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The Concept of Sthayibhavas in Indian Poetics

(A Psychological Scrutiny)

By

ProrFEssorR D. D. VADEKAR
Fergusson College, Poona

The classical doctrines of Indian poetics have, most of them,
their origins in the work of Bharata, the Natyashdstra. Among
such docttines is the famous Rasa Doctrine of poetical appreciation,
in connection with which Bharata lays down the following cryptic
aphorism :

< g1 fpaguEsaiEIit gamgfasafa: | (Natyashastra, VI, 34).

An expositor has explicated it as follows:

« gqrfee: Rmargam safiffn g @fm: @dR foefe "

Its purport has thus been rendered: “When the wvibhdvas,
anubhdvas and the vyabhichdribhdvas combine to awaken the
sthayibhdva, the awakened sthayibhdva finally develops into Rasa.”

Bharata has said again:

¢ ﬁqﬁﬁﬂﬁmﬁﬂ[ﬁqﬁiﬁ: AR @AY (Rega) |

(Natyashastra, p, 71.)
This means: “The sthdyibhdva when acted on (stimulated)

" by vibhdvas, anubhdvas and vyabhichdribhdvas obtains the title of

Rasa.”
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It is obvious that the sthayibhiva is here presumed to be some
fact or phenomenon connected wih the mental life of the Rasika, or
the appreciator of a work of art.

The passcges cited above are the locus classicus of Bharata’s
famous Rasa doctrine, which became afterwards the central text
for the development of the various theories and explanations in the
hands of the Sanskrit Sihityakiras or literary crities. It is obvious
that the whole Rasa doctrine hinges upon the central concept of
sthiyibhdva, which is the core of that doctrine. It is this
sthayibhdve (whatever its nature), which, when acted on or appeal-
ed to by certain factors called the vibhidwvas, anubhivas and vyabhi-
charibhivas, is said to develop into Rasa (poetical appreciation or
aesthetic enjoyment) of a work of art. A sound understanding of
the Rasa doctrine, therefore, depends in the first instance upon a
clarification of this central concept of sthiyibhdva in that doctrine.

- A reference to recognised writers on this subject reveals a
remarkable lack of egreement among them about the exact psycho-
logical nature of the sthayibhdva. Here are a few representative
views :

Dr. S. K. De (Studies in the History of Sanskrit Poetics) has
used a variety of expressions to render sthdyibhdve into English;
“the principal or permanent mood,” (p. 27); “more or less
permanent mental states,” (p. 28); “permanent mood or sentiment,”
(p. 168, footnote 168); “dominant emotion,” (p. 326); “dominant
feeling,” (p. 343); etc.

Pandit P. P. Sastri (The Philosophy of Aesthetic Pleasure)
uses these phrases: “potential conditions of mind,” (p. 18, foot-
note) ; “a permanent mental condition,” (p, 39, p. 171); ete.

Prof. P. S. Naidu (The Rasa Doctrine and the Concept of
Suggestion in Hindu Aesthetics, in the Journal of the Annamalai
University, Vol. X, No. 1 (September, 1940), p. 8) opines: “The
sthayibhavas are the propensities of\Western psychology.”

Dr. K. N. Watave (The Psychology of the Rasa Theory, in the
Silver Jubilee Number of the Annals of the Bhandarkar Oriental
Research Institute, Vol. XXIII, 1942, p. 670) writes: “The
sthayibhava is the ‘Sentiment’. Our Sanskrit sthiyibhava is neither
an instinct, nor an emotion, nor a mood; although it has got an
instinctive basé and is a primary emotion in character.”

»
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It is obvious that these scholars have sought to identify the
concept of sthayibhava in Indian poetics with some (corresponding)
concept in Western psychology, e.g. mood, mental state or condi-
tion, emotion, feeling, sentiment, primary, emotion, propensity, etc.
Now, if a concept of some mental fact or phenomenon as described
by the Sanskrit literary critics is to be identified with the corres-
ponding concept of some allied fact or phenomenon described by
modern psychology, then this can be done in any decisive sense
only after a direct and close, comparative scrutiny of the descrip-
tion of both the concepts given by competent and relevant
witnesses, with a view to bringing out whatever essential similari-
ties (and differences) there might exist between them. Similari-
ties, then, if substantial, will make for their identity (and differen-
ces, if any, will have to be satisfactorily explained). The writers
quoted above, apart from the thought-provoking suggestions that
they have made, cannot be said to have done this, at least in a way
that would Ssatisfactorily decide the question about the exact
psychological nature of sthaytbhdva. It is accordingly proposed, in
this paper, to re-examine critically the descriptions of the sthayi-
bhive in the Sanskrit works on literary criticism, with a view to
ascertaining more definitely what fact or phenomenon as described
in our modern psychology it approaches most in its essential
nature.

11

Dr. K. N. Watave (Rasa-Vimarsha, Doctorate Thesis in
Marathi, published by New Kitabkhana, Poona, pp. 136-138) has
very usefully brought together the principal representative passages
in the various Sanskrit treatises, which are meant to describe,
though not to define always and strictly, the nature of the

.sthdyibhdva, On a close scrutiny of these, it appears that they

can be classified under five or six main heads, emerging out of that
scrutiny, of the dominant characters of the essential nature of the
sthayibhdva, as it was envisaged by these writers. Below are given
these heads and the passages that would appear to fall under them :

(1) Innate Inclination or Disposition :
‘I w R sy gadhy dfafE obd wafy ) tora f
qafeeg JE e ol wafd | or AEAE A FAAAA
FwaEE I (Sfwaaardl of afieas)

s,
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arifEal sl fag: aft w | (seagaEa of Inag)
T | GO eafaat ae: 10 (@wiaERe of aika)
‘AARrEl Afdagrei wElEa:  afkea saE:
qAL | (FEAIREIH of qEAWE FBRH)

(2) Prevailing Predominance :

o UM Fafq: Reawi T q9r g5
o fg & Wi wE: weh wefag | (m@TE of wa)

¢ ERETIA ARfAHR gf @ ward WA QaalEon of wWigEe)
O HA: @ WA A A% aqr i

(aFaHt of qwda)

‘gu frrdia e v g=a @fana) of fargn)

(3) Capacity not to be eclipsed by other factors:

¢ fiedifeldal wifafsad a 2y -
........ ™A@ e I FTeaF of wawg)

‘gariia s wEafiaE....
qeARETEa AAIRERY ... e 0 (aah of wgge)

< faggr wfaegr a1 a OfegRaAn |
AFEGIRRIsAl A Wt a1’
(arfem gGw of faga)

¢ g atdaReE afom |
qARd AU QAW ST | @EwE of SwE)
¢q faldtas @t .. W (@feEginde)

(4) Capacity to attract, subdue or assimilate other factors :
¢ ey warEH (enfia) qramsasd | (e of W)
‘I AT, @ "R SR 1) '( qaes of dawg)
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¢} @ @ () TR g | @fegindE)

< ifaeg faegie 9@ @) agat aaq | |
q @AW e || (@ Rasgd) of fran)

-----------

(5) Endurance—Stability—Permeation :

: fai fayisafims dareasdsgateafin: |
e 1 qqaey afagn: efamsad i (aEd Hoama of A1)

¢ gF ATl AAFARATHAS: |
O | U W (AifzEzand)

Cga eyuaed fertangHai wiamt @i )
(ransraR of IAY)

¢ wfifearaEn: il (F3 ShRdE of aEFiHl)

(6) Enjoyability—Delectability :
¢ gt @g qur FqmarAy || (@fRanRa of «@fwAaTe)
CHEIgURRIsE) Wi e afya 0 |
) (aifemgdo of fgamm)
The following appears to be the broad upshot of the passages
quoted above: The sthayibhavas are the innate, predominant or
prevailing, uneclipsable, assimilative, enduring and permeating,
enjoyable, conative-dispositional factors in hnman nature. In brief,
the sthayibhavas are the prevailing, innate, conative-dispositional
factors in human nature.

II1

If this upshot extracted from a scrutiny of the descriptions of
the sthayibhdvas in the works of the Sanskrit Sahityakaras is
representative and correct (as it is hoped it is), then it directly
suggests (and invites) a prima facie comparison of the sthayibhdvas
with the Instincts or Propensities of western psychology to the
students of that science. Below are accordingly given a few
representative passages from the works of McDougall and Drever,
the well-known British psychologists, who have done so much in
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- recenl ti o secure a pr iti
weent Imes to secure a proper recognition for Instincts or Pro
silie 5t 11 i .
p sil S, as the prime, innate factors or the original basic
constituents of human nature :

(1) McDougall defines Instinet as follows :

‘.‘We may, then, define instinct as an inherited or innate psycho-
physical disposition, which delermines its possessor to perceive, and
pay gttention to, objecls of a cerlain class, to experienc; an
emom‘mal excitement of a particular quality upon perceiving such
an object, and to act in regard to it in a particular manner, or, at
ltsast, to experience an émpulse to such an action.” (An In';rod’uc-
tion to Social Psychology, 23rd Edition, p. 23.)

‘ (McDougall has also defined Instinct almost in similar terms
in his later work, An Outline of Psychology, 4th Edition, p. 110
{\nd'he has defended, the same genera] position in regard to, In:e.tincé
in his The Energies of Men, 3rd Edition, pp. vi, 26, 64 and 118;
but he has used in this book the term propensity instead of instinci
to avoid certain controversial difficulties).

(2) McDougall describes the signific i i
e ) e gnificance of Instinct in human

“We may say, then, that directly or indirectly the instincts are
tl.le prime movers of all human activity; by the conative or impul-
'swe. force of some instinét (or of some habit derived from some
instinct), every train of thought, however cold and passionless it
'ma.y.Sf.em, is borne along towards its end, and every bodily activity
is initiated and sustained. The instinctive impulses determine the
ends of all activities and supply the driving power by which all
mental activities are sustained; and all the complex intellectual
apparatus of the most highly developed mind is but a meuns toward
the:Ge ends, is but the instrument by which these impulse 1:
their satisfactions, while pleasure and pain do but serfl)e tos 5?3
them in their choice of the means.” (Op. cit., p. 38.) .

(?) McDm.lgall also describes the relations of Instinct and
Emotion,—especially how emotions inevitably appear in the wake

of the operation of the instinclive i
mpulses as the affective r )
of them,—as follows : . ffective reflection

« L,

. En;wtwn is regarded as a mode of experience which aceom.
panies the working within us of instinctive impulses, It is assumed
that human nature (our inherited inborn constitution) comprises
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instincts; that the operation of each instinct, no matter how brought
into play, is accompanied by its own peculiar quality of experience
which may be called a primary emotion; and that, when two or
more ingtinets are simultaneously at work in us, we experience a
confused emotional excitement |secondery or blended emotion], in
which we can detect something of the qualities of the corresponding
primary emotions. The human emotions are then regarded as clues
t0 the instinctive impulses, or indications of the motives at work

within us.” (An Outline of Psychology, pp. 127-128.)

(4) A passage from Drever, quoted below, focusses most of
the points in the passages quoted from McDougall above :

“When we scek the motives for the man's acts, we find that,
they reduce themselves on analysis to certain motives more or less
characteristic of human nature in general.. ... Moreover, these
motives are innate.. ... The human being comes into the world with
certain active tendencies.....These active tendencies..... may be
designated instincts.. ... These instincts are experienced as impul-
ses, each accompanied by a feeling or interest, evoked by certain
particular objects, situations, or other experiences, and manifesting
themselves in more or less definite kinds of behaviour.” (The
Psychology of Everyday Life, 6th Edition, p. 20.)

The following appears to be the main upshot of these passages
from McDougall and Drever: Instincts are the innate prime
movers, the dominant conative-dispositional factors in human
nature. These are the enduring motive forces behind all activities
of man—bodily and mental, intellectual, emotional and wvolitional.
They are stimulated by some concrete thing, aspect of environment
or experience; and out of this their stimulation come into play
all the emotions and feelings of men. All thought, activity or feeling
arises only in connection with and is subordinate to one purpose,
—the satisfaction or fulfilment in some way or sense of these native
dispositions of man’s nature, which is the grand ultimate value, the
most delectable, of our human existence, in relation to which alone
everything derives its value and enjoyability.

If we now carefully compare the main trend of the descriptions
of the ‘sthdyibhdvy’ in the Sanskrit works on poetics, of which we
have given a broad upshot towards the end of Section II of this
paper with that of the definitions and descriptions of Instinct in the
works of McDougall and Drever, of which also we have extracted
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the main upshot towards the end of the last Sectlon it will be seen,
I hope, that the two concepts, the sthiyibhdva and Instinct, seem
to offer surprising similarities of their essential natures, so that
we may almost recognise them as essentially, though broadly,
identical concepts in psychological theory. The two, the sthdyi-
bhiva and the instinct, are (1) the innate, (2) conative, (3) dis-
positional factors of the original endowment of the human nature.
They are (4) the prime (non-secondary) movers behind all human
activities, (5) to which all other activities in human life, intellect-

ual, emotional and volitional, are subordinate and contributory, and

(6) which are the ultimate source and basis of all the human
emotions and feelings, which are the main stuff and content of our
aesthetic life and enjoyment. It is for the readers of this paper
to reslise this broad identity for themselves. I, for one, feel con-
vinced about it. The ‘sthayibhavas’ of Indian poetics are the
‘instincts’ or ‘propensities’ of Western psychology.

Is Madhva a Monist?
By

Mr. H. K. VEDAVYASACHAR
Mysore

I

Sri Madhva bases his philosophy of Naturali Dualism on the
solid rock of the principle of contradiction. Brahman is Svatantra,
a being not-dependent upon another,! and the world consisting of
many entities coeval with God is asvatantra, for ever a bheing
dependent upon another. Brahman is imperishable in nature. The
eternal entities as Lakshmi, Avyakritakasa, the Vedic sounds, the
Jivas etc., are changelessly eternal. Primordial matter changes,
but is imperishable in essence.? The difference between the eternal
entities and Brahman is not Arfpita or illusory; it is never
contradicted or sublatable; on the other hand it is eternal and
persisting even in salvation (Mukti). The difference is natural
(Svabhavika) and absolute (Atyantxka) not tamted by mixture of
identity.3

This absolute difference between the world and Brahman is
posited as a logical reasoning in proof of God’s defectlessness.
Brahman is defectless because He is absolutely different from the
world which alone is defective. The absoluteness of this difference
is further emphasised by the fact that the world and Brahman are
irreducible one to the other at any stage of experience. This entire
Siddhanta is summed up in a few stanzas in 3-3-1 Anuvyakhyana.t

This form of “Natural Dualism” is distinguished from the
Cartesian and other discredited forms of Dualism by the admission
—as in Ramanuja’s system—of similarity between the World and
Brahman; such similarity as makes possible close relationship
between the two naturally different entities. The assumptibn that
relation between two entities presupposes their identity of
substance is condemned; and it is held that even purely different
substances can become related.

