contradiction, and that a sound philosophical
system can only be based upon a proper realization of the objcctive reality
of the self. For this purpose I shall first elaborate the point of view of
Logical Positivists.

‘1

Hitherto the main obstacle in the way of true philosophy is the belief
that apriori reasoning for the discovery of pew facts is possible. Kant’s
quest for the possibility of synthetic judgment apriori was a vain attempt
after a mirage. Philosophy can’t discover new facts. All the questions of
human interest belong to special sciences and are capable of being decided
by empirical evidence (at least in theory). Hence all the problems of philo-
sophy are the problems of logic, which means every philosophical problem
when subjected to analysis is found either not philosophical at all or logical.
Such a treatment can be accomplished in the following way:—

(1) Positive knowledge gained empirically is transferred inductively
into facts and generalizations. No apriori reasoning is of any help
in epistimology.

(2) Propositions formed as a result of step (I) is subjected to logieal
analysis.

(3) The analysis produces a new clarity by analysing logical form of

truth to thefacts already known.
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The idea of such a logical analysis is rooted in pure mathematics and
mathematical logic. Jn mathematics the need for exact definitions of the
terms used was very strongly felt. Russell suggested that the same mcthod of
exact definition of terms can as well be applied to philosophical investi-
gations,

For instance in the sphere of differential calculas the idea of the diff-
erential functions was very obscure. A differential function gives the velocity
of a moving body at a given instant of time, and this was thought to involve
the very obscure conception of the infinitely small distance travelled in an
infinitely small time. Obviously, the whole idea of infinitely small quantities
was impossible and contradictory since all real quantities, howsoever
small, are necessarily finite. This difficulty was removed hy giving a more
exact definition to differential functions. It was defined as the LIMIT
towards which the relation of the distance travelled to the corresponding
period of time approaches as the distances and time considered, get smaller

and smaliler. { lin % , 810 %

In the same way the difficulty of an explanation of irrational numbers
was avoided by defining them (i.e. 4/ 2) in terms of rational numbers, and
thus showing that all irrational and imaginary numbers have an ultimate
mathematical rcality.

Not only this but Russell has attempted in his ‘Principia’ to analyse
all numbers in terms of logical idea or classes, which he later on attempted
to apply to philosophy.

The most important idea in this conception of logical analysis is that
of logical form. Every proposition and infcrence has apart from its subject
matter a particular form, a way in which the constituents of a proposition
are put together. Differcnt propositions may possess same form, but
differ in content, some others may have same content expressed in different
forms. The proper object of philosopby is this form of a proposition, in
abstraction from the real world, which is reflected in these formson the one

hand, and the process of thought which create these forms on the other.
A main series of logical forms of propositions has to be worked out, and

Russell in ‘Principia’ and Wittgenstein in his ‘Tracratus’® have tried to work
out the same.

This begins with elementary propositions, from which complicated
and complex propositions are arrived at. Elementary propositions say that
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a certain thing has a property or certain thing stands in certain relations
with other. Complex propositions are arrived at by assigning truth func-
tions to these propositions, For example P is a proposition. Then P is
either true or false (not P or P) that it is true when not P is false, is false
when notP is true. Thus we get by assigning truth functions to elementary
propositions a negative proposition which is the simaplest truth function.
If we take two propositions i.e. P and Q a lot more truth functions can be
obtained i.e.

P implies Q P.O Q. -

cither P or Q —PvQ

not both P and Q—P. Q.

These compound propositions, can be exclusively defined as truth
functions of clementary propositions. General propositions are also
simply constructed and may be of any order or complexity.

Logical analysis as it s developed has taken two procedureal forms
in the hands of logical positivists. Wittgenstein follows the Socratic pattern
is a casuistic way individual confustons clarified, and cases treated.
But the general theory of treatment is not elaborated systematically. On the
other hand Carnap and others formulate a complete system. These two
procedures differentiated the two groups of philosophers on the basis of
their respective logical reconstructions. One headed by Wittgen-
stein, Schillick and Waismen remained experientialistic, while the other
headed by Carnap, Neurath and Hempel became physicalistic. I will take
Wittgenstein as the representative of the first and Carnap of the other to
elaborate my point.,

