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THE THEOSOPHICAL SOCIETY

Tue TueosopHICAL Sociery was formed at New York, November 17,
1875, and incorporated at Madras, April 3, 1905. Its three declared
Objects are:
First.—To form a nucleus of the Universal Brotherhood of Humanity,.
 without distinction of race, creed, sex, caste or color.
SECONDv-i.#T o encourage the study of Comparative Religion, Philos=
ophy and Sciefice.

latent in man.

Qm 2vTrmu) o investigate unexplained laws of Nature and the powers.
N

NS - 78*[ 6 —) Bsepom oF THOUGHT
Resolution pas:ld by the Gmaral Council of the Theosophical Society on December 23, 1924

As the Theosophical Socicty has spread far and wide over the civilized world, and
as members of all religions have become members of it without surrendering the special
dogmas, teachings and beliefs of their respective faiths, it is thought desirable to emphasize
the fact that there is no doctrine, no opinion, by whomsoever taught or held, that is in any
way binding on any member of the Society, none which any member is not free to accept:
or reject.  Approval of its three Objects is the sole condition of membership. No teacher
or writer, from H. P. Blavatsky downwards, has any authority to impose his teachings
or opinions on members, Every member has an equal right to attach himself to any
teacher or to any school of thought which he may choose, but has no right to force his
choice on any other. Neither a candidate for any office, nor any voter, can be rendered
ineligible to stand or to vote, because of any opinion he may hold, or because of
membership in any school of thought to which he may belong. Opinions or belicfs.
npeither ‘bestow privileges nor inflict penalties. The members of the General Council
earncstly request every member of the Theosophical Society to maintain, defend and act:

upon these fundamental prmcxples of the Society, and also fearlessly to exercise his own
right of liberty of thought and of expression thereof, within the limits of courtesy and
consideration for others,

"“EBEEDOM OF THE SOCIETY
G‘;lral Council of the Theosophical Society on December 30, 1950

‘Theosophical iety, while co-operating with all other bodies whose aims
'vmu make such\cawoperation possible, is and must remain an organization
cpcndcnt of thcm, not committed to any objects save its own, and intent on
on th: bgoadest and most inclusive lines, so as to move towards.
the pursuit of those objects and that Divine Wisdom.
e title, The Theosophical Society.
and the Wisdom are undefined and unlimited, and
for each and every member of the Society in thought
er to maintain its own distinctive and unique character by
or identification with any other organization.

THE THEOSOPHIST
ON THE WATCH-TOWER

The Theosophical Society is responsible only for its
Official Notices appearing in ““The Supplement .

THE laying of the foundation-stone for the buildings to be
erected at Tiruvanmiyur for the use of the three insti-
tutions, the Besant Theosophical School,
AnImportantStep g | kshetra and the Arundale Teachers’
Training Centre, on June 4 by Srimati Rukmini Devi
marks an important step for these institutions which have
hitherto been carrying on their work on the Society’s estate.
When the buildings are ready, these institutions will be housed
properly on their own land, measuring some eighty acres, and
adjoining the beach not far to the south of Olcott Gardens
in the Society’s estate. They will together constitute an edu-
cational centre, which has been named the Besant Cultural
Centre. I quote Srimati Rukmini Devi’s words of dedication
preceding the laying of the stone (actually nine bricks laid
together so as to form the head of a corner): ’ ;

Although the Centre is new, its work, as you all know, was begun
in 1934, as a result of the wish of Dr. Besant, by starting the Besant
Theosophical School, which we began in a very small way. From
that has grown other activities and work, and many great people
have been associated in this work. The founder is the one who gave the
inspiration—Dr. Besant—and the one who carried out that inspiration was
Dr. Arundale; all of us have been the handmaidens to carry on this work,

: 211
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Now we will be transferring the work here, I hope, within a short
time, perhaps a year or perhaps three years, but we are beginning here
today with the laying of a foundation-stone for a new building for the
School, because we want to begin with the child, who is the heart of the
whole work. . . However far we may be from the final achievement,
in spirit we carry on with the same ideals, and are equally dedicated
to the service of our country, to the service of the world, and in the name
of the great Teachers of humanity.