The famous modern psychologist C. Spearman writes:

Relations can be cognized between any characters whatever, simple
-2
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or complex, concrete or abstract, that have come to apprehension
within any experience. (Page : 64). It is pointed out that the
Jiva and Brahman are sometimes figuratively spoken of as one
owing to their (Sthanaikya) occupying the same point’ of space;
their (Matyaikya) —identity of interests, or their (Sadrisya)
resemblance; in some figurative statements again the jiva is
ignored on account of his %lependence and inferiority and God is
described as if He were the only existent. In some statements the
jiva is figuratively described as if he were Cod himself, to indicate
the presence of God in him. But all these figurative expressions
(Gounapraybdga) only denote the glory of God and the intimate
relationship between Him and the World and do not in the least
take away from the absolute difference existing between the
ultimate principles, God and the World. Lastly the difference is
identical with its locus and exists in pairs. When we say the world
and Brahman are different we mean that the world has difference
from Brahman as its natural positive quality; and God has in turn
difference from the world as His positive natural quality; so that
even if the world were to perish it will not become identical with
God as one of the two differences still persists. Thus Dvaita-
Siddhanta maintains close relation between absolutely different—
entities and makes room for ap integrally United Kingdom (an
organised union and not a unity) of essentially different parts. It
rejects monism as leading to the conception of an imperfect
Brahman—not supported by the Vedas—in one of three ways: pure
monism which rejects the world as illusory involves the conception
of a deluded God; pantheism makes God imperfect by identifying
God with the defective world; doctrines of identity and difference
are illogical and cannot save God from imperfection resulting from
the acknowledged identity. The Natural Dualism of (related)
paratantra—svatantra escapes from the chaos of an unrelated
multiplicity and answers the problems of variety and free-will.

II

A philosophy so explicitly pluralistic is held to be ‘a real
example of monism’ by Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar, our learned
President of this section. I mention briefly five or six arguments
clearly enunciated in his recent book ‘The Dvaita philosophy and
its place in the Vedanta’ and his article ‘Madhva’s conception of
Svatantra’ in the Mysore University Journal Vol. IV part 2—
pages 1-36. 1943.
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(1) Frist comes our author’s definition of monism as
a doctrine of “One in many” (Page 242). I answer that
a doctrine of One God immanent in a manifold world cannot be
called monism, if it holds that the one and the many are absolutely
and naturally different, one irreducible to the other. There must
be identity or identity and difference between the two elements,
(the one and the Many), postulated if the system can be called
monism. The examples of monistic systems in the world,
dictionaries, and the usage of the word in authoritative books
bear out my remarks. Monism is a doctrine of One Ultimate
Being,® not one Supreme Being absolutely distinet from many
dependent beings. In Dvaita, the many beings acknowledged are
inferior, not in point of reality—but in point of knowledge, bliss,
and power, etc,

(2) The next argument of Mr. Raghavendrachar is: The
World is less real than Brahman; because the world has God-—-.given
reality; God is the giver of the reality to the world; So, God is t}.le
sole ultimate reality. (pp. 200-201, 13, 10). I beg to submit in
reply that God is not conceived in this system as the Sou?'ce of
the world’s reality in the sense of material cause. God is the
efficient cause of the world. The world has its own natural reality
distinet from God’s reality. God is the controller, not the giver of
this distinct reality which the world has. All statements meaning
that God ‘gives’ reality, etc., or that the world derives God’s reality,
etc., are purely figurative for niyamana, control from within
(Anadisvabhavaniyamdka sakti). The niyamya, (the depend.ent
world) is as real as Brahman, the niyamaka. Both are paramarthika.
Nyayamrita page 95 is clear on this point. The conception of degrees
of reality is criticised in Anuvyakhyana, 1-1-1.5 The servant is as
real as the master. The dependent world has therefore the same
degree of reality as the independent God.

(3) The next argument is: God is the Creator of all; every-
thing except God is created. God is the one from whom everything
emerges. Even eternal things are created by Him. Therefore He
is the one cause of the world and its reality. The doctrine of One
Cause explained as the source of all the world is monism (pp. 1,
16, 18, 19, etc., of ‘Madhva’s Conception of Svatantra’).

Criticism : ‘This, I beg to state is a very misleading representa-
tion of Dvaita. In 2, 3, 15 of his Brahmasutra Bhashya, Sir Madhva
states that the jiva is beginningless and eternal like God: The
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jiva is held to be an eternal pratibimba (similar but inferior
dependent beins of Crod who bs i ciowel Liiaba (n-dwelling
ruler). Biui Cinle

buliiya 200 Seye i av e time of
Al : i v
Crealion there woio e cirnnl eatides oones Gode Sri

'

. N . . 4 s H . J N
odc i loat Gond oo, tuane use of

P ] oo . .
I\.T.yd;, ASUULIA dol Ge =l

oute: cierannl oo

woild 5 the yix

- oy e e e i oot
Hrosiwown s a-poadicdon weo on e created

o 0L DLy Cruan, 00 Sl ¢neat aed many
suboudinaie causes of which weilcr .o the mai iial causs and others
are dependent chicical cavnes’ Cod as cirwedy slalzd is not the
material scurce cf e rea .y oi the worlg. DDvaiia maintains that
the worid heas anadicddba swarups safia ‘(aiafﬂiq;ﬂ a#rﬁﬁﬁ')
unoriginated natural rez'ity of its ,own mnot given by God,
but contro:led by God. 'lae doctrine of many distinet causes
with one Supreme Cause is Mono-theism not monism., ’

‘(4) This brings us to the next argument which consists in
a curious idea of Ged's glory and ‘inconceivab’e’ power acintya-
sakti. Ged, says our zuthor, cen do eveiyuaing; ile can create the
world without any olher causzs. He can bring ialo bcing cffeets
without ceuses. No cause can be without Hom. He gives cause-
ness to the causes. The exisicnce of a second cause is a limitation
to Him. Therefore He is the only cause and the system is monism
(pp. 12, 16 Madhva’s Conception of Svatantra).

I reply that we must distinguish between what God can do
and what He has done. God, it is heid, cannot do the logically
impossible. Thai is, He caunot bring inio being a real son out
of an elernaliy bairen woman wile Keeping ihe woman barren.
A truly periect Ged is a wise God, wWiao Cenwvi Becume identical
~ with matier or sm, eic. Siin appieni dleagacay iy viriue, a real
glory® So God cauus! acolaily creawe an ewesnai bung. Graniing
that God can do anytling and everything, the point is what God
has done. God can negaie the world and negate the causes begide
Him; He can produce the world out of nothing; and remain an
Advaita—murthi, the sole Reality. But Dvaita says God has used
the other causes invariably and remained the supreme cause, not

the sole cause of the world. 'Nyaya Sudha: p. 299. concludes this

dischssign by pointing out that God’s glory is not affected by the
admis;ion of sevezjgl dependent causes by the side of God.

“r (8) This leads ‘us to the author’s view of dependence :—
- Because the world is dependent it canniot be considered as 3 distinet -

LY e
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principle at all; there are many statements in Dt w}uch coz;—
Cn TAabve nrpe e [l Do Tsmrvods

sider God alone as the so.c Tative, prpe =2 v i | RV
; Prabma, Puw 2 . Lovn @is0

vitiyam; sarvam khalvidam Eralima, Fusy ¢ 1 ool
) bi Rt oy v o e
mention God cs the enly Dleafily. Lu w2 :
i 1. Hoa: he dosiiirs of a poslect sndepindent

considered to be real. Fznce the doa.lis - @}

. 40T
1eEl PR

principle is monism (p. 28, 27 of the arlicie).

Criticism : —In Dvaita the conception of d€p‘endence is the
explication of the ideas of (a) God’s tran:(%:mlcnj;c and" (b.)
immanence. The explanations of both these 1(1Fas in Dvaita is
antagonistic to a monistic schema of thought. ) ’11‘:‘10 trrascendence
of God consists in His being the eternal ruler of the world (Iswara)

. . . P RS N N A n Q
_and in possessing infinite auspicious attributes too numerous to b

known in full by any Cetana other than G'o.d. God is Sékalyér}ia
ajneya, not fully knowable. This conception makes clear t ,e
essential difference between the World and Brahrqan. God. s
immanence—the conception of God as indwelling ru’er—also is

‘never explained as degrading into identity with the world in whicly

He dwells. There are philosophers who tl.xink that utter
dependence logically pushed, ends in actual identlty‘ ‘anc.I that suc’h
a theory is tacit or implicit monism. In my book “Sri Madhv?s
Tattva-vada” and the book of one of my learned ‘tea,chers Is
Madhva a monist ?—both in the press—this question is answered

“in detail. I now beg to state that Sri Madhva has nowhere stated

that dependent reality is no reality or that Reality is ultix.na‘tely
one in his system. He has nowhere called his system Adya;ta, or
himself an Advaitin, He has called himself 2 Bhedavadin. .The ‘
fact that the world is extremely dependent upon Goil has given
ocecasion to'.ﬁgura.tive monistic ‘expressions, no.t actual }denﬂty‘ (asy ‘
in pantheism) or megation of dependent reahty. (es in. Absolute
monism which imaintaingtithat the world is illusory). . Hence,

) . ) . \
' Ekamevadvitiyam is interpreted by Sri Madhva as ‘God is Supreme
and not‘diﬁerénced in Himsek and without an' equal or super;or. _
“Sarvam khalvidam is interpreted as “This Brahman is ‘perfect” :

ha-evédam, Servam means “all’ this is dependent ‘upon
alin.” ThiéWhtended ‘teaching of all such apparent monistic
, s Gipliitied in‘Nyayssudha ; ‘poge 1249 The passages

o malntain that Vedlc statements appareritly teaching that '

fgurative expressions or' imaginative ways of thinking the truths

“4hat God is one without an equal or superior; and that He is the
‘maintainer of the reality of eternals and the eﬁ;f:ient cause of the .
reality of non-etermals, . . T

»d 18- the oﬁl&"}éﬁlit&,f Bod b thegiver of reality, étc., are all
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(6) The last point to consider is the strange theory of
Svarupa Srishti, the actual creation of eternal things: the author
maintains that the jiva ‘changes’ when he gets a new body or state
of antahkarana; the Visishta ‘The jiva with body’ is created: When
the Visighta is created, the Viseshya the jiva is also created. So,
as every moment the jiva becomes connected with a new point of
time, a new Visistha is produced: a new jiva also is produced.
Nothing is uncreated. From Sri downwards everything is affected
in some way or other whenever and wherever a change takes place
in the world. Thus the creation of a change means the creation
of all”. God the sole changeless Reality is the only Reality; the
system is monism (pages 17-20 of the article).

Criticism: This is a very misleading exposition, Dvaita
maintains that the jiva, Vedic sounds, Lakshmi, Avyakritakasa,
ete., are Kutasthe nitya—changelessly eternal, The jiva as
well as God; Akasa, etc., become connected with a new point of
«time every second. They become new Visishtas. Still neither the
jiva nor God nor Akasa ‘changes’. The Viseshya ‘Jiva is not created
when the Visishta—‘the jiva with body’ is ereated. On this line of
argument, we have to say that God also is ‘created’ every second.
The author uses the word ‘creation’ in a sense opposed to English
usage. He translates the Sanskrit word ‘Adhina’ into created. But
Adhina means dependent.

The learning of our learned author has not succeeded in
establishing that the ‘jiva’, etc., are actually created, that is, that
they come into existence out of a state of non-existence, according
to Dvaita.l® His whole position that Dvaita is monism has led him
to the use of very ambiguous expressions. It is besides opposed to
traditional accounts of Dvaita as found in authoritative English and
Sanskrit works. ‘The Monism of Dvaita’ is a pure heresy.

APPENDIX

(1) TST. (0.2) geuafify sgfegm  aasafs QoA
@59 | -
U @I |
(2) NS.412.  (gd fz geaenw frd; TST p 4
MR | A 3 TIIHUH | TEEENWT SRAENTINE T aul
a1 TST (R p.7
AR [ FasaEEaafaEE |
TS sifamgamr i TST () p 1 qgex avaw Ronfied
werst JAl R AW GararemafEET 1
TS.T. (S) gruaar g ffSwradqdl geaa: |

@) AV.3.3 1 Jgrideaddy ool & |

) ReugeE g9 agiEfa: |

fasnveaw aueafafa asafafaime: |

A G931 a9 a| AaE a5 |

sXivaw faead aghg = ||

ageAd ¥ GEAMIT GguTad 1

gwmi g q g franfiamag, o '
TEBEE WG |

a3 esadmeafifaea |

A gamwi gwafif Raf:
IrdRerdRa Quonaly dwa 0

@) TVT (p.2) o dvd saffs weasd ) ageq )
Chamber’s Encyclopedia defines Monism as a

~  philosophical theory that all beings may ultimately be

referred to one category. Thus idealism, pantheism,
materialism are monisms. o
_ vy



112 THE PHILOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY

En. R. E. Vol. VIII p. 809. Monism :—Taking the
term in its widest sense we might apply to every mode of
thought which seeks to transcend the distinction between
the physical and psychical and to reach an ultimate
unity : —Classification—Idealistic monism; materialistic
monism. In the 19th century, the term ‘Monism’ came to
be used by the disciples of Hegal as designating their
own peculiar mode of thought.
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Buddhism: The Conception of God
By

Miss K. SABERWAL
Lahore

It is very doubtful whether Buddha Himself was willing to let
his teachings be used as a foundation of a philosophical system.
But every reasonable and intelligent human being has got a
philosophy of his own.! Mahatma Buddha also, in this sense, has
got a philosophy. Lately Professor Bapat has attempted to
distinguish the philosophy of Buddha from Buddhist religion and
philosophy. Although Buddha tried to avoid metaphysics, yet the
germs of all the four philosophical schools named Sunyavadi or
Miadhyamika, Vijiidnavadi or Yogicara, Bahyanumeyavadi or
Suutrantika and Bahyapratyaksavadi or Vaibhasika were found by
the later interpreters, in his teachings. These are the four chief
schools constantly mentioned by Indian critics of Buddhism, out of
many other schools under both Mahayana and Hinayana schools.
As these schools were not religious schools they did not take up
any question regarding the ex1stence of God. This sometimes leads
the students of Buddhism to conceive the idea that Buddhism is
a religion without God. In fact those who approach Buddhism
with a desire to find a personal God are sure to be disappointed.
So far as Buddha himself is concerned, he was a practical moralist
who found that- there is too much Duhkha or suffering in the
universe. He was very much pained fo see this. He went in
search of the way which will make human beings get rid of pain
or suffering and will lead them to something other than suffering
or Duhkha. Throughout his life, he was so busy with this problem
and its solution that he did not try to take up other metaphysical
questions at all. He was anxious to make human beings get rid of
Duhkha, and when he found the way for the same, he at once
began preaching it to every one who came across him. He was so

1. Prof: Bapat's papers on Buddhist Philosophy Presented to the Indian

Institute of Philosophy and referred to by Dr. Tawakly in his paper on

comparative Philosophy Presented to the Punjab University Philosophy Con-
fevence held in 1940 at London,

- i
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enthusiastic about it that he was not at all anxious or willing to
think over any other problem.