m

The fundamental characteristic of Wittgensteinian phitosoply is the
relation he wants to establish betweenlanguageand world. Language is the
totality of significant assertions which is related to the totality of objectives
of those assertions. Those assertions which are not related to any such
objectives are simply insignificant, and either nonsense, poetry, or meta-
physics. The objectives which are related to such significant assertions or
propositions are facts, or more correctly they may be described as the
combination of objects. This ‘fact’ is différent from that of Aristotle,
because here it is a concievable structure whereas Aristotle limits the fact
to “the inherence of something in some thing else.” The fact is a funda-
mental entity and hence is indefinable. Object can be defined as (a) set of
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facts in which it occurs i.e. the set of facts which possess at least one feature
of absolute similarity (blue colour of sky) or (b) as whatever is distinguish-
able constituting a fact. Fact is an independent cntity, where as objects are
dependent in as much as they occur in one fact or the other.

The world is a totality of independent atomic facts. Whether a fact is
atomic or not cannot be known on apriori grounds, but only by direct
inspection. These atomic facts are composed of objects in immediate
combination. When objects are combined it is ealled structure of the facts,

The form of the object is therefore the possibility of the structure of
the fact. Possibility is a logical concept and not an ontological one, hence
object is a formal reality requiring completion in order to exist and is only
concieveable as being complete in a given set of ways.

The atomic facts must exist as a demand of logicaf theory, and are
capable of being completely logically demonstrated. This demonstration
consists in showing the relationship between facts and propositions. The
intricate symbolism of language is definitely more complex and seems
surplus than atomic facts. Hence a theory must be worked out to establish
the relation between this symbolism and that which is being represented
by these symbols.

Wittgenstein’s demonstration is simple. There are two ways of relation.
1. Relation between .the proposition and the fact.
2. Relation between the proposition and propositions.

,

The relation of a proposition and a fact is that of agreement. When a
proposition agrees with a fact it is true otherwise not.

In what this ‘agreement’ consists. The answer is, it is a pictorial rela-
tion. The proposition is a picture of fact. The pictorial character consists
in the circumstances that it is itself a fact possessing certain features in
common with the fact which it pictures. These common factors, are (1) the
logical form and (2) a one-one correlation between objects comprising the
respective facts, This relation can’t further be explained it must be pre-
supposed.

Logical form is the common invarient feature of various modes used
to express a proposition. Therefore several facts differing in many parti-
culars may be used to express the same sense i.e. to picture the same
objective fact if they enjoy a community of form. Thus the definition of a
proposition {s that it is a fact used to picture another fact or a class of facts
used to picture another fact. fickn thest case Lhe structure of the proposi-
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tional fact is identical with the strueture of the other fact, in the second
case the elass of facts enjoys a common structure, and this strucutre is
identieal with the strueture of faet.

As noted above the sense of a proposition depends upon its form of
representation and it is the possibility of the fact which it represents. It is
quite different from its truth, and from the proposition itself. The pro-
position neither can be said identical nor it contains its sense. Two pro-
positions may express the samme fact and any proposition can be under-
stood without knowing it to be true; because truth is the agreement of the
proposition with reality, while sense is the possibility of agreement.

All the propositions which are significant or in other words which
have a sense have an ultimate reference to the empirieal realm. The atomic
facts are experiential facts and sense can only be found in experience,

But all the propositions are not pictures of facts. The general proposi-
tions, concerning logic and arithmetic seem to be understandable without
any reference to experience (Wittgenstein then has to show that all general
propositions are reduceable to elementary and all elementary propositions
are simply and exclusively concerned with empirical reality).

The theory that elementary propositions are pictures of reality is not
a novel attempt in the history of philesophy, Hume’s theory of ideas as
copies of impressions is virtually the same save the fact that the uature of
psychological process does not enter, into consideration in the Wittgen-
steinian theory.

Elementary propositions are said to picture the reality which means
both of them agrec one another, as 1 have referred above. But proposition
and a fact does not resemble with one another save in few respects (as a
map of a country resembles with the country),

Shilick, who Jater agreed with the picture theory of Wittgenstein once
critieised him on the very question. Thus, he wrote, “In ordinary language
agreement simply means likeness. Two tones, two colours two propositions,
two opinions agree if they are alike. The word is obviously not to be taken
in this sense here, for the judgment is something completely different from
that which is judged. .. .it is not like that which is judged and this can be
contested from the stand point of adventurous metaphysical systems which
equate thought and being in general, and about which we should waste no
words here.”

