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Thus when Leibniz gives the second of his charcateristica universalis (the set of which
forming his logical manifesto) as, in Scholz’s words:

“ [that] the symbols must be so devised that whenever a thing thought is present, which
may be divided into its components, the “image” of these components must again be
components of the picture of what is thought in the available symbols.”

we see that Leibniz is really attempting to cover his back. The reality is rather going to be
as Frege understands it: very little is really “thought” in the symbols whatsoever. (What
possible meaning could we give to the ‘thing thought’ being present in the case of an
integral sign in any case, if we are not to take refuge from the real world in some platonic
realm?) Yet it may be said of Michael Dummett’s whole project in the philosophy ot
language, moreover, that he attempts to privilege the impersonal conventions and
mechanics of ‘meaning’ over the deeply human and contingent element ot
‘understanding’. A typical thought in Dummett’s philosophy has it that understanding
presupposes meaning, but meaning does not presuppose understanding, a sentiment

which nevertheless Mason secks to challenge”.

East meets West: the geography of logic

The conclusion we are driving towards is that the Orient presents a fundamentally
different mentality to the Occident. This contrast serves to localise and undermine the
pretensions to absoluteness of Western logic. Dumitriu gives us a neat summary of these
respective geo-cerebral differences, courtesy of the work of Liou Kia-hway. The
European spirit 1s analytical. The Chinese spirit 1s synthetic. (We can use Kant’s Logic to
elucidate this distinction. The analysis of a concept involves a purely methodical
dissection of the actual concept itself. The synthesis of an object draws on its experiential
attributes to present a possible total concept’). Thus analysis maintains a special logical
hygiene suited to the unique business of logic. If we reverse the process, so as to delve
into the caverns of the Western psyche itself, it is easy to see how Liou Kia-hway
maintains that the Western spirit strives to build up an abstract whole without parts.
(Parts would obviously contaminate the logical integrity of the abstract whole). By
contrast, the Chinese synthetic spirit strives fo build up a concrete whole with parts.

Kia-hway poses a further distinction between Western philosophy of essence and the
Chinese philosophy of existence.’® The former entails a search for those invariable and
permanent characteristics which constitute the essence of things. The latter, on the
contrary, concerns itself with the existence of individuals which are undefinable, with

countless and infinite variable differences. Now, such a critique of Western philosophy is

> Scholz, P.55 -
>* E.g. “There are no grounds to insist that any conditions are sufficient or necessary for understanding”

Mason, P.42 — so understanding does not presuppose meaning, and must be considered as a human
phenomenon sui generis

. Kant, Logic, (London, Longman, Green and Co 1885) P.49
> Dumitriu P.32
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nothing new; it directly recalls the work of Sartre and Heidegger, both of whom sought to
reverse the traditional order of precedence in the Western tradition by privileging
existence over essence. What is interesting is to see how a different mentality comes
naturally to the Chinese without the need for a bludgeoning critique.

Lastly, courtesy of the work of Fung-Yu Lang, we have a distinction of fundamental
active epistemological thrust. We are to understand that western philosophy ever seeks to
advance in knowledge from the security of the known into the rousing spectre of the ferra
incognita of the unknown. It continually seeks the expansion of knowledge. Yet Chinese
philosophy begs to differ - it proceeds in exactly the opposite direction. (Dumitriu makes
the rhetorical appeal, of which — as we know - Levy-Bruhl was so fond, that such a logic

will seem incomprehensible to Western minds). The guiding principle, however, is that,
for the ancient Chinese, there prevailed the belief that the truth had been discovered long

ago. The difficulty is to access it in its purity. Thus Chinese philosophy seeks only a

~ shrinking of knowledge, “coming ultimately to an almost ineffable idea — like the Tao™’.

In keeping with this mentality, the Chinese philosopher spoke little, preferring to utter
aphorisms. Two quotes from Lao-Tzu in the Tao-te Ching encapsulate the Chinese
thinking. “Study is progressive growth, Tao [the path, the truth] 1s progressive
diminution”. “He who knows is silent, he who speaks does not know”.

At this point, however, we should express a hidden contradiction in the characterisation
of the Western epistemological spirit, papered over by Dumitriu. It 1s also the place to
characterise Dumitriu’s methodology. It 1s to be expected of a history of logic that it must
be sensitive to the likely shifting understanding of its subject-matter. (The broad
transformation over 2500 years concerns logic’s gradual detachment from the jurisdiction
of philosophy and correlative subsumption under mathematics™®). In this way, however,
such a history can avoid preoccupations with particular words and the correlative
assumption of definite meanings attaching to particular words. In the pre-history of logic,
of course, logic has no characterisation at all. We must rather concern ourselves with the
hidden modalities of a particular subject-matter.

As Dumitriu puts it:

We think the reader will realise from aur work, that logic is not one particular science,
but the very mirror of thought in its effort to consider itself its own object, thus looking

for its own expansion and modalities. But these modalities of thought cannot be

exhausted by a single act. The process of self-determination of thinking is an endlessly
[sic] process, each of its moments representing a valid form of thinking, explicit in its

own hz'sz‘my59 .

It will therefore be incumbent on a history of logic to treat a particular constellation of

terms, having to do with thought, language, knowledge, dialectic etc, as bearing equally
on logic, perhaps in relations of metonymy, individuated only by circumstance rather

N Dumitriu, P.37
8 ibid. x
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