Early in his life he had shown here and there some doubt about
the existence of God, but later on he kept quiet on the point. If
he had developed some theory on this point he would have surely
preached that too. If he positively believed in the non-existence
of God, he ought to have taken up the problem of creation and
given some solution of it which did not imply the existence of God.
But as he left all these questions unanswered, it seems that for
him the existence of God was something takén for granted. He
was not of course in need of assigning God any place in his ethical
or moral theory. In order to find out a way to get rid of Duhkha, -
he was not in need of God or any other metaphysical assumptions.
Therefore he never touched upon that problem.: 3«2_

Whenever any one asked Buddha such metaphysical questions
his answer was, “Will a man, when he goes to a doctor in order
to get his wound cleaned of an arrow ask the doctor to tell him the
name or the shape of the person whose bow caused him that wound

" before allowing the doctor to touch the wound ? 2

He constantly allowed his disciples to ask him how to remove
'suffering but never to ask him metaphysical questions regarding

. the universe. He had certain knowable subjects for discussion and

preaching and certain others he declared as Avyakhya or un-
knowable subjects on which he would not speak.?

These were his real views. He tried to preach morality with=

-out metaphysics. Even his grand morality was based on the one

question of Duhkha., At the same time, we find in Mahaysna

- scripture that Buddha himself sometimes talks of deities and the

grace’of gods.¥

According to this scripture, Buddha also talked of Brahma
and the world of Brahma, professing that he knew the path which
leads to it. He also told Vashisthy a Brahman that he had entered
that world and had been born within it.5 \

Jyafidtiloka Ceylon also.
_ 8 M. N.Chal Malunkya Sutta,
4. Maha Parinirvm 1, 31
9. Tevigga Sutta 1, 48,

2. M. N. Chulmalunkya Sutta in Buddha Bachan by Mahmh,vﬁ
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In Dhammpada it is stated that if you have understood the

destruction of all that was made, you will understand that which
was not made.$

On reading this, Max Muller felt inclined to say that even for
Buddha, “a something cxisted which is not made and which there-
fore is imperishable and eternal.”?

Man, it seems, has got a natural belief in the existence of a
supreme being, whose grace he seeks at every step. Even, if he
is strong enough not to seek his grace and depend on him, he
believes in a creator of the universe, the Supreme Being. Buddha
was so strong a man as to build a whole grand building of karma
theory and Dukkha Nirodh upaya, without referring to the ruler
of the world ; but his followers could not keep up to the same form
of his teachings. Even by avoiding the metaphysical problems,
they could not build an agreed permanent system successfully.
Soon after his death his teaching led his followers to divide them-
selves into two different schools, Hinayan and Mahayan.
Mahayanists believed in the idea of the Bodhi Sattva as helping
ell the fettered beings to liberate themselves. By and by they
identified Buddha with the transcendental reality. Buddha was
thus believed to be an incarnation of Buddhi-Tattva or the ultimate
Reality. .

Many previous incarnations of Buddha are also mentioned®
This ultimate Reality is believed to be manifesting itself in the
universe as Dharma Kaya or the director of the world.

Buddha is often called the world-Honoured one.? Many other
attributes which are usually assigned to God, the Supreme Being,
are assigned to Buddha, Buddha is omni-present.!® One can attain
Devatva only by remembering Buddha, on one’s &eath-hed.!
Buddha is always anxious for the welfare of all creatures.’? Before

6. Dhammpada Brahmana Vaggo, 383.

7. Intro. I.C.P. XLIV quoted by Oldenbury.
8. See Jatakas.

9. ADS. 4.

10. Ibid 3. 20.

11, Ibid 3. 31.

12. Ibid 4. 3. .

/
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being born, Buddha decides the place, time, parentage and loka of
his birth., All that happens in his life is decided in advancel3
Buddha is unique. There is no one like him in the universe. He
had no Guru or Teacher.¥ Two Buddhas can not be born or exist
in the world at one time.!5 Buddhist thinkers of Japan found the
first principle of the universe in “Dharmakaya” or “the body of
righteousness”. This was identified with Buddha himself. The
whole universe is a manifestation of Dharmakaya. It is the Divine
Ruler of the universe manifesting Himself in the universe.

The doctrines of the Mahayan school clearly show that Buddha
was assigned the dignity of an Avatara (incarnation of God).1®
Gods are referred to at many other places. The following passages
will make the point quite clear :17 '

“That Arhat is here saluted, who has no counter-part, who, as
bestowing the supreme happiness, surpasses (Brahman) the
creator—who as driving away darkness vanquishes the sun—and
as dispelling all burning heat surpasses the beautiful moon”.18

“He shall become a universal monarch, a king of kings and
even a ruler among the guardians of the world, an Indra, the ruler
of the gods and even of the Yama heaven™!® “.......... Bodhi

Sattvas and the whole world with gods, men, evil spirits and genii,
applauded the speech of Bhagavat’.20

Thus the later development of Mahayan School of Buddhism
showed clearly that there can be no religion or school of morality
permanently accepted by the people, without a Supreme Reéality.

We conclude that Buddha himself was generally except on one
or two occasions, silent on the question of God. Hinayanists tned
to follow Buddha in this respect.

13. Thid 4. 4.
14. Ibid 4. 6.
15, Ibid 4. 6.
18. Adibuddha Vol. I 97 and Adibuddha Val. 1. 93,
17, Buddhism 283 and n.
. Dhamma-Cakka-ppavattana Sutta. 27. Abhidhammattha-Sangaha
' V. Kevaddha Sutta XI, Jataka 1. 47, 68 etc. Samgutta-Nikdya XI,
Visuddhi Magga III. ‘
18. Buddha Carita of Asvaghosha 1. 1.
18, Ibid 16. 110,
20, L. Sukkhavati Vyuhs 20.



Socrates’s Conception of Civic Duty and
the Basic Principle of Civil Resistance

By

Dr. I. D. TAWAKLEY
Lahore

The use of “Civil Resistance”, in preference to other expres-
sions—Civil Disobedience, Non-Co-operation, Pacifism and Satya-
graha—as a part of the title of this paper is purposive. The dilemma
which Professor A. D. Ritchie presents in his most interesting and
thought provoking article on the Subject of “The Ethies of
Pacifism”, published in “The Journal of the British Institute of
Philosophy” London (Vol. XV, No. 59, dated July 1940), is not so
formidable as the learned Professor thinks it to be, and it is
intended to show during the course of this present discussion, that
an actual mean position which avoids this dilemma is both con-
ceivable and possible. The difficulty in conceiving this “mean
position” is perhaps in a large messure due to a confusion of
thought resulting from the confusion in the usage of the aforesaid
four expressions. As a preliminary to further discussion, it seems
therefore necessary to distinguish clearly these other expressions
from Civil Resistance, and in this way, precisely define the exact
scope of this short study. Civil Disobedience, Non-Violent Non-

Co-operation and Pacifism, all the three, by implication, are’

associated, at least in the imagination. of those who decry these
" mcvements, with a passive and negative attitude of mind. Satya-
graha, which means insistence upon and persistence in truth,
being free from the association of either negation or passivity

undoubtedly stands for a particular type of life and neces- -

sarily implies a definite set of ideas and sentiments. The
‘personal life of its revered leader and past history of this
movement have made this particular mode of living, this special
set of ideas with their associated sentiments an integral and
inseparable part of this concept. It is unnecessary to deseribe
here the underlying principles of Satyagraha in detail by analysing
-the writings and utterances of its founder or scrutinizing his own
persona] life and the lives of his trusted followers, because it is
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claimed that Satyagraha stands for some thing diff/erent from what
has been designated as “Civil Resistance” in this paper, at}d t}.ler.e-
fore such a detailed treatment of that movement does nf)t 1‘1e within
its limited scope. This difference may sufficiently be mdlcatfed by
pointing out, for the sake of an example,‘ that regular devotion of
one’s time to hand-spinning or the exclusive use of hand-sgun and
hand-woven cloth and the allied conditions of encouraging the
handicrafts and supporting of village industries, though a.n m‘t‘eg.rzfl
part of “Satyagraha-idealism” have nothing to do W,lth Civil
Resistance” as such; the other part of our title, “Socrates’s Cf)ncep- ,
tion of Civic Duty” also requires a few preliminary explanations.

Socrates the son of Sophroniscus, whose thoughts are rig}.xtly
considered as the “loftiest expression of the spiritual life of anc.1ent
Greece” was born at the outskirts of Athens in 468 B.C. He lived
in that City-Republic for full seventy years till 399 B.C.', th'e year
in which his earthly life came to an end. He spent his time in
the service of truth, in close communion with men, charged no
fees for his teachings and gave free instruction to every one. who

cared to listen to him. He wrote no books. His wisdom has hov..r-
"ever come down to us enshrined in the beautiful writings of his

two friends—Plato and Xenophon. There has been an apparently
endless controversy about the true relationship between the
Socrates of the Platonic dialogues and the Historical Socrates.
This question however need not detain us for long, because as
Doctor Sir Patrick Duncan in his learned article on “Socrates :%nd
Plato”, ;;ublished in “The Journal of the British Institute of Philo-

~.sophy” (Vol. XV, No. 60, dated October 1940), rightly points out,
 the p‘roblem, “where Socrates the son of Sophroniscus ends and

the Socrates of the Platonic dialogues begins, is an insoluble
problem”. The following critical exposition of what %ms bee’l’l
named by us, in this essay “Socrate’s Conception of Civic Duty”,
is based on anh analysis of “Socrates’s Dialogue. with Crito”,‘,as
reported for us by Plato and translated from Greek into English

in 1783 A.D. by Samuel Johnson. In this thought provoking

dialogue the illustrious Greek Philosopher is represented as declar-
ing that though fortune frowned upon him;, yet he would never part .

with the principles, he had all along professed. Those principles

appeared always the same and he esteemed them equally gf all
times, so, if Crito’s advice was not backed by the styongest reason,
]

he must assure himself that Socrates would never comply, hot:.ifl“

all the power of the people should arm itself against hlm ar oﬁer =
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to frighten him like a child by laying on fresh chains and by threat-

ening to deprive him of the greatest good or oblige him to suffer
the cruellest death.

In order to understand the full significance of this bold state-

ment it should be considered with reference to the occasion on
which it was made.

Socrates himself strictly adhered to the rituals as ordained by
the state and exhorted others to do the same. But his love of
wisdom, his ‘thinking consideration of things’ and above all his
constant insistence on “one Great First Cause”, began to exercise
a strong influence on the thoughts and lives of a good many young
Athenians. He met his esger disciples on the public market place,
in private houses, in workshops and the gymnasium and his dis-
cussions gradually began to turn away their attention from mere
religious symbolism, “to the soul of truth which it embodied”. This
new movement frightened the priests and the Politicians. They
joined together and attacked him as an innovator who took
pleasure in corrupting the youths of the city. He was tried and
condemned by a majority of only six votes in the first instance.
Had he responded to the Psychological environments of the city-
state, accepted the verdict of the authorities and pleaded for a light
sentence, no serious harm would have happened either to his person
or to his property. This fact is fully indicated in the dialogue where
Crito tells his master and friend plainly that he would be charged
by the people for standing a trial that he might have avoided and
that they would censure his conduct for making his defence. Not
prepared to compromise his principles, Socrates bravely tried to
justify himself instead of pleading for mercy, and thus having
‘alienated’ the sympathies of the cduncillors, was finally sentenced
to death by a majority of eighty votes. The most wonderful and
sublime speech delivered by Socrates on the occasion of his trial,
which has been reproduced for us by Plato in “Apologia”, as Sir
Patrick Duncan in his article cited above rightly insists, “is not so
much an answer to the specific charges brought against him as a
profession of faith, a justification of hig life”.