If -agreement does not mean likeness, perhaps it could mean similarity.
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In what sense our judgments are similar to facts? Similarity must mean at
least partial likeness, hence it must be possible to find certain moments
of judgment which are revealed in the facts themselves. Ia purely conceptual
truths, where the object judged, as well as the judgment consists of purely
ideal forms, likeness might be found in both sides under certain circum-
stances but that cannot be the essential requisite for truth, for propositions
about real things also make claim to truth.......... here, indeed, the
nature of truth first becomes a problem but in both, one will seek for
sueh similar moments. For the concepts occurring in the judgement
are certainly not of the same nature as the real objects which they desig-
nate, and the relations among concepts are not like the relation of things,
for in the latter temporal moments always occur, and they are spatial,
where as conceptual relations are non-spatial and non-temporal. In
the judgement ‘the chair stands at the right of the table,” the concept
of ‘chair’ is pot placed at the right of the concept ‘table’.

Thus the.concept of agreement melts away under the rays of analysis
in so far as it is to mean sameness or similarity, and what remains of it
i8 simply univocal arrangement. The judgement pictures the nature of
the judged as little as the note pictures of tone or as the name of the man
pictures his personality. ‘Shilick’s criticism mainly covers the type of
criticism levelled against the pictorjal theory of Logical Posotivism. For
Wittgenstein the answer to such a criticism cousists in showing that the
minimum requirements for picturing are:

(1) That the fact pictured and the fact used to picture it possesses
the same number of distinguishing parts and

(2) That the structure of the first is identical with the structure of
the second.

But some facts may possess only the first condition, as in the example
given by Shilick of notes of a melody. The relation among the notes
in the score and the relation among the tones of the instrument or voice
are not identical for the former relation is spatial and the latter temporel,
the relation between diffetent colours of a map is different from the
relation of the altitudes which they represent.

But nevertheless for Wittgenstein all these pairs have in a sense
some form in which their pictureness consists. This can be very easily
compared with geometrical projections. In geometrical projection a figure
may be projected on a surface such that the result is visibly quite different
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from the original. The laws of geometrical projection determine
that certain properties remain invarient for all possible projections
of a given figure, A geometrical science could be developed, and in
fact has been partially developed, such that the facts from different moda-
lities could be used as projections of one another. On the same pattern the
logieal form of a fact may be identical with that of another fact even if the
entitics and relations of one differ from thosc of others.

The essential connection between discourse and empirical reality is
thus established by demonstrating the pictorial character of propositions
which have empirical reference. The sense of proposition is the method of
verification, that is to say what it represents if it is true. The seuse of
empirical propositions is the possibility that the facts which they picture
exist. But several problems prescnt themselves. How do we know that all
propositions are reduceable to elementary propositions? Is it possible to
show that all elementary propositions are exclusively concerned with
picturing empirical reality ?

The answer to these problems consists in showing that all propositions
are truth functions of the elementary propositions, and that elementary
propositions exist which are not truth functions of any other proposition,
Wittgenstein describes the truth of a proposition in its agreement of its
sense with reality, disagreement of sense with reality is falsehood.

Truth and falsity are neither properties nor retations of propositions
or of facts. Thus, ‘A’ loves ‘B’ and ‘it is true that A loves B’ are exactly the
same thing. The addition of ‘It is true’ is simply redundant. On the other
hand to say that P = X is true is nonsense, since ‘it is truc’ is not the pre-
dieate of X. The addition of ‘is true’ “exists” etc. to the term X is non-
sensical.

Hence the word ‘true’ ‘false’ “exist’” “does not exist’’ do not stand for
any entities whatsoever. A proposition is true when it agrees with reality,
otherwise is false. This can only bc established by comparison. Truth is
not the comparison but its result.

When two propositions P.Q. are asserted the result of the double
assertion does not represent two facts and a conjunctive relation between
them. Moreover, ‘and’ is not the name of any proper entity. Similarly when
a proposition is negated the negation sign is not any entity of the objective
world. Truth and falsity are thercfore, not objective entities. The logical
content ‘and’ ‘not’ etc. are simply a part of linguistic apparatus necessary
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to represent the world.