I pray that Their Blessing may fully be upon this activity, so that
every child, every animal, the poor person, the teacher and the taught,
everyone, will be happy and will Jearn to be of service to the whole world.
This is my prayer, and because of that I dedicate this Centre, and with
these words: In homage and adoration to the Teacher of Teachers and for
the service of our Motherland, I humbly offer and dedicate this Centre.

The ceremony was mainly religious but I was asked to say
a few words. What I had to say on the occasion might be of
interest to many of our members and was as follows:

I have very great pleasure in being associated with this function.
It is the commencement of a big enterprise which I hope will prosper and
develop. Although the building to be erected on this foundation is for
the Besant Theosophical School, it is intended to be part of a big educa-
tional scheme, education including the arts. The arts cannot be separated
from real education, nor science; and neither from life; for all life, when
rightly lived, becomes an art at every turn, an unconscious art, and at the
same time it displays laws, the study of which is Science.

Education is but the fostering of growth, at a time when growth
at all levels is fast and decisive but needs guidance. Education is not
separate from life, because it is co-operation with life’s processes by an
external intelligence, that of the parents and teacher, which supplies the
lessons of experience, while yet these processes are delicate and tentative,
and have not developed the means for wise self-direction.

Dr. Annie Besant was the pioneer of National education in India.
She started the work at Banaras, holy Kashi, and was assisted in it by
Dr. George S. Arundale. Her work has spread all over India—her ideas
even more than the concrete organization. It is these ideas which it has
been the endeavor of the Besant Theosophical School, during its existence
of twenty-three years on the Theosophical estate, to express in some
measure. It is not easy, whether for an individual or for an institution, to
realize its ideals. It is more difficult for an institution than for an individual,
because the institution is not as plastic as the individual mind and heart
can be. It takes time, patience and the harmonization of individual wills.
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On the Denial of the Law of Excluded Middle *
BY
C. T. K. CHart

The Law of Excluded Middle or tertium non datur is one of
those venerable principles of thought that have come down to us
{from Aristotle. The text-book treatment of the law admits of two
interpretations. The law can be applied to the meaning of terms
and also to the consistency of propositions. Aristotle included it
in the domain of ‘First Philosophy’. Along with the Principles
of Identity and Contradiction, he regarded it as a basal ontological
law, a definition of ‘ what is’, a minimum condition of its ‘ being’.1
What I propose to ask here is whether the unrestricted validity of
the law can be denied on ontological as well as epistemological

grounds.

I

Some denials of the tertium non datur are based on mere con-
fusion and do not call for discussion here. It is usual to point out
that the law does not apply to contraries (white or black) and
meaningless objects (virtuous or non-virtuous triangles)2 The

* This paper is based on an Address delivered at the Inter-Collegiate Phi-
lesophical Conference conducted under the chairmanship of Dr. T. M. P.
Mahadevan at Tambaram during November 1950,

1. Metaphysica (Tr. by J. A, Smith and W. D. Ross, Oxford, 1908), 1006a,
1007a, b, 1011a, 1012a. Cf. H. H. Joachim, Logical Studies (Oxford, 1948),

bp. 2111

2. M. R. Cohen and E. Nagel, An Introduction to Logic and Scientific
Method (Routledge, London, 1934), pp. 184-5.
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significance of the law is plain in proportion as terms are exactly
defined. When speaking of degrees of a quality, we must specify
some definite degree before the law gan be legitimately applied.
Imperfect understanding of divisions in nature (plant or animal)
may render the application of the law extraordinarily difficult, but
mere ignorance furnishes no grounds for denying its fundamental
validity. Inability to draw a line simply means that we do not
have proper logical contradictories between which we must choose 3