Socrates had to wait in prison for thirty days after receiving
this judgment of Capital punishment. During this period Crito
succeeded in making plans for the escape of his master from the
prison and, for this purpose, went,to see him at night. He was

surprised -to find Sdcrates fast asleep and waited patiently by his ‘
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side and did not like to awaken him lest he should deprive him
of those happy minutes. He awoke a little before day-break and
Crito confessed that since he had become acquainted with him, he
had always been delighted with his patience and calm temper and
wondered how even in such extraordinary circumstances his looks
appeared to be so calm and unconcerned. After a few other casual
remarks on both sides Crito disclosed the real purpose of his visit.
He informed Socrates that the time for the execution of the sehtence
had drawn very near and requested him to act on his advice and
escape from the prison with his help. An escape from the prison
in such circumstances was not taken in the same light by the .
ordinary citizens of the city-state of those days, in which it is
regarded by the citizens of any of our modern states. Crito
accordingly insisted that if Socrates died, then besides suffering
the irreparable loss of a friend, which Crito would ever bewail, he
was also afraid that a number of people who were not well
acquainted with either of them, would believe that he cared more
for his money than for his friend and that it was out of monetary
considerations that he did not help his friend to come out of the
prison walls. Socrates pointed out in reply to this appeal that they
should not pay any heed to the opinion of the multitude but should
only care for those sensible and well informed persons who knew
how the case stood. Crito replied that it was not safe for him to
ignore the others, because however misguided such persons might
be, Socrates’s own case had been sufficient to show the outrageous
manner in which people could display their passions against those
who were once run down by the vulgar opinion. Socrates lightly
turned down this argument by pointing out that it was not the
physical death in earthly life which mattered so much as the
intellectual and rational life of the spirit and that the general public
could not exercise any powerrwhatsoever on the deeper life of the
soul. Crito, extremely anxious to save the life of his ‘guide philo-
sopher and friend’, made another fervent appeal which was mainly
based on sentimental grounds. To this his philosopher friend
calmly replied that Crito’s good-will would be very commendable
provided it agreed with right reason, but if it did not, then the
stronger it was the more blame-worthy it would be, and added
that in accordance with his well established life-long habit, he him--
self would only act in conformity to the true principles of morality
and would not change this course for any consideration whatsoever.
It was on this memorable occasion, during the very last hours of
his life, that Socrates advanced the reasons embodied in the above
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noted statement to justify his conduct of courting death in pre-
ference to escaping from a prison where he had been awaiting the

execution of the sentence of capital punishment so unjustly awarded
to him.

Our theme, upto this point has been mainly devoted to the
_ development of Socrates’s Conception of ethical value, and his
implicit’faith in what Kant much later called by the name of
“The Categorical Imperative”. This was however necessary to
serve as a back-ground for the consideration of his views on “Civic
Duty”, because his views on that subject directly depended, as will
be presently seen, on his conception of “Summum Bonum”, or
supreme good. It is not life, but good life, that one ought to court
he declared, adding that good life consisted in nothing except
honesty and justice.

But if “good life” consists in “justice” and Socrates knew that
he had been very unjustly condemned to death by the Athenians

and was fully conscious of the injustice of that sentence, then why

should he have submitted to it ? To solve this apparent dilemma
one must remember the difference between “the laws” and the
“administration of Jusjice”. Socrates had not faith ir the wisdom
of the multitude. He knew that the people invested with state-
authority at Athens had often been acting unjustly, as was perfectly
clear from his own case. But he believed in-the ultimate justice
of the “Institutions and the laws of Athens” and considered his
“Civic Duty” of never violating any of these laws, even to save his
life, to be his supreme duty. According to him no city (and the
city of that time stands for the state of today) could subsist when
justice had lost its force, when it was perverted, overturned and
trampled by private citizens. He accordingly said that if he con-
sented to escape from the prison, he could very well imagine the
laws of Athens to stand up against him to enquire from him as to
whether he had not willingly submitted himself for a public trial.
How could he think of discbeying the laws of Athens and thus
destroy the Republic ? Was not that Republic and were not those
laws the authors of his being ? Did not his father marry the lady
who gave him birth in accordance with these very laws? Was
he not nourished, brought up, and educated in accordance with
their dictation ? Were not those laws just which obliged his father
to take care of him in his infancy and made arrangements for his
education in fine arts or for the development of his body with the
help of proper exercises? Could he maintain that both he and
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his father were not nursed as children and subjects of those laws?
And if that was true, could he think of asserting his power against
the laws ? But since he could not lay claim to any such right
either against his father or against his teacher, so as to repay evil
for evil, injury for injury, how could he think of obtaining that
right against the state and its laws, so that if they endeavoured
to put him to death, he would counteract and prevent them, and
thus ruin the republic and its laws ? Could he, who had ever been
a follower of true virtue, consider such an action, just? Was he
ignorant that the “city-state” was more worthy of veneration before
God and man than his father, his mother and all his other relations
put together ? Was he not in duty bound to honour that “city-
state”, to yield to it and to humour it more than an angry father ?
Was it not his duty either to convert the “republic” to his own way
of thinking by arguments or else to obey its injunctions and to
suffer without grumbling all that it imposed upon him? If it
ordered him to be whipped, or laid in irons, if it sent him to the
wars, there to spend his blood, he was to do it without demurring;
he could not shake off the yoke or flinch or quit his post; but in
army, in prison, and at all other places he was to assist it with his
wholesome counsel, because offering violence against the state
established by law was an act of greater impiety than the act of
offering violence against one’s own parents. He had been obliged

" to the state for his birth, for his maintenance and for his education

and it had done him all the good that it was capable of doing.
Moreover-the republic never failed to make a public proclamation
that if its laws and cuStoms did not please a man, he could, after
mature and careful consideration, leave it with all his effects and
go wherever he pleased. And if any private man could not comply
with the customs and the traditions of the city and desired to
remove and live elsewhere, not one of the citizens would hinder
him or interfere with his departure. But if a citizen continued to
live at Athens, after fully considering the way in which justice was
administered there and after studying the state policy of that re-
public, then in effect, he was obliged and in duty bound to obey
all commands issued by those who were in lawful authority, and
if he didnot do so then his disobedience would be-considered unjust
on threefold agcount: for not obeying those to whom he owed his
birth, for trampling under foot those who educated him and for
violating his faith after he had engaged to obey the laws of the
state. He was, as if in honour bound, not to violate the treaty of
obeying all the orders of the state in return for the advantages
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that he had been receiving because of his citizenship of Athens, a
treaty that he had not been forced to sign cither by force or surprise
or without time to think over it: for he had the whole period
of seventy years to leave that city and get settled elsewhere, if he
did not helieve in the justice of the laws of Athens. Although he
often praised the laws of a few other Greek city states, yet he got
domiciled neither in any one of them nor in any other foreign coun-
try. In fact, he had been less out of Athens than the lame and the
blind, which was an invincible proof that he liked the city and its
laws; for nobody could like a city unless he found its laws agreeable
at the same time. In conclusion Socrates represented the laws of
Athens as standing up as an embodiment and incarnation of Justice
itself, appealing to him to® submit to their reason and not.to put
his life, his children or any other thing what-soever, in the bdlance
against justice, so that when he went before the tribunal of God
he might be able to clear himself before Him. Socrates said that
he should not deceive himself, that if he acted upon the advice of
Crito, he would neither better his own case nor that of his party:

he would enlarge neither its justice nor its sanctity in this or in the -

other world. But if he died bravely, his death would be due to
injustice, not of the Laws, but of men. If, on the other hand, he
were to make his escape by repeating so shamefully the injustice
of his enemies, he would, by violating his own faith injure his own
person, his friends, his state and its laws, and in that case, after
his death, the laws of heaven would not receive him with joy,
knowing that he had endured to ruin their sisters, the laws of
Athens. Thus silencing Crito Socrates bravely faced death for what
he believed to be his civic duty. From this statement of Socrates’s
conception of Civic-Duty let us now turn to an examination of the
basic principles of Civil Resistance.

The epithet Civil is intended to imply that the resistance so
qualified is offered by ‘an individual citizen or a group of citizens
against the state to which the individual or the group concerned
owes full allegiance. Such allegiance must be voluntary and the
citizen or the group of citizens offering civil resistance, should, like
Socrates, deeply love the state concerned and be unwilling either
to change or renounce that allegiance by getting denaturalised and
+ adopting the citizenship of some other state, or else by destroying
the state concerned even if such a destruction be within their power,
—an allegiance that must be based on a deepseated love and should
be entirely iree from the fear of the consequences of offering Civi
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Resistance. All civil resistance must therefore necessarily be non-
viclent, though all non-violent resistance is not always civil. It
mav be noted further that although a civil-resister as such cannot
res.ort to violence in his civil struggle against the state to which
he owes his voluntary allegiance, he may or may not be an absolute
believer in Pacifism. He may, like Socrates, be prepared to
participate in wars if ordered by the state, and there “spend his
blood without demurring”, or else he may, unlike the Greek Philo-
sopher, have implicit faith in non-violence and like Mah:.atma
Gandhi may insist that even foreign agression should be resisted
non-violently. In the latter case, however, the non-violent
resistance offered to an aggressor state will not form part of his
activities of civil resistance and should be considered independently
and separately, and in accordance with considerations which,
strictly speaking, fall outside the scope of our present studies. But
a civil resister, it may be objected, cannot remain non-violent in his
siruggle against the state unless he has a complete and an unwav?r-
ing faith in the principles and practice of non-violence, irrespective
of the occasion or the parties to a dispute. To this objection, it may
be replied that it is not the faith in the Principles of non-violence
so much as the sense of civic duty and the love of the state of which
he happens te be a citizen, that guides his action in remaining
perfectly non-violent in his struggle against some of the laws and
orders of that state, the laws and orders which he believes to be
fundamentally wrong and unjust, though still cherishing his un-
shaken love for the state responsible for those unjust laws and

 orders. He does not regard the laws of the state to be perfectly
just, he unlike Socrates, does not consider them to be “sisters of
" the laws of heaven”, in fact civil resistance is offered against those

very orders and laws which are considered unjust and un:
réasonable, But then how can a citizen love a state while he con-
siders at least some of its laws to be unjust ? And further, if it
is argued in reply to this question, that “the love of state” of the
civil resister is not grounded in the righteousness of the laws but
rather in the love for the fellow citizens, including those who
happen to be in authority for the time being, one may further ask,
are those fellow citizens “who happen to be in authority for the
time being”, and who are therefore responsible for unjust laws
and unreasonable orders, not themselves unjust? How can the
civil resister cherish any real love for them ?

The conflict between love and logic implied in the questions
noted above is in fact only apparent and not real. This may be

Cedh R
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fully borne out by a careful study of Mr. Charles S. Pierce’s most
interesting and instructive book entitled “Chance, Love and Logic”
(published by Messers Kegan Paul and Co., Ltd., of London in
1923). In this book on 268 page, Mr. Pierce while insisting on the
creative element in true love quotes a passage from a book entitled
“Human Nature in its Remaking”, (published by the Oxford
University Press of London in 1923). This passage clearly
distinguishes between, what is called in that book, the “Greek
notion of Justice” or what we may call here “the Socratic notion of
justice”, and the modern conception of justice which instead of
taking men “statically as they presented themselves refuses to
acecept the selves which have defects to be their real selves”. Civil
Resistance, we may add here, thus constitutes an appeal from “the
actual Citizens in authority in the given state, for the time being”,
to “Those very citizens as they may be”. These two allied notions
of ‘creative justice’ and ‘creative love’ are based on the modern
Psychological conception of Dynamic Personality,. While mere
intellectual discussion, it is suggested here, may fail to convert the
opponents because of the preseht selfishness, present desire of safe-
guarding vested interest or prestige or due to other deep rooted
prejudices, arrogance and pride, civil resistance by transforming
the character of the opponents as well as by transforming the
character of the civil resister to such an extent as may be needed
in his own case, may bring about a final readjustment which may
be fully in conformity with the principles of true justice. The
physical self of the individual civil resister may perhaps perish in
the struggle but such a risk is equally present even in violent
resistance. Moreover with the single exception of the system of
Lokayatas which insists that all moral conventions and ethical
theories have been invented by clever weaklings, no other philo-
sopher would seriously support the view that the preservation of
one'’s earthly existence at all cost is the summum bonum of our
life. The most beautiful description of the type of struggle involved
in civil resistance is found in the following words of Spinoza re-
quoted here from the book entitled “The Power of Non-violence”
(page 193) by Richard B. Grigg; (George Poutledge and Sons Ltd.,
London 1933) : e

“He who strives to conquer hatred with love fights his battle
in joy and confidence ; he withstands many as ea(sily as one and has
very little need of fortune’s aid. Those whom he vanquishes yield
joyfully, not through failure, but through increase in their power”.
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In this short paper the interest has been kept purposely con-
fined to the case of civil resistance alone. Those who are interested
in the consideration of the question of the application of non-violent
force in a general way and in circumstances falling beyond the scope
of this short study may please refer to the excellent exposition of
Mr. Richard B. Grigg cited above, and may examine the arguments
put forward by its learned author together with the abundant
Psychological and biological data and cross references found in that
book. In this book the author points out (Preface P.X.) that
“Although the moral beauty of the method is an important and
enduring factor in its power, there is not room to discuss it in this
book, and, any how, I do not feel competent for that”. It was to
discuss the moral beauty of the method within the limited scope
of civic duty that a modest attempt is made here’ to prepare the
ground for the discussions of the wider issues involved in an
absolute belief in and practice of non-violence in all possible
circumstances. This wider task must however be left for some
future occasion. A few suggestive questions to indicate the
inconclusive nature of this discussion would perhaps form the
fittest conclsion for this short essay:

L J .
1. What is that higher order and what are those better condi-
tions for the attainment of which, within the given state, the civil
resister is justified to carry on his struggle ?

2. Is it possible to attain and subsequently to maintain that
supposed better order in isolation, without havng a simultaneous
change in the conditions of other neighbouring states ?

3. If the reply to the second question be in the negative, then
one has to answer the further question about the method and
technique of bringing the desired change in the neighbouring states,
forgetting for the moment that owing to modern scientific develop-
ments, discoveries and inventions, almost the entire humanity has
become the neighbour of every individual in the wider sense of the
term ? These and a host of other similar questions connected with
the problem of social organization and human personality would
naturally suggest themselves to every one interested in this subject.

The two latest papers by Professor Whitehead entitled “Mathe-
matics and the Good”, and “Immortality” respectively, (published
in the volume “The Philosophy of Alfred North Whitehead” in “The
Library of living Philosophers”, Northwestern University, Evanston
and Chigugo, U.S.A. 1941. Vol. III) perhaps furnish very suggestive -
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data for a reply to some of the aforesaid questions. The interesting
distinction drawn by the lcarned philosopher between the “World
of Values”, and “The Creative World” and his insistence that “the
essence of values is their capacity for realization in the world of
change”, require a special mention in this connection. If one
believes with Professor Whithead that “The effective realization of
Value in the world of change should find its counterpart in the
world of Value”, (Paper on Imortality, cited above), then one of
the important tasks for the philosopherof tomorrow, would be to
ﬁng a reconciliation for the two apparently conflicting worlds of
to-day.