It remains to be shown that why Wittgenstein believes that elementary
propositions are exclusively about empirical reality. The importance of
this problem is overwhelming for the Logical Positivist. For if all pro-
positions are iruth functions of elementary propositions and if the ele-
mentary propositions are concerned with empirical then all words,
sentences, assertions, about the non-cmpirical would be simply nonsense.

The demonstration of the exclusive empirical content of proposition
consists in showing the existence of logical simples. A logically simple
object is an object which according to its nature makes any further analysis
impossible. In history of philosophy we may find similar conceptions.
For example the monad of Leibnezian metaphysics is an absolutely simple
entity without qualification. It differs however, from the logical simples in
being a non-empirical notion. Perhaps the ‘simple impressions’ of Hume
would serve a better example. If one translated Hume’s literary psychology,
into the langnage of logic and at the same time removed the naturalistic
tendency from the system whatever would correspond to the simple im-
pressions would be very much like the logically simple object of Wittgen-
stein. The reasons for demonstrating theexistence of simple objects as being
the ‘vltimate furniture of the world’ are: In order to show the exlusive
concern of elementary propositions with empirical facts, it is necessary
to show that there is one and only one complete analysis of any proposition
and this analysis absolutely terminates in the elementary proposition, and
finally the elementary propositions are not capable of analysis save into the
names which compose them. If many distinct analysis were possible then
even though a given analysis of propositions )Jead to elementary proposi-
tions which were not solely concerned with empirical reality, another
possible analysis might very well lead to elementary propositions which
were not solely concerned with empirical reality. Similarly if there is no
ultimate limit to analysis then although a given analysis led solely to ele-
mentary proposition of the kind in question, when carried out to any
previously assigned limit, further analysis might reveal some non-empirical
content in the propositions. Both these possibilitics are exeluded first
because of the fact that propositions are composed by truth-operations
and the second can be excluded if the objectives of elementary propositions
can be shown to be composed of logical simples.

The argument for logical simples is this “If the world had no substance
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(simple objects) then whether a proposition has sense would depend on
whether another proposition was true. It would then be impossible to form
a picture of the world true or false.”

Perhaps the above complicated argument can be summed up in one
sentence: “If there are pictures of facts then some propositions have sense
without being truth functions of other propositions, then the existence of
propositions with independent sense implies the existence of simple
objects.” 7

v )

Carnap has attempted, avoiding the difficulties of the older doctrine,
to maintain the empirical tradition and anti-metaphysical direction of
logical positivism.

The first difficulty of the older doctrine was the empiristic absolutism
which is hardly the spirit of a non-metaphysical and scientific philosophy.
The doctrine of atomic facts, the rigid distinctions between discourse and
empirical reality, depend upon the assumptions which cannot be demon-
strated.

Carnap in his attempt has simply abandoned the Wittgensteinian
atomism as being without proof, and the distinction between discourse
and reality has been dispensed with in favour of a purely discursive theory
of truth and meaning. It is no longer necessary to distinguish between,
discourse and fact because everything is expressable. Logical syntex of
language may now be formulated in a significant way.

The most interesting part of Carnap’s philosophy is his Radical Phy-
sicalism according to which all sentences may be translated into a universal
language which is similar in form to the contemporary physics. The metho-
dological solipisism and the extreme empirisism which prevented Positi-
vists from formulating a satisfactory account of scientific objectivity are
thus simply avoided without reintroduction of metaphysical principles.

“The questions dealt within any theoretical field” wrote Carnap,
“can be roughly divided into object questions and logical questions. By
object questions are to be understood those which have to do with the
objects of the domain under consideration such as inquiries regarding
their properties and relations. The logical questions on the other hand do
not refer directly to the objects but to sentcnces, terms, theories and so on,
which themselves refer to objects.”

Thus, science deals with objects. But philosophy that is the logical
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analysis of science, does not deal with objects at all, but with language.

Thus, it appears that Wittgenstein should not have spoken of objects
and facts and of the comparison of propositions with reality. Scientific
philosophy must confine the discourse to the relatin of pro-
positions with propositions and of thought with thoughts. This standpoint
means that a new interpretation of logic is required. Carnap gave this new
view by defining ‘logic as syntax,” and he explains it, “By the logical
syntax of a Janguage, we mean the formal theory of the linguistic forms of
that language—the systematic statement of the formal rules which govern
it, together with the development of the consequences which follow from
these rules.”