The Beginning of Philosophical Ethics in
Islamic Thought

By

Dwicat M. DoNALDDSON
Aligarh

For Muslims the term philosophy (falsafa) came into use very
soon after their military occupation of Syria, Egypt and Persia,
when they recognized and appreciated the prevailing Greek culture.
But in Islam philosophy found its first field of development in
speculative theology, the obvious aim of which was to state the
accepted dogmas of their religion so as “to bring them into agree-
ment with the demands of contemporary knowledge”.!

While .the influence of Greek thought in the East must be
regarded as an ancient phenomenon, which was particularly evident
when Palestine and Arabia were buffer states between the Ptolemies
and the Seleucidae, and which had penetrated far into the ancient
Persian Empire and on into India, nevertheless, in relation to
subsequent Islamic culture, very great importance is attached to
the activity of the Christian scholars who first translated outstand-
ing Greek texts into the Syriac language. They had begun this
work in 300 A.D. and they carried it on progressively, primarily

from the centers of Edessa, Jundai-SabGr and al-Hira, until

approximately 700 A.D. This means that for 270 years before the

- birth of Muhammad the philosophical and scientific speculations of

the Greeks were gradually being translated into the Syriac

" language. This translation work was going on throughout the 62
years of Muhammad’s lifetime and continued for 68 years of early

Muslim expansion and imperial organization. This latter period
included the 38 years of the first four Caliphs—Abu Bekr, ‘Omar,
‘Uthman, and ‘Ali—and the first 30 years of the ‘Umaiyad caliphate.

Accordingly, when we are told that Christian scholars and :
scribes, who worked under Arab patrons, began translating these.
existing Syriac translations of the Greek philosophers into. the -
Arabic language in the perxod from 700—900 A. D we should bear

3 .
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in mind that this Arab quest of general knowledge from the Greeks
was being made at the same time that the traditional sayings of
the prophet Muhammad were being compiled. Ibn Ishaq, whose
records survive only as they are quoted by Ibn Hisham, died in 768
AD. Malik ibn Anas, who compiled the Muwatta, “the first real
appearance of Hadith in literature”, died in 795 A.D.; Ibn Hisham
in 833 A.D,, Ibn Sa‘d in 845 A.D., Ahmad ibn Hanbal in 855 A.D,,
al-Bukhari in 870 A.D., and Muslim in 874 A.D. These dates have
been cited because the fact that the writing of several of the Greek
philosophers were translated from the Syr1ac into the Arabie
language in the very same period that the sayings of Muhammad
found their way into written Arabic may be found to be of
importance in the study of the later developments in Muslim
ethical literature as well as in law and theology. For not only
were the above-named traditionists contemporary with the transla-
tors of Greek learning, but the early writers of the adab literature,
the “humanities” or cultural writings, men such as al-J&hiz
(d 868) and Ibn Qutaiba (d. 889), also belonged to this period.
Others who related the saying of Muhammad, but more from the
viewpoint of historians than of legists, were Abu Hanifa al-
Dinawari (d. 895), Ibn Wadih al-Ya‘qubi (d. 897), and al-Tabari
(d. 922). It will occasion no surprise, therefore, if we find sayings
of Muhammad and his Companions that have become somewhat
“Hellenized”, particularly in chapters on ‘ilm (scientific know-
ledge), ‘aql (Reason), and akhlag (Ethics).

The earliest problems that faced Muslim philosophers had to
do with the metaphysical foundation for the science of Ethics. As
they were likewise theological questions they have most generally
been so considered, but the reader will recognize at once their
striking importance for the Muslim system of Ethics, which is
admittedly on a theistic basis:

]
1. Is it necessary to postulate divine righteousness, and if so,
then how can it be appreciated and stated without imposing
limitation of divine greatness ?

2. To what extent must man have freedom in order that he
may-be responsible for his actions ?

3. Is the Qur'an, as the word of Allah, to be considered as
eternal in Allah’s own being, or does it belong to the class
of “things created” ?

1
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4. How is the unity of Allah to be stated in relation to his
attributes ?

5. What relations does Allah have with mankind and with the
material universe ?

' Foremost among the Muslim scholars who profited by the new
learning from the Greek philosophers were al-Farabi (950 A.D.)
and Ibn Sind (980 A.D.). With a similar background for their
studies, it may be said that these two intellectual giants laid the
foundations for the structure of Muslim philosophy. “Al-Farabi
distinguishes between that which has a possible and that which has
a mecessary existence (just as Plato and Aristotle distinguished
between the changeable and the eternal). If the possible is to
exist in reality, a cause is necessary thereto. The world is com-
posite, hence it had a beginning, or was caused.” But the series of
causes and effects can neither recede ad infinitum, nor return like
a circle into itself; it must, therefore, depend upon some necessary
link, and this link is the first being (ens primum). . This first being
exists necessarily; the supposition of its non-existence involves a
contradiction. It is uncaused, and needs for its existence no cause
external to itself. It is the cause of all that exists. Its eternity
implies its perfection. It is free of all accidents. It is simple and
unchangeable. As the absolutely good, it is at once absolute
thought, absolute object of thought and absclute thinking being
(intelligentia, intelligibile, intelligens). It has wisdom, life, insight,
might, and will, beauty, excellence, brightness; it enjoys the highest
happiness, is the first willing being and the first object of will
(desire). In the knowledge of this being al-Faribf sees the end
of philosophy, and he defines the practical duty of men as con-
sisting in rising, so far as human force permits it, into likeness with

God” k1

In addition to this brief summary, as given by Ueberweg, of
al-Férabi’s basic principles, it is essential to point out that it was
his firm belief that rules of conduct are taught by Reason. It is
Reason that decides, most fittingly, whether a thing is good or evil,”
for the highest virtue consists in knowledge.4

That al-Farabi derived this conception of Reason from his study
of the works of Aristotle is plainly suggested in his definition of
the term:® The noun, al-‘aql, is used with many significaions.
The first is that which the general public says in regard to man,
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that he is intelligent (‘aqil). The second is that which the Muta-
kallims repcat according to their custom, when they speak of what
“Reason” requires and of what “Reason” opposes. The third use
of ‘adl is that which Aristotle mentions in the Kitdb al-Burhdn
(Organon: the Apodeictic); the fourth is that which he mentions
in the sixth book of the Kitdb al-Akhléb (Nicomachean Ethics);
the fifth is that which he mentions in the Kitib al-Nafs (De
Anima); and the sixth is that which he mentions in the Kitdb md
ba‘da ’l-tabi‘a (Metaphysics).

The use made by Aristotle of the term “Reason” (nous=ratio=

‘aql) in the Nicomachaean Ethics (Bk. vi), to which al-Farabf -

referred, is clearly shown in his analysis of the intellectual virtues.
Reason is the intellect, the function of which is to attain truth, by
the use of deliberation, intelligence, judgment, and prudence.?

The freedom of choice that man has, in distinction from the
lower animals, depends upon rational consideratién. Thought, or
the activity of the intellect, is the true sphere of freedom, “a
freedom which is at the same time necessity, inasmuch as in the
last resort it is determined by the rational nature of God”.?

It is significant that we find that al-Nazzdm (d. 845 A.D.) ‘

taught “that God could do nothing to a creature, either in this
world or in the next, that was not for the creature’s good and in
accordance with strict justice. It was not only that God would not
do it. He had not the power to do anything evil”3 Orthodox
Islam, however, was not destined to accept this conception of God's
necessary moral integrity. This was because it was not thought
to be in accord with declarations in the Qur'an,? which teaches
rather that the being of Allah is not to be thought of as restricted
in power, or limited in His freedom of willing, by any essentially
continuous quality, such as justice, love, or truth. '

If al-Férabf could have developed al-Nazzam’s conception of
God'’s necessary moral integrity, in connection with his own teach-
ing that the rules of conduct are taught by Reason and that men’s
highest duty lies in vising into likeness with God, he would have
pointed out to the Muslim world an ethical system that might well
have withstood the tendencies that soon déveloped towards legalis-

tic subserviency on the one hand and mystical vagueness and
antinomianism on the other. '
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But the wide scope of Greek philosophical writings, with their
multifarious distinctions, proved to be overwhelming. Even these

"two master minds among Muslim thinkers were occupied and

bafled by endless snalysis and definition.

In illustration of the way in which finely drawn verbal distinc-
tions came to be regarded as the philosopher’s stock in trade,
examples may be found in Ibn Siné’.s Rasd'il fi Hikmat wa
Tabf'ydt (“Essays on wisdom and Natural Dispositions”), though
with Ibn Sina there is the redeeming feature that he is not verbose.
In fact his very brevity and conciseness becomes something of a
difficulty for the reader who may wish to ascertain the exact mean-
ing of particular Arabic words which he uses as approximate
equivalents for Syriac expressions, which had previm.)sly been -
employed in translation of finely discriminated philosophlcal‘terms
in Greek, which themselves required interpretation according to
Platonic, Aristotelian, or Neo-Platonic points of view. It is not
surprising that philosophers became philologists and that surveys
of the sciences were the order of the day.

In his short essay on ‘ilm al-akhldg (“Science of the Disposi- "
tions”), from the above-mentioned work,® Ibn Sind begins by
acknowledging that Allah is “the one who enriches the soul (nafs)
of the man who is devoted to His virtues (fadd’il) and the means
whereby he may acquire them for himself”. This is in zccord ‘with
al-Ghazali’s much later declaration that “the perfection of the
worshipper, as well as his happiness, lies in imitating (takhalluq)
the qualities (alkhldq) of Allah the Most High, and in, adorning -

-+ himself with the meanings of His attributes and His names,—in
~that measure thet may be considered within his right” 1t “It is a

reqguisite -in Jnsfian life”, Ibn Sina continues to say, that he who
would attain 'perfection must seek for happiness in this world and
in ‘the next. It is incumbent upon him, moreover, to perfect his
power of discernment by means of many sciences, each of which
is explained fully in books that enumerate the sciences, He must
perfect his power of action also in accord with the virtues, whose
fundamental qualities are purity (‘iffat), courage (shaji‘at), wisdom
(hikmat), and righteousness (‘Adilat). Furthermore, he must
avoid the vices which are directly opposed to these virtues”.

As he proceeds to indicate these opposites, he finds it relatively

* easy to state that purity is opposed to lustful passion (Shawéniya) .

and that courage is opposed to anger (ghaglabiya). But he finds it

q . .

R
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more difficult to state inclusively and at the same time explicitly
the opposite of wisdom and the opposite of righteousness. Later
writers, notably Ihn Miskawaihi and Nasir al-Din al-Tusi, give the
ordinary and general explanation thet wisdom is opposed to folly
(jahl), but Ibn Sina says that the vice opposed to wisdom is mere
distinction or discrimination (tamyiziva), which is most interest-
ing, in that it suggests that even this master of distinctions fully
appreciated that in true wisdom there is a higher discerment that
is actually opposite to the elaborate discrimination of terms. But
when he undertakes to give the opposite of righteousness (‘Ad4lat),
he must first enumerate the many virtuous gualities that are includ-
ed in the comprehensive term ‘Addlat, such as generosity (sakha),
frugality (qana‘at), nobility (karam), tranquillity (hilm), stead-
festness (sabr), etc. Each of these then needs to be defined and
distinguished from other qualities, some of which are similar and
some opposite.

This whole method of close definition is distinetlv Aristotelian
and it had a necessary task to perform. For once the Muslims were
able to have access to Greek scientific literature the need was felt
for a systematic analysis of their whole field of general knowledge.
In the works of Aristotle the Muslim thinkers appreciated especially
his precision of concepts, but they saw also, as Professor Horten
has indicated,!? that Aristotle “did not succeed in giving a com-
prehensive view of the whole universe under some monistic con-
cept. The universe is not traced to a single origin. Matter is
eternal and opposed to God in a dualistic system”. It is obvious
that for Muslim thought this was wholly unsatisfactory. True
wisdom, as well as the teaching of the Qur’an, demanded some
philosophical explanation that would relate the universe, and
mankind within it, to the sovereign power of Allah.

“It is here”, Professor Horten observes, “that Muslim philo-
sophy begins, following the Neo-Platonic model. The great notion
of contingency brings into a unity the total of the actual. It is
the light that explains the individual problems and allows them
to be examined under the widest points of view. In the things of
the world being and existence are quite different. The two are
not internally and necessarily connected. Existence must thus be
imparted to things by a self-existent Being and must be permanently
maintained in them. The universe is a stream of being which,
emanating from an inexhaustible source, extends to all that is not
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[ ]
God. This idea, which runs through the whole of Muslim philo-
sophy down to modern times, is again and again formulated anew

and developed”. .
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What is Sin
By

Mr. J. R. Purt
Sangrur
“The Problem of sin has baffled the minds of men from the early

)eginnings of civilization. No great philosophy of the world worth
he name failed to tackle this problem. Whether with the ancient

ndian sages or with the great Greek thinkers or with the Chinese °

eers, this problem remained in focus of their attention. Even the
resent-day social philosopher has not failed to acknowledge its
mportance. And yet it is one of those ultimate problems of
*hilosophy, which have remained to this day a matter of contro-
'ersy. Before wc consider the modern forms in which this
wroblem presents itself, it would, I think, be worth our while to
mow what some ancient great philosophies of the world have to
ay about it. For, it is only after we have surveyed some ground,
lowsoever hurried it may be, that we are able to form a rationalis-
ic view of the whole matter.

'he Hindu View.

I shall confine my account to the Upanishads, for it is in them
hat Indian Philosophy reached its highest pinnacle. Though our
roblem is ethical, yet we shall have to take into account the Meta-
hysics of the Upanishads, since it is the view of Reality they take,
vhich provides a basis for their ethics.

Jow, the idea set forth by the Upanishads is the be coming one
vith the Absolute. Reality is one, and the aim of all our moral
rogress consists in our identification with the One. “May I enter
thee, such as Thou art, O Lord: may Thou, O Lord, enter me....
May I become well cleansed, O Lord”. And again “Thou art my
resting place”. Throughout the process of the world we witness
this infinitisation of the finite. The difference between man and
all else is that while all seek the infinite, man alone has an idea
of the end. The absolute is the deliberate goal of the finite gelf.
That this goal is the most desirable ideal is brought out in many

ways. For instance it has been called a state “far above hunger
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and thirst, above sorrow and confusion, above old age and death”.
Just as the sun, the eye of the Universe, remains unaffected by
the sorrow and misery of this world, so also the Atman though
dwelling in all creatures dwells untouched by the sufferings of
this world. It is a misfortune to live in the world of plurality and
be subject to disease and suffering; and a return from the plurality
into the One is the proper aim of man. It glves satisfaction to his

whole being.