“A theory, a rule, a definition, or like is to be called formal when no
reference is made in it either to the meaning of the symbols (e.g. the words)
or to the sense of the expression (e.g. the sentences) but simply and solely
to the kinds and order of the symbols from which the expressions are
constructed.”

Formal logic or Jogical syntax is then concerned simply and solely
with symbols or with language without regard to meaning. This means
that it is concerned only with the rules of formation and transformation
of a language. The rules of formation show that how symbols may be
combined together to form sentences. The rules of transformation show
how sentences may be derived from other sentences.

Thus if we know the rules of formation we can know which sentences
are significant and which insignificant (allowed by one language or not
allowed).

It may be objected, how do we know which are the right rulcs of for-
mation and transformation without knowing the meaning of sentences.

Carnap’s answer is that this question is the result of a prejudice that the
principles of logic, must constitute a faithful rendering of the ‘true logic’
i.e. the eternally valid principles of logic, which any system of logic may
contrive to mirror. This is merely a metaphysical jllusion.

The rules of formation and transformation are chosen quite arbit-
rarily. This choice whatever it may be, determines what meaning is to be
assigned to the fundamental logical symbols. On this very basis and owing
to the difficulties of the world Janguages, the general syntax of an artifi-
cially constructed language may be formulated, which may be applied to
any fanguage later on what so ever.
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By application, the correct sense of any language may become clear.
A few examples will suffice to explain the intent of Carnap:—
Material Mode of Expression Formal Mode.
(natural language)

A thing is a complex of sense Every sentence in which a thing desig-

data. nation occurs is equipollent to a class
of sentences in which nothing desig-
nation but sense date designations
occur.,

A thing is a complex of atoms Every sentence in which a thing desig-
nation occurs is equipollent to a sen-
tence in which spacetime coordinates
and certain descriptive functors (of
physics) occur,

The world is a totality of  Science is a system of sentences not of

facts not of things. names.

A fact is a combination of A sentence is a series of symbols,

objects (entities, things)l.

From the above sentences it is clear that when they are in material
mode they sound as if they were asserting some property of the objective
world, while they are only syntatical assertions (about words not about
objects).

According to Carnap there are three kinds of sentences:—

(1) Object sentence.
(2) Psudo-object sentences.

(3) Syntatical seatences.

The sentences of science ate object sentences. To use the material
mode they are about the properties of objects. Philosophical sentences of
the analysis of science are psudo-objeet sentences, when they are expressed
in material modes, but if they are significant they are ‘equipollent’ to
syntatical sentences.

Science according to Carnap is a system of statements based on dicect
experience and controlled by experimental verification. .. . Verification is
‘based on protocol sentences.

Protocol sentences refer to the given and describe directly given
experiences or phenomena i.e. the simplest states of which knowledge can
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be had. The programme of the logical analysis of science is only to show
that how the whole system of scientific statements is derived from protocol
statements according to certain formal rules,

Sentences are to be compared with sentences not with ‘experiences’
not with a ‘world’ not with anything else.

All these senseless duplications belong to a more or less refined meta-
physics, and are therefore, to be rejected. Every new sentence is confronted
with a totality of sentences which are present and which have been brought
into agreement. Then a sentence is called correct if it can be brought into

a system. (we can also alter the whole system for the inclusion of some
new sentences which can’t be rejected).

Carnap says that there can be one Universal Language of science into
which all statements of different sciences can be translated. The unity of
sciences is being established by showing that there is a universal language
of science into which all scientific statements can be translated.

The language is called the physical language, and the theory of the
Unity of Science is called ‘Physicalism.’

In Carnap’s own words this is a kind of materialism. Thus he wrote,
“Our view that protocols constitute the basis of the entire scientific edifice
might be termed Methodical Positivism. Similarly the thesis that physical
language is the Universal Language might be denoted as methodical
Materialism. Our approach has been termed as Positivist, it might equally
be termed as materialist. Nevertheless for the sake of clarity we would
prefer the name of Physicalism.”