Whatever ethics we have in the Upanishads is subsidiary to
this goal. And whatever action helps us towards this goal is deemed
virtuous and what keeps us away from it is termed sinful. Morality
is valuable only as leading to it. And the one who has reached
this goal is said to have attained salvation or Moksha. Moksha
literally means release, “release from the bondage to the sensuous
and the individual, the narrow and the finite”. This idea for which
the moral nature cries in man can be attained only if the finite self
transcends its narrow individuality and identifies itself with the

whole.

It has been urged sometimes by the critics of the Upanishads
that there is no scope for ethical endeavour, since man is divine
in nature. This error results from a confusion of thought. God
is in man, but He is not in man in such an obvious fashion that ,
he can possess Him without effort or struggle. As Radha Krishnan

. puts it, “God is present as a potentia or a possibility.. . .. The God i m

man is a task as well as a fact, a problem as well as a possession”.’

. And a little further “His divinity is not an actuality, but a part of

God aspiring to be the whole. As he is, he is dust and deity, God
and brute crossed. It is the task of the moral life to eliminate the
non-divine element, not by destroying it, but by suffusing it with
the divine spirit”. Thus the problem of morality has a significance
for man, whose life is a struggle between the finite and the infinite,

‘the demoniac and the divine element.

As we said sometime ago, those actions-which keep us bound to
our finite existence, actions which serve as obstaclesin our march
towards the goal are sinful. We may now consider here what
actions or general modes of behaviour are impediments in our way -

as accepted by all the various thinkers of the period.
\

By far the greatest obstacle in our moral life is the urge of the w

senses and instinets, The lusts and passions of the xmimal self '
¢
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are to be kept in check, for they restrict the vital energies to the
lower plane. The Katha Upanishad calls the self as the Lord
who sits in the chariot called the Body. Buddhi or intelligence
serves as the charioteer, mind is the reins, the senses are the horses
and the ebjects are the roads. Now one whose senses run riot like
the vicious horses of a charioteer is never able to reach the immortal
state, but enters into the round of birth. The one whose senses are
kept in control like the good horses of a charioteer is able to reach
a state from which there is no return. Thus the drive of desire has
to be checked; “when desire seizes the helm the soul suffers
shipwreck”. Man is endowed with reason, which reminds us of
something higher than mere nature, something which gives mean-
ing and purpose to our life. If inspite of the indications of our
rational nature, we make pleasure the end of our pursuits,
is one of moral evil and of sin, unworthy of man. (Kant expresses
the same idea in his Critique of Pure Reason, when he says “Man
is not in the least elevated above mere animalism by the possession
of reason, if his reason is only employed in the same fashion as
that in which animals use their instincts”). Rational life will be
consistent and marked by unity. “In it every course of action,
before it is adopted is brought before the bar of reason and its
capacity to serve the highest end is tested, and if found suitable
adopted by the individual”. A life led by the senses, on the other
hand, will be a serie§ of disconnected and scattered episodes with-
out any end or purpose underlying them.

our life

Another obstacle in our moral life is egoism or selfishness. An
egoistic life is inconsistent with a rational life. Reason tells us
that the individual is a part of the whole and has no interests apart
from the interests of the whole. His deliverance will come only
if he gives up the idea of his separate sensuous existence. In
committing a selfish deed the soul imposes fetters on itself, which
can only be removed by the reassertion of the life universal. Thus
he is a bad man, who does the opposite. We must not conceive of
ourselves as exclusive’ unity,—each an “ego sharply marked off
from whatever lies outside the physical body and the mental
history”. From this egoism springs all that is morally bad, Moral
life is a life of intense love for humanity, a life which seeks the

infinite through the finite and not a mere selfish adventure for
" small ends.

4
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And this brings us to yet another .obstacl‘elin our way, the
obstacle of attachment to whatever is finite. Finite objects d? not
give us the satisfaction, for which our soul hung.ers.' Th.ere is no
satiety in things finite. The anguish of man co.nslsts in his sepgrfa-
tion from God, and nothing short of un{on with C%od can_ dsatllssg
his soul’s hunger. There are men who wish to realise tl;e} ea So
an absolutely worthy existence in the love.of anotherd ?ng. tho
long as that other being is human,_bound in sp?ce”an lm;, dhe
ideal can never be attained. “It is self-deception”, s.::lys athez;
Krishnan, “to seek the fullness of love and 'bea.uty in an? er
human being, man or woman. The perfect realisation can only °
in the eternal”. It is this emphasis on the unstable character ;)d
finite things, which led people to detach themselves from the worh
and seek deliverance in retirement. Many .there wer«;:‘il t\}le 0
renounced their all, their wives and children, .thelr homes a(Iil ilr
goods and sought the salvation of their souls in poverty and purity

of life.

The Upanishads, however, do not ask us ?,o renounce all (Zles;re;
but only selfish endeavours. Desire as su.ch is not. conderrhne 1; \tx
only the animal desire, lust, the impulsive crav-mg of the .rl;‘l‘I;
man. It all depends on the object. As Radha Krlshnar} put§ it f
a man’s desire is the flesh, he becomes an adulterer; 1f t}.ungs 0
beauty, an artist, if God, a saint”. The essence of renunciation con-
sists in the spirit of disinterestedness which it produces, for we c(:ﬁn
only enjoy the world, if we are not burdened .by' the 'bane of worl' v
possessions. “Our enjoyment of the world is in direct proportion

1

to our poverty”.

The post-vedic period underwent a change in India_n ‘fhought.
The insance asceticism into which the earlier renuncxa.non had
degenerated was condemned. Asceticism came to be cons1dered. as
undesirable as worldly life. In fact it was realised. that a fanatical
asceticism, such as burning of bod/ies, was indicative of a fom{ of
selfishness rather than true renunciation, for it embodied the view
that one’s soul is more precious than all the worlds’ souls put
together. “The righteous man is not he who leaves the w.orld and
retires to a cloister, but he who lives in the world and Joves the
objects of the world, not for their own sake, but for the sake of
the infinite they contain, the universal they conceal”. Thus the
objects of the world come to be regarded not as lures to sin, but
as pathways to divine bliss. And Sankara points out-that wealth
is-evil to the unregenerate, but ‘x? to the man of wigdom. The
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body is the servant of the soul and not its prison. This interpreta-
tion of the spirit of the Upanishads is the most authentie, since it
is given by their greatest commentator Sankara. “A philosophy of
resignation, an ascetic code of ethics, and a temper of languid world
weariness are an insult to the Creéator of the Universe, a sin against

ourselves and the world which has a claim for us”, writes Radha
Krishnan.

The Upanishads do not only emphasise the spirit of true
religion, but also give us a code of duties, for without them the
moral ideal would remain an uncertain guide. Restraint, liberality
and mercy, right dealing, non-injury to life and truthfulness are
laid down as right forms of conduct.

The fact that the Upanishads lay stress on knowledge as the
means to salvation has led many critics to contend that the
Upanishads in their enthusiasm for knowledge relegate the will to
a subordinate place. This criticism results from a misinterpreta-
tion of the term “jnana” in the Upanishads, Knowledge is not mere
cognition or intellectual ability. It is the soul-sense. It consists in
the spiritual perception of the absolute. It was in this sense that
Socrates seems to have used this word when he said “knowledge is
virtue”. For knowledge in the sense of the realization of the
highest necessarily implies a virtuous and a pure life. Ramanuja
interprets knowledge to be Dhyan, meditation or Upasana, worship.

This kind of knowledge was only possible, after the disciple had

undergone a long course of moral and spiritual discipline.

Just as the ideal of the intellect cannot be realised so long as
we remain at the intellectual level, but can be found when we
transcend that level and rise to intuition, even so the ideal of
morality cannot be attained so long as we remain at the moral level,
It can be reached only when we rise to religion. At the moral level,
the two sides of our nature, the finite and the infinite are in conflict.
At the religious level the exclusiveness of our individuality and the
sense of our separateness are destroyed. ' The possibility of this:
religious realisation is the pre-supposition of all morality. Thus
religion is the postulate of morality, and its inspiration. “Without
religion morality beceomes an eternal striving, a perpetual pro-
gress, an endless aspiration towards something we*dqg not have”.

As the intuitional level goes beyond the categories of the
intellect, even so does the religious level pass beyond the distine-
tions of good and evil. He who has reached the highest can commit
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no sin, for he is above all laws. Thus for a saipt or a. mystic the
question of morality has no significance, for in his case it is not the
individual who acts. His will has become identified with God’s
will. He has joined the whole and thus become the whole. The
distinction between God and the individual no longer remaix.:zS. The
mystic is absolutely free and can choose with perfect impunity, ?Jut
his freedom is not the madness of license. He is a law unto him-
self. Laws and regulations are necessayy for those, who do not
naturally conform to the dictates of conscience, but for one who
has risen above the selfish ego, morality becomes the natural condi-
tion of his being. There is no possibility of evil-doing in him. As
Kant puts it “No imperatives hold for the Divine will or in .genera.al
for a holy will; ought is here out of place, because volition is
already of itself necessarily in union with the lavx'/”. ‘Thus. the
mystics or the saints go on doing their daily work, diffusing v1r?ue .
as the star diffuses light and the flower perfume, without even being
aware of it. The Upanishads declare that every man has in h.im
the potentiality of rising to his full divine stature, and can realise
it, if he strives for it. :

The Ancient Greek View.

It was that remarkable band of early Greek teachers known
as the sophists, who concerned themselves for the first time in
a systematic and scientific manner with the problem of Ethics.
Their aim was mainly, however, practical. It was the aim to train
the young men of Athens to be efficient citizens. To instruct them
in the duties of citizenship they found it necessary to inguire inte
the basis of social morality. It was really Socrates, in a sense the
greatest of the Sophists, who studied the ethical problems in a
dispasgionate way. He may be, distinguished from the other
Sophists by the fact that he was not a professional teacher, but
claimed only to be a student of moral science. When acclaimed:
by the oracle to be the wisest man of Greece, he replied that he
was as ignorant as the others, only he knew that he was ignorant,
whereas the others did not, and in this lay his superiority. This
not only goes to show hi§ modesty, but also his keen earnestness
about the problem and the difficulty of which he was quite aware.

He was fully convinced of one thing, and that was the un-
satisfactoriness of the current views of the moral life of his time.
\More.than anyone else he realized that true morality must be
founded on a scientific basis. “Virtue”, he said “is knowledge”.

\



142 THE PHILOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY

He believed that knowingly one would not pursue the evil, for that
would be to his own disadvantage. And if he did so, it only showed
that he had no knowledge of the end. On the contrary, if any one
did the right act by accident, it was not in the full sense of the
term morality at all. Thus with Socrates sin was synonymous with
ignorance; for whatever was not of knowledge was of sin.

It was, however, his illustrious disciple Plato, who dwelt at
length on the problem. Plato put forward a metaphysical view of
the universe on which he tried to base his ethical philosophy. He
interpreted virtue and vice, goodness and evil in terms of his
celebrated theory of Ideas or Forms. Reality, he maintained, con-
sisted of Forms, Types or Ideas. The word ‘idea’ may be some-
what misleading to the layman. As Plata understood it, it did not
mean something which goes on in our heads, but rather a real
" something, in fact the most real of all things. Idea was not meant
to signify what modern Psychology calls concept—the product of
abstract thinking—but rather a spiritual entity. The existent world
was a shadow or at best a realization through imperfect medium of
the world of Ideas. ‘Ideal’ perhaps comes nearer to the Platonic
meaning.

One may glean an exposition of his theory of Ideas in almost
all the Dialogues of Plato, but it is primarily in the Phaedo, the
Republic and the Parmenides, that he takes pains to expound his
theory. He makes a sharp distinction between the objects of sense
and the objects of thought. The objects of sense perception may
be said to “become” rather than to “be” For example, he says, when
we perceive two things as being equal, they never are really and
absolutely equal. A more minute observation enables us to see
inequalities in them. Thus objects actually perceived are never
absolutely equal, but indefinitely approach the idea of Equality.
They are tending towards equality, becoming equal rather than
are equal. This applies to every quality perceived by the senses.
When several objects are judged to be white, none of them is
absolutely white, for there are shades and grades of whiteness.
Thus equality and whiteness as presented by the senses are rela=
tive, but there is that quality of equality or whiteness, which all
the appearances represent in a more or less inadequate way. It is
that common charact#ristic, the absolute Idea of Equality or white-
pess, which is the true object of knowledge. This Idea is eternal
unchanging and identical. It is the true and the abiding reality,
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But though Forms or Universals are the true objects of
knowledge in terms of which we apprehend the objects of our
Sensory experience, how do we get to know these Forms? If
nothing that we see is absolutely equal or absolutely white, how
do we come to have knowledge of equality or whiteness at all ?
Obviously it must have come through some independent means,
through which we possess a knowledge of these Universal Forms.
And, 'this knowledge must be prior in time and in logic to the
knowledge of sensory experience. ,Plato accounts for such
knowledge through the Doctrine of Reminiscence. If the soul
possesses such direct knowledge of Forms independently of sensory
experience, it can only be, because the soul has had a previous
existence. When unencumbered by flesh, it has had a direct vision
of the eternal Reality. Thus Socrates and Plato believed in pre-
existence; and reminiscence means that knowledge of Forms is the
revival of an earlier and purer experience. Socrates constantly
speaks of the body as a hinderance in the way of the knowledge
of absolute Truth or the knowledge of Forms. True knowledge
could only come, if we could rid ourselves of the body. Hence his
own absorption in certain trances which he regarded as moments
of exaltation in which he came in direct and absolute contact with
Reality.