A%

So far we concerned ourselves with a sympathetic exposition of the
doctrine of Logicg! Positivists. As 2 matter of fact the school in the begin-
ning was quite fanatic, making more claims than were absolutely necessary
for a philosophy of clear meanings, by forming a kind of Metaphysical
LiquidationtBoard. Later on their claims became more modest. Even
Wittgenstein in his Philosophical Investigations is less emphatic about
certain extreme positions which he held before in Tractatus. Neverthelegs
the fundamentals remained the same. The kernal of the philosophy of
Wittgenstein, and that of Moritiz Schilick is their picture theory of reality.
Though Schilick himself once raised doubts against the picture theory, but
later on accepted it, and without being able to clear those doubts became
stubborn about them. He declared that “he can' comnpare the statements
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with {acts, yet he can remain outside of the circle of metaphysicians.?

But apart from the difficulties, which Schilick himself enumerated, the
picture theory suffers from the basic defect of involving the ego-centric
predicament. The facts, if they can be compared at all, can only be com-
pared with individual experiences of them. And such experiences are
personal and subjective, unless we bring in some apriori categories, whieh
is not warranted by their method. The Logical Positivists plea for declaring
the subjective terms (‘I', ‘Mine’ etc.) as meaningless does not solve the
problem at all, it avoids it sullenly. The difficulties are still greater when
a comparison is tried in between a proposition, and a fact belonging to
the past, or referring to the experience of others. “Mr. Jamali has a pain
in his right leg.”” The verification of this statement would perhaps consist
in seeing Mr. Jamali making faces, holding his leg by his hands, limping
while walking or grunting once a while. The meaning of such a proposition
would never be clear to me, for how on earth can [ ‘compare’ the pain in
others experience with the statement of pain. If I also develop the same
kind of pain in my right leg and can claim to Mr. Jamali's satisfaction,
that now, I understand the meaning of the statement that ‘he has got a pain
in his right leg,’ then too I can only verify ‘my statement> with ‘my exper-
jence,” but never will that of Mr. Jamali’s. Even if this verification is granted,
or is made possible by some sort of verbal trick it would ultimately lead to
a solipsistic position, and as a matter of fact it does lead to it, The only
difficulty is that it can not be said. ‘““What solipsism means is quite_true
only it cannot be said.”3

This Wittgensteinian adherence to facts, and al) the attempts to pictu-
re them in propositions, seemed to be too much orthodox, and too weak,
for the purpose of anti-metaphysicists. It also could not solve the problem,
by making a rigid distinction between atomic facts, and propositions.
Actually all the difficulties of Lockian correspondence theory presented
themselves, only in a new form. Hence Cammap thought it fit to do away
with all the refercnces to facts, all together. It was a second and bold step
to avoid the problem compietely, by claiming all questions about reality
as wrong questions.

Neurath, Hempel, and Carnap, at one time believed that propositions
must not be confronted with facts. One ean never compare reality with
propositions and sentences. It is the same position which Schilick had
once adopted against Wittgenstein, Hempel maintained that the system
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we call true “may only bc characterized by the historical fact, that it is the
system which is actually adopted by mankind, and especially by the
Scientists of our cultural circle.”

But this type of philosophy actually leads us no where. The whole
argument about the acceptance of a system by the mankind of a particulat
culture is circular. Because in order to know that a particular system is
adopted by the scientists of a particular culture, it is necessary to know
that “All sentences in a given system are accepted by the scientists of a
particular culture” is accepted by a particular culture. This in its turn
depends whether this acceptance of the scientists is accepted by the scien-
tists of a particular culture. This is manifestly circular, and can establish
po significant conclusion.

The obvious defect of the Carnap’s method is this, that they have
lost sight of the difference between the basis of mathematical, and empi-
rical truth, and ultimately turned philosophy into a grand but extreme
subjectivism, where we are told to shut our eyes, from the objective world,
and to believe that whatever we say has no non-linguistic causes, and non
linguistic effects. Now we are not to understand the world, but only sen-
tences, and the syntatieal rules governing them. Kant was modest to claim
that metaphysics is impossible, Hume was sane enough to deny the exis-
tence of substance, but here all the assertions of all the philosophers are
declared nonsense, and all the questions wrong save those of logical posi-
tivists, ’

On the whole the philosophy of Logical Positivism is beset with three
drawbacks. Firstly by its very way of treatment it looses in substance.
Logical Positivists go on talking to find that they are talking on nothing.
All the grandeure of meaning of terms, of syntatical rules, of physical
language, and of inter subjective verification, when developed to its utmost,
one finds with dismay that the actual thing vanishes. 1t is like 2 continuous
sharpening of one’s knife till nothing is left.

The second drawback is of problem blindness. All the living and real
issues of philosophy are very conveniently declared ‘‘nonsense” “'absurd”
or “senseless.” “Most propositions and questions,” says Wittgenstein,
“that have been written about philosophical matters, are not false, but
senseless. We cannot therefore answer questions of this kind at all, but only
state their senselessness. Most questions and propositions of the philo-
sophers result from the fact that we do not understand the logic of our
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language.’™

Thirdly there is a danger of pursuing pseudo-problems instead of
the actual problems of philosophy, simply because the perinneal problems
have been treated with prejudice and declared unlawful and illegitimate.

In fact any philosophy that shuts its eyes from the conerete facts of
reality and tries to indulge in fruitless linguistic quibbles cannot keep for a
long time the human yearning for the knowledge of the reality. This age is
an age of crisis, The classical metaphysical systems seem to have exhausted
their possibilities, and the maglomaina of technological progress has found
its way into the field of philosophy as well. The question for a methodo-
logy of philosophy which the father of modern philosophy Descartes
started three hundred years ago, because he was tired with the subtleties of
scholastic philosophy, has turned itself iuto an elaborate and complicate
system of technology, with the irony that Descrates did formulate the
rules to find the fruth which he believed worth searching, whilc the
case here js total]ly diffcrent. Here the “Ideas are definitions of
operations, plans of action, not the mere flow of phenomena in the sub-
jective consciousness; and this development, known as the instrumental
theory of knowledge, is in fact a theory of Technology as well. The quest
for certainty with which the age began is thus brought to a new stage by the
answer that secular values can only be realized by perfecting methods of
inquiry and action...., itis the answer that the knowledge of most
worth is the knowledge of technique by which values can be reached or
restored.’

_ Or as Vahinger says, “we may compare it (thinking) with calcalations
or with the performance of a machine, we cannot uphold the ordinary
view that thought is an end in itself; thought serves something else, and al
its particular functions are to be regarded from the poinot of view of me-
chanical means of. thought.

This mechanical and technological conceptions of thought, of whose
Logical Positivism is one of the expressions is so much alien to the very
nature of man, that apart from being a self contradictory systemyit leaves
buman self in a total void. That is wliy a return to self—to concrete ex-
pericnce and to reality would secm to be the first requirement. Any know-
ledge which is not related to self is contingent and inessential. The essential
and rcal knowledge is provided by the ego only by a process of participation
in the reality, where the possibility of percieving a gestalt is open. The
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Jogical positivist is keenly searching for truth, but forgets that it is he who
is doing so. He does not take into account himself, the searcher of truth at
all. Il truth is to be searched out by somebody, that somebody cannot be
ignored in order to assurc that the search js a success. The logical positivist
should have, therefore, put such questions to himself before undertaking
his quest for truth:

“Why should I set out in search of truth at all. Why do I desire the re-
al? What for is it wanted by me? Am I equipped with the necessary
capacity to search for truth ? If so what is the nature of that capaeity
and how can 1 make the least use of it to achieve my object? Are
there any factors which may interfere with the proper functioning of
this capacity? If there are such factors what is-their nature? What
should I do to assure that they do not interferc with my capacity {o
search for truth? If there are no such factors what is thc cause of
the vast diflcrences of opinion among human beings about the nature
of truth.”

But he does not answer any of these questions and yet he embarks
on his great adventure which has for its object the search for truth. He is
like a man who sets out with an cnthusiastic desire to buy some valuables
but Jeaves his bag of money at home. He docs not realise (and we are in-
debted to lgbal for drawing our attention forccfully to this simple but
significant fact) that man himsell js the most impostant factor in his search
for {ruth and he must not therefore ignore himself. The nature of self is the
key to the knowledge of truth and the mystery of the universe:
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Logical Positivism is not a philosophy because it does not go far
enough in its search for wisdom. It finishes just where philosophy ought to
begin because the common man docs not liappen (o be intellectually com-
petent to go ahead. The logical positivist is fike one of the non-Eucledian
Geometrician who makes a number of wrong asstinptions and then builds
a fine geometrical system upon them. Bit when the foundations of an
intclleetual construction arc wrong # must go wrong up (o the top, no
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matter how beautifully it is built after the foundations are laid:
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