It was, in particular, in the Meno that Plato propounded his
views on virtue and sin. The dialogue begins with a discussion on
the nature of virtue between Meno and Socrates in the charac-
teristic dialectical style. Meno asks Socrates whether virtue is
acquired or natural in man. Socrates replies that he is unable to
answer that question, for he does not know what virtue is. This
surprises Meno, who says that it is common knowledge as to what
virtue conmsists in. Man’s virtues come in in such things as the
ability to manage the affairs of the state, in serving the public, and
in defending one’s country against an enemy. A woman’s virtue,
on the other hand, consists in the ability to manage well the affairs
of her family, to loock after the house and the children and so on.
And similarly in every action and in every kind of business some
peculiar virtue belongs to each person, and the same holds true
about sin. Socrates retorts by saying that he was in quest of one
virtue, but that he had been given a whole swarm of virtues. He
had not been told about the nature of virtue at all, only the various
virtuous acts had been enumerated. He asks Meno to tell him in.
what all these virtuous acts have in common, for that must be
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virtue. And further, Socrates brings his adversary to realize that
all virtuous acts contain such characteristics as courage, temperance,
wisdom, magnanimity and many more of the kind. This, however,
brings them face 1o face with the same difficulty; for while in search
of one, they had found many virtues. Many more atterhpts are
made to discover what the esscnce of all virtuous deeds is, but all
these attempts meet the same fate. Ultimately Meno comes to
acknowledge his ignorance and pleads to Socrates to initiate him
into the secrets of virtue.. Socrates then tells him that it is the
priests and the poets, who have a real knowledge of virtue, for
these men are spiritual, and have a direct contact with divine things.
These people tell us that the soul of man is immortal, that it may
change its garb, called the body, but it never dies, and for this
reason we ought to live throughout our lives with all sanctity. It
is our past life of purity, which we faintly recollect in our present
life, that is called learning or knowledge. Thus all inquiry and
learning is reminiscence, No new knowledge of which we have
had no experience in our past pure life, is at all possible. He
distinguishes between knowledge and “right opinion”. Knowledge
is that in which the end is in view and is, therefore, a sure and
stable guide, but right opinion is without the end in sight. It
therefore does not abide. It is valuable so long as it remains
with us, but there is nothing to bind or fasten it to us.

Among the followers of Socrates there arose two distinct ethical
schools, known as the Cynics and the Cyrenaics. Both these Schools
had been influenced in different ways by the character of Socrates.
The cynics were struck with his independence and freedom of
want, and this they made their ideal. The cyrenaics, on the other
hand, had been impressed by his tact and skill in making the most
of his surroundings. The cynics were consequently led to asceticism
with whom pursuit of pleasure became the chief sin, while the

: Cyrenaics were led to Hedonism with whom virtue consisted in
the pursuit of pleasure.

The Modern Presentation of the Problem.

The present age is noteworthy for its scepticism. There 1§ no
code of duties or even general moral philosophy to which we are
attached. This has made it all the more difficult to distmguish

_petween virtue and sin. In any case its relative chm:baher' was
pever more apparent than today. One man’s virtue is another
man’s sin. A variety of divergent currents flow in diﬁerent‘bdirec-'

EA
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tions thereby giving different explanations of the existence of evil
and sin in the world. This is in consequence of the lack of any
religious belief, which is typical of the post-war period. According
to Professor Joad, the generation which has grown to maturity
since the last war is suffering from spiritual starvation, suffering
from a “repressed will to believe”, as he puts it. As is natural,
man reflects in troubled times on the problem of evil. Such reflec-
tion was characteristic of the last Great War. The emphasis
then, however, was on God. War was seen as God’s punish-
ment for human sin. Today we note a singular shift of
emphasis. It is not God, but man who is responsible for the
present ills of the world. It is man, who has failed to control his
life and use his opportunities. Thus the problem of sin has shifted
from a religious or a metaphysical background to an economic or
a psychological one. Let us take each of them in turn.

Socialism is increasingly becoming the craze of the day. It
teaches us that bad conditions are the cause of human ‘wretched-
ness and of human wickedness. Poverty, as Shaw insists, is the
supreme sin, supreme, because it is the source of all others. “Now
what does Let Him Be poor mean? It means let him he weak.
Let him be ignorant. Let him become a nucleus of disease. Let
him be a standing exhibition and example of ugliness and dirt.
Let him have rickety children. Let him be cheap and drag his
fellows down to his own price by selling himself to do their work.
Let his habitations turn our cities into poisonous congeries of

" slums. Let his daughters infect our youngmen with the diseases
~ of the streets, and his sons revenge him by turning the nations

manhood into Secrofula, cowardice cruelty, hypocrisy, political
imbecility and all the other fruits of oppression and mal-nutrition”,
And Shaw goes on to conclude that since poverty is the root of all
evil, money is the source of every virtue.

In fnore recent times, however, it is psychology which has
captured the imagination of the people, and in particular, psycho-
analysis, In one book after another, the psycho-analysts have
exposed to ys the hidd¢a springs that work our natures. The
sources of the springs, it seems, lie outside our control. Previously
we could rely on self-control, depending on the faculty called the
Conscience. Human beings being fallible, Conscience permitted
them a certain amount of indulgence. It gave the passions a certain
amount of rope. When the permitted indulgence was over, the
end of the rope reached, conscience would rap on the counter.
“Time's up, gentlemen, no drinking after 10-30” she would say.
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If they did not heed to the advice, they had a bad time from
conscience, suffering remorse.

But now it is all different. Now it appears that the part of
us we can control, the part over which conscience rules, is not the
part that matters. Even conscience itself is only a sublimation of
a feeling of guilt. If then, we are not in the last resort responsible
for the actions to which our passions incline us, what becomes of
the notion of moral evil ? Obviously, it goes by the board. You
cannot blame people for the contents of the unconscious, if only
because they do not know what the contents are. No more can you
blame them for the influence of these contents on consciousness,

or for the distorted and perverted or sublimated versions of them
which appear at the conscious level.

Now the contents of the unconscious depend very largely on
one’s early training. The first two years of ones life are the most
important according to Adler determining the unconscious Life
Goal, which is later to prescribe the motives and direct the course
of all our subconscious activities. According to Freud they fill our
body-souls with all those desires, which later get us into trouble
with society if expressed, and with ourselves if we suppressed them,
For this suppression leads to disastrous results to our personality.
Just as a fresh-flowing stream, dammed at its source overflows
itself and creates a marsh, even so our suppression results in the

formation of “complexes”. It is these suppressions, perversions and
frustrations, from which originates all moral evil.

Now these two views—inspite of all the service they have done
to mankind—have certainly indulged in exaggeration. They are
revolts against some of the current evils of our social system, but
like most revolts they go to extremes, They have undoubtedly
exposed some of the weak links of our social structure but it is
preposterous to read all the evils of the present-day world in terms
of either the one or the other of these theories. Man has from
times immemorial indulged in acts of sheer beastliness, acts for
whieh no adequate explanation can be given and logg before the
class-war had assumed the present proportions. Nor fan we accept
the psychologists’ view as a complete explanation. If defective
early education is the cause of all moral evil then our generation
should have been far more virtuous than its bredecessors, since it
has received training in accordance with considerably improved
and advanced educational theories. And vet it is we who Beha’ve
like fiends, glorying in violence and indulging in wholesale murder
of innocent people without remorse. ' : o
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Perhaps we can study the problem only in an abstract \irayt }1:
terms of the motive and the consequence of ;hteh act, t os the
consequence more important in our judgment o be fac Jlated
motive ? In ethical terminology the'problem n}llay. te tc‘);':m' ted
thus: Which is the object of moral judgment, .;1 e 13 ;r.xd1 n or the
motive ? The utilitarians, notably Bentham, Mi z.m S ; fm ck are
responsible for the view that the consequence is t . p fant

i judgment of the act. If the act resu.ﬂts in the gen :
efare. ‘;u:h]e eople, the act is good, irrespective of the motive
e in the :ct Tinus if two men act in precisely the same way,
undeﬂ}:r;? fear ar;d the other out of compassion, their actions are-v
ZZE;;II; good. They may not be equa}iy goi)id nr:t:ln,nll);x; fil;at; s}:::;

ill, is i to the gquestion. * A goo ' :
ﬁltlil(;njsarllgealle;:gtman mayqdo a good action. The question simply

is this—are their actions good or bad ?

Here Mill seems to be labouring under a confusion. He :;;1::1
to interpret motive in terms of feeling whexieas I:h; 1;:;1‘);2 Stbical
i ive i d or the goal, whic
i cance of motive is the en . ' ‘

Slgtn'lrfzi a particular way. If motive is to be unde'rstood in ‘lfhls latt:eir
acm:e then it is on the motive that the moral judgment is pa.ss;: .
sl\;ill’s’ error seems to lie in the fact that he thinks the mo.ral ju g;

ment is to be passed on things done, whereas thedn?oral i}u'ltgmen
the person doing. If it were

i erly passed not on these, but on - :
iof:(:)p\weysﬁould pass moral judgments on such physm?l phe;xomex;z;
as stc;rxns floods, earthquakes and so on. The. object of mor L
judgment ’is voluntary action. Whatever is not willed has no mora
Juality The other school, which lays emphasis on ‘the motive b1s
gupported by the intuitionist writers, of whom 1‘VIar-tmeau may 1:e
taken as a fair representative. If the motive which induced one to
act in a particular way is good, then the act is good, no matter
whether the result is beneficial to society or not.‘ On t.he. other
hand, if the motive is bad, the act which accrues from it is also
’ A
bad, even if apparently it does good to someone.

Martineau draws out an eclaborate list of motives of condrhct
and arranges them according to merit. He places. I:everence at the
top and censoriousness, vindictiveness and sus;::mlousnes.m at the
bottom. Between them lie a great variety of passions. Thls schﬁ
is open to two criticisms. In the first place, it implies that e

- human mind is not an organic unity, b.ut an aggregz.me of dixh:he |
faculties. This psychological division is false gnd.ls againltfuses
current conceptions of psychology. Secondly, Martineau. copiuses
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the different senses of the term “motive”. Motive is not to be
interpreted as a state of feeling but rather as an end or aim. Thus

if a list of motives had to be given, it should have taken the form
of a classification of ends to be attained,

The Conclusion.

From a general survey of all the various views we have covered
one thing is evident. It is evident that sin is not an absolute con-
cept. It is something relative and subjective. ' It is relative, even
as morality itself is, to the time in which the individual lives. Sin
as we understand it is not what the same as the ancient Hindus
or the ancient Greeks understood by it. It is relative to the,
environment. It is relative to the metaphysical theory of Reality
accepted by us. It is relative to the extent of knowledge attained.
Sometimes a new discovery of science will alter our judgment of
right or wrong in a particular case. For instance in primitive
times wanton killing of insects did not arouse any moral censure,
In the humaniterian age that followed, it came to be considered
sinful. But later still, in our own time, the discovery that house-
flies carry disease has changed the act into a moral one.  Sin, thus,
is a relative term. The only universal element, in terms of which
we can understand it, is the motive underlying an act. If in doing
anything we mean well, our act is virtuous, otherwise it is. sinful.
Kant calls it the “goodwill”. A goodwill is more than a mere good
intention in as much as it involves a determined effort to produce
a good result. But we cannot take into account the actual result
achieved, for in the production of the result many other forces are
at work.. “Our thoughts are ours, their ends none of our own”, -
Sometimes with the best efforts we achieve quite the contrary of
what we aim. This change in the result may be due to the inter~
ference of Divine Agency, and we may say with Shakespeare
“There is a divinity that shapes our ends, rough hew them how we
will”. Or, it may be due to the interference of some non-intelligent
forces of Nature. It remains, nevertheless, true that we eghnot con-
sider the actual results achieved when morally judging an act.
Goodwill is all that matters. 'As Kant put it “it is the only jewel
that shines by its own light”. We cannot give it a content, for to
give it a content would mean introducing a changing and a variable
factor. There is no act, which in itself is virtuous or sinful, it is
the motive which endows it with a moral quality. “There is nothing:
either good or bad, but thinking makes it so”, ‘ o
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Bergson;s Ethical Outlook

., By

H S. AsTHANA, M.A,
Fellow, University of Lucknow

Bergson’s “Creative Evolution” sec.ur‘f‘ad for him a ;;e;ﬂmanlei::xt
place in the metaphysical firmament. .HIS Two sources o . o.rathsez
and Religion” does the same for him in the’moral. sphere;cl tk 1sw he
purpose of this paper to examine Qergsons Eth1ca'1 Qutloo ;u '
a view to showing how fundamental and revolutionary are his

contributions to moral problems.

Bergson’s moral philosophy follows f'rom his me:aplﬁySTc:i
presuppositions. In this he represents a re.vwal of. the. x.ne .a_p ystf:Ii !
ethics introduced by Kant in a new setting of mtumomsx;}; :
anti-intellectualism forces him to seek the source of morality no

in reason but in intuition. The elan is conceived as manifesting

itself in moral geniuses after breaking through 'matter or by
triumphing over it. These geniuses are the mystics. They (;1,‘;
like a néw music springing into the world. The love of
emanates from them. They are impelled to bri{zg about a regenera~
tion of all nature. They feel an urge tf’ transform the whol;
humanity into a new species, creative, loving and free, or to lea
it back into pure elan.

The m’ysﬂcs"are the reformers of morality and reli,.«;iop. They
effect change through.a kind of inner force. But it is not a
constraint or a drive. It is in the nature of an appeal: -ThOSe who‘
ever come in contact with these privileged personaytles or even
those who simply follow their lives and teachings realize thf. nature
of the appeal. They feel attracted. The appea} embodies that
super-intellectual emotion with which the mystic was ﬁzfe'd ’fo serve
humanity. Such an emotion is not a mere surfstce stirring. It
means the upheavel of the human personality to .1ts very dept'!:g_,
the stirring of the soul itself. It is a glow which is pregnant with

new ideas and hence constitutes the source of new morality. Itis

a fresh emotion which. by taking some preexisting ‘notes a8 ..

¢ $ ¥, G
“harmonies’ produces ‘the fresh notes of a new mstrument Ll

R
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Humanity responds to the call of these morgl geniuses because
such a call awakens feelings by sympathetic vibration. Feelings
are never introduced into us. They lie dormant in us. Moral
preachers give out the stimulus, humanity responds to it. Bergson
remarks: “Life holds for them unsuspected tones of feeling like
those of a new symphony and they draw us after them so that we
may express it in action”.

The mystic morality naturally knows no bounds for it extends
to the whole humanity. It is the morality of the open soul. It
presupposes an open society whose membership includes all
humanity. It is found in its full-fleged form, according to Bergson,

in Christian mysticism. It is complete only in Christ and those
who imitated him,

Opposed to the open morality of the mystics is yet another type
of morality originating from man’s social relationships. These are
the obligations imposed by society on its members by virtue of their
position or status in society. The obligations exert a kind of pres-
sure or force. And since the obligations cohere together they
impart even to a trivial obligation the force of the whole block
of obligations. We feel the pressure of the force on our failure to
observe a rule of society. Bergson calls it ‘the totality of obliga-
tions’. It is, in his own words, ‘the quintessence of innumerable
specific habits of obedience to the countless particular requirements
of social life’. ‘It is a virtual instinet’, Obligation, for Bergson, is
a state akin to inclination. Says he, ‘Obligation is in no sense a
unique fact, incommensurate with others, loomiflg large like a
mysterious apparition’. He charges the intellectualist like Kant
for confusing the sense of obligation with “the violent effort we

now and then exert on ourselves to break down a possible obstacle
to obligation”.

It is difficult to agree with the suggestion of Bergson. For God
(and here we agree with Kant) duty will be inclination, for to Him
there is no sense of duty. But for human beings there is a great
difference between the two. Experience tells us that often duty
runs contrary to our inclinations. For so lonhg as man is a finite
being his will falls short of the Perfectly Holy Will, Obligation
cannot altogether be likened to inclination.

But that obligation wields the préssure of ‘the totality of

obligation’ is indisputable. The obligations appear in the form of

N

_ cannot be reduced to mere ‘totality ot obligation’, and here perha

BERGSON'S ETHICAL OUTLOOK is1

the categorical imperative. The command must be obeyed. But
while Kant suggests an a priori rational source to it, Bergson sug-

gests an a posteriori instinctive basis. For example the ant must

work for the ant-hill. She is impelled by an instinctive urge. But

the nature of the command is the same in both the cases: ‘You

must because you must’, Thus, says Bergson, ‘concieve obligation

as weighing on the will like habit each obligation dragging after ;
it the accumulated mass of others, and utilizing thus for the pres- Lo
sure it is exerting the weight of the whole: here you have the
totality of obligation for a simple elementary moral conscience’

A
Bergson’s anaiysis of conscience is thus both new and unique. \\:
It is quite different irom tne one which the theological and even é‘
the intentional ethics postulates. Conscience cannot be reduced to /
mere ‘habit of obedience’ tor, it is something like a taculty or an
mner sense which enables us to distingwish right from wrong. 1t ™

the opponents of Bergson are justitied in their criticism. LThis As
the nature of the second type of morality that Bergson postulat SN
1t is limited to the members of its own group. It is a closed moralily J ‘{‘
as it issues from ‘closed souls. Hence 1t presupposes a closed c
society. This is the morality of ‘My Station and its Duties’ which
Bradley discusses in his ‘Ethical Studies’. 8
’

It would be wrong to conclude from the preceding discussion
that the two types of moralities exist apart. The two amalgamate ,
into a unitary whole. In this process of fusion the closed morality
passes something of its compulsive force to the morality of the
mystic which in its turn ‘diffuses over the first something of its
perfume’. The closed morality encloses each time something of the
spirit of the open morality and the people are made to conform to
this by the social pressure,

The pressﬁre carries with it the appealing power of the open
morality. The two forces may be likened to mechanism and tele-
ology. One pushes from behind, the other attracts from the front.
They account for the conservative and dynamic forces in morality |
and religion. This dualism however, should not be mistaken for
a final one. The two moralities represent the freshets and the
stagnant water of the enclosing banks from the same river of.
(Elan Vital). It is for this reason that Bergson holds
to be in essence, in a very broad sense of the term, o

is an ethical monism. It is directly related to

PR
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spiritualism”, for the material and the vital aspects of creation like

the two moralities are the manifestations of the same Cosmic
"Elan,

The explanation of evil is a baffling problem to all monistic
systems of ethics, Bergson's system not excepted. Bergson reduces

all evil to suffering which, according to him, is not willed by God.’

But ‘it is no solution’, as one of his reviewers remarks, ‘to reduce
all evil to suffering and to say that suffering mas) not have been
willed, and in any case is one feature of an indivisible movement
of which eliminating one element would mean suppressing all
others, and for the rest to abuse the intellectualist for asking
improper questions’. It would have been in confirmity with his
metaphysical views if he had defined it as the swerving away of
life from its course of evolution or its retrograde movement to-
wards matter. '

Whatever be the limitations of Bergson’s treatment of ethical
questions, his analysis of morality is both pertinent and valuable.
The distinction between the two types of moralities and their two-
fold source is both new and unique, His analysis has laid down
the standard of his ethics as ‘progressive’. The current morality is
always progressing towards the dynamic as if in a chain, reaching
uot as Fichte would suppose to the infinite, but developing towards
the realization of its Ideal. The ideal is the establishment of a
contact with the creative force of which life is a manifestation.
Such a contact is possible only through an imitation of the mystie
in whom the ’elan succeeds in triumphing over matter. Such a
“triumph means infinite joy for it lies at the terminus of an infinite
progress,

\

Crisis and Delinquency
A Psychological Analysis

By

N, N. SENGUPTA

Lucknow

It is well-known that any durable and major order of social
inrest steers the normal propensities of the juvenile mind in the
lirection of criminal behaviour. The phenomenon is explained by
‘he disturbances that are bound to occur in the even tenor of youth-
ful life on account of the measures that must be taken under the
axigencies of modern warfare. Evacuation from a threatened city,
the break up of a family upon its members taking up different types
of war-work, relaxation of parental control, the conditions of life
in black-out and in improvised shelters, all conspire to loosen the
moorings of habits and customs that fasten the growing personality
to the stable order of social relations.

Yet it must be conceded that the conditions of social unrest
merely stress the criminal patterns.of conduct and suppress those
that are socially approved. The seeds of criminality lie latent in
the personality and germinate when in a favourable social soil.
This is illustrated by the sharp rise in the figure of thefts and
burglaries by the young people during the first world war and the
immediate decline of the number upon the declaration of peace.
The following table illustrates the point :

Cuart No. 1

Number of Adolescents indicted of Theft and
Burglary in England :

1013, 1017. 1919
14,325, 26,407, 13,995.

A similar phenomenon is being. observed under the conditions of
the present. war. Mr. S. K. Ruck, a former Assistant Director of
the Borstal Assoclation, says: “One child out of 80 throughowt
the eountry (England) between the ages of 10-14 is found guilty
of indictable offence”. The influence of the war-cant/liﬁnns will he
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manifest from the following figures collected from the courts of
Birmingham?;

CHarT No. 2
1939, 1940-41,
Simple delinquency. 1985 2680
More serious cases. 1266 1672

The fact ‘that such increase coincides with the social changes
contingent upon the war need not lead to the conclusion that these
are the necessary effects of war. The roots of these deliquencies
lie in a specific Anlage, familial and personal. The emergence of
the criminal behaviour pattern under the social stress is a fact of
the same order as an increase in the frequency of physical diseases
and mental disorders under unfavourable conditions. In both of

these cases, the environment but serves to activate the disposition
which is already in existence.

An analysis of the disposition or the Anlage of certain types of
delinquency, especially theft and burglary, is likely to be of two-
fold interest. It will reveal the mechanism through which the normal
attitudes and impulses acquire a criminal taint. It will also enable
the state in the very beginning of any social unrest to segregate

the individuals who may possess the taint. Society would in this
manner be saved from the inroads of crime.

It is possible to define the profile of the personalities that are .
prone to larceny and burglary. The study of a large number of -

Borstal cases has served to bring out the common features that are
associated with the growth of a criminal behaviour-pattern.

The usual age at which the criminal tendencies begin to
become better ‘structured’ and defined is the period of adolescence.
The Borstal cases that are surveyed here belang to the age-grou
from 17-20. But the growth began much earlier, )

The tension of adolescent crisis is accentuated by the familial
conditions. The analysis of the cases reveals the fact that there is
always some type of maladjustment among the members of the
family. Mental diseases in the form of epilepsy, ‘fits’, schizophrenia,
manic-depressive insanity and other orders of neuropathic condi:
tions are frequent. One of the members of the family of the youth-

ful burglar is often found to be an inmate of a mental hospital. =

Intemperance of the father or the mother is sometimes a complica-

tion in addition to these. Bad temper and drunkenness are very . 4

vl

*

CRISIS AND DELINQUENCY 155

frequently the disturbing conditions. In several of the instancfes,
the youth, being of illegitimate birth, is denied the common social
status and amenities. These constitute the immediate social milieu
in which young thieves grow up.

A probable neuropathic disposition in which anomalies arise
in the life of emotion, is thus accentuated by the conditions of the
family milieu. A greater emphasis is placed in .this way upon
the subjective life comprising mainly of the affective states. .Thls
would usually be expected to lead to the inhibition of the behaviour-
patterns that secure adaptation. A chronic condition of (i)
indolence would thus emerge. Even when the youth is given a
piece of work his performance would be (ii) unsteady. He .VVO‘I:ﬂd
usually make an indifferent worker. The stress on the subJec.twe
life, again, would render the ego-feeling more vivid. '?‘he'vanous
ego-impulses of which self-assertion, sex and subjection are
important would begin to play a dramatic rble. The yfmfh would
in turn be impertinent, amorous and entirely at the ¢5pr1 of a -
stronger personality. The process of adaptation to the environment
of work would, thus, be uneven. At the same time, a pre-occupa-
tion with the subjective life of emotions would render the world
outside less significant. The youth would be expected to develop
a diminished sense of fact. He would grow up into a chronic liar,

" The same conditions would explain the unsteadiness of atten-
tion and the frequent changes in moods that characterise the
would-be thief. These oscillate with the alterations of the inner
emotional states which must wax and wane from their very nature,
The stress on emotions again would render the sense of the ego
more vivid and, therefore, functionally more important. Narcissism
and vanity which so .often characterise the youthful delinquent
would grow upon the personality, .

The quality and the course of emotions would determine the
general disposition of the personality. If the emotions are of the
‘explosive’ type, suclg as anger or deep remorse that find expres-
sion in sudden and intensive physical and organic changes, a manic
state would gradually mature. And with it will come its opposite
the depressive state that arises when the vehemence of emotions

" and-the physical changes leave the mental personality in a depressive .

condition so that some kind of a balance of energy might be -

 restored. On the other hand the vivid emotions may inhibit thg

movements. The personality slowly withdraws into its inher core

of sentiments, relishing them and even gloating over theihThm ‘
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is a break between the mind and the world of facts. A schizoid
temperament settles upon the personality.

The consummation of the subjective states into cycloid and
schizoid temperaments has certain other consequences. The pre-
occupation of the growing boy with his inner states precipitates,
in some cases. an intense selfishness and egoism. It also compels
him to seek loneliness in other cases. In both of these instances
the checks that the companionship of fellow men exercise over the

impulses that ever tend to run off at a tangent, diminish to a mini--

mum. Thus the emotions that are the common associates of the

impulses have their full sway. The ideas and beliefs follow the
lcad of emotions rather than of facts.

This situation accounts for the entire lack of veracity that the
youthful theif so often displays. For. the beliefs out of contact with
facts naturally become lies. And when these lies become more
bizarre they develop into delusions and even hallucinations.

At the same time the ego-feelings that are often exsggerated
in all of these cases make the mental personality excessively sensi-
- tive. Remorse and reprimand alike evoke explosive responses.
The suicidal tendencies that are stimulated by self-pity and remorse
so often for this reason make their appearance in the early life of
the youthful delinquent may be explained in this way. The
homicidal teddencies may in a like manner be viewed as the re-
action of the sensitive ego against reprimand, rebuke and all orders
of humiliation. The various personality-processes of the individual
build up in this manner a well-organised syndrome.

The following chart prepared on the basis of data of a number
of case studies by East and Hubert will represent the profile of
personality of the youthful deliquent who commits thefts®:

Caazrt No. 3.

1 Age 14-16. »

II. Home Conditions: (i) Psychopathic ' Anlage in parents,
grand-parents or colla
Schizophrenia and Manic-depres-

. sive states. .
, (ii) Tensions: Loose morals of at least
one of the parents. Drunkenness.

Indolence, Insubordination. Lying.
Unsteady at jobs,

II1. Personal Habit of
the Delinquent,
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IV. Mental Estimates. Intelligence — Mediocre to good.

Mental type — Schizoid or cycloid.
Attention — Unsteady.
Mood — Changing.
Personal _
attitude — Vain.
Unusual Delusions, hallucina-

traits —

. tion, suicidal and
homicidal tenden-
cies.

It is possible with a picture of this typ‘e to i.s?hte the adolescent

rsonalities at the beginning of any social crisis. '%"he reason why
I:l of these personalities reach out towards a crumnnl. consumma-
tion is not far to seek. Weak as the influence of society and the

‘physical environment may be, they tie down the impulses to a°

life of fairly fixed routine. A rapid social change frees the yauth-,
ful person from whatever restrictions he has been subjected to:
The feeling of protest that the anomalies of family life breedsow

<omes to the forefront. This expresses itself by breaking the social

; i .thmeofpzvperty.AsamatterOffact,tﬁeﬁmt
1:::: ’i;sfhe:mclzl:eer of theft is usually taken wi.th the property of
parents. A relstive immunity from punishment in t?xe first instance
and a process of substitution in which all propertied persons are
placed in the position of parents finally launch the youth in the
regular career of crime.

At the very beginning of any social unrest, all youth of un-
certain mental personslity should be enlisted in a scheme of pro-
ductive work which has a social use and which would keep’the
youth tied to a life of routine. The socially eccentric propensities
would in this way be checked at the very outset. Reward and
prnishment, creation of new loyalties round the plan of work and
opportunities for new friendship that prevent the self from lapsing
into its subjective seclusion, all serve to restore a normal
that contribute to the security of the individual an

1. “Young Offenders”—By s Chairman of Quarter
April 25, 1941—p. 45. '

2 East and Hubert—The Psychological Treatment of Crime—p. # l.'v'“

3
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