The Idealistic criticism and rehabilitation of the tertium non
datur are based on a subtle dialectic. “The Maxim of Excluded
Middle ”, Hegel wrote, “is the maxim of the definite understand-
ing, which would fain avoid contradiction, but in doing so falls into
it. A must be either 4- A or — A it says.”® ‘ Neither in heaven
nor in earth, neither in the world of mind nor of nature, is there
anywhere such an abstract ¢ Either-OR’ as the understanding main-
tains. Whatever exists is concrete, with difference and opposi-
tion in itself.”®> The Law of Excluded Middle, taken abstractly, is
a tautologous statement to the effect that two different predicates
cannot claim the same predicative position. Hegel and his follow-
ers insist that a subject can expand and remain identical with itself
only if it is an identity in difference. Even at the empirical level,
the subject extends in space or time to accept otherwise incompa-
tible predicates which are more or less on the same level. In the
dialectical triad, there is no real violation of the Law of Excluded
Middle, because “the opposites are not on the same level. The
antithesis is not the negation of the thesis ; it is the negated thesis ”.6
“ Nothing less than explicit synthesis of opposites differentiated
out of immediacy can express the activity of dialectical reason.”?
The disjunctive judgment by its very form reveals that judgment
is implicit inference. Bosanquet,? with a profounder insight into

3. L. S. Stebbing, Modern Elementary Logic (Methuen, 1943), Ch. VIII,
pp. 148 et. seq.

4. The Logic of Hegel (Eng. Tr. by W. Wallace, Oxford, 1892), § 119,
p. 220.

5. Ibid., § 119, Note 2, p. 223.

6. G. R. G. Mure, An Introduction to Hegel (Oxford, 1940), Ch. XII,
pp. 140-1.

7. Ibid., p. 130. Cf. Bernard Muscio, “ The Hegelian Dialectic” in Mind,
1914, pp. 522 f.; F. H. Bradley, Essays on Truth and Reality (Oxford, 1914),
VII and VIII; C. A. Campbell, Scepticism and Construction (George Allen &
Unwin, 1930), Ch. I, § 2; Aristotle’s Treatment of the Laws of Thought, accord-
ing to Joachim (op. cit., p. 151, p. 282) presupposes the reality of Being-
as-such.

8. Logic, 2nd edition (Oxford, 1911), Vol. 1I, pp. 213-15.
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Hegelian dialectic than Bradley, interprets the tertium non datur at
three levels. As a tautology, it prescribes the formal schema of
negation; as a Law of Thought, it gives us the principle of sig-
nificant negation : as a Law of Reality, it affirms a Self-determin-
ing Whole of reciprocally determinate parts, i.e., differents mutuaily
determining one another in a system. It is amusing to find that
writers like Edmond Holmes, who repudiate all “Logical Meta-
physics ”, accept the Hegelian principle that “ opposites are bound
to co-operate even while they appear to oppose each other”. It is
certainly no refutation of Hegel to say that “ the growing plant is
ever transcending itself, ever losing its identity, ever finding it.”"1¢
The principle of growth is characteristically Hegelian. The Ideal-
istic Doctrine of *“ Degrees of Truth” does not run counter to the
tertium non datur when the law is profoundly interpreted ; it is the
bare identification of differents that is forbidden by the law.1! In
the judgment “ The horse is either a mammal or not”, the work
of thought is to invest the “not” with a positive significance in
an ever-widening coherent system of implications.

I

Hegel regarded the supreme office of mathematics as the
reduction of differences to the identity with which the understand-
ing busies itself.!> ‘The modern denials of the unrestricted validity
of the Law of Excluded Middle are based, curiously enough, on
technical considerations suggested by mathematics and physics.
On a “formalistic” interpretation, mathematics operates with
symbols which have no content, i.e., which do not refer to any-
thing in particular, Axioms are certain combinations of symbols
with which we start. All propositions which can be derived from
axioms according to prescribed rules are demonstrable proposi-
tions. The entire structure raised is analogous to a language or
system of signs. The significant combinations of symbols are
determined with reference to the meaning of symbols on a parti-
cular interpretation. The rules prescribing these significant com-

9. Philosophy without Metaphysics (George Allen & Unwin, 1930), Ch. 1,
p. 30, footnote.

10. Ibid., p. 26.

11. B. Blanshard, The Nature of Thought (George Allen & Unwin, 1948),
Vol. 2, Ch. XXVII, 19, pp. 328-9.

12. Hegel, op. cit, §117, pp. 217-8; also §99, Note.
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binations play a role analogous to that of rules of syntax in a
language. If the term mathematics (or language) is restricted to
the formal derivation of propositions from axioms, considerations
turning on the meaning of symbols pertain to metamathematics (or
metalanguage).

The consistency, the independence and the completeness of the
axioms of a deductive system determine uniquely its structural
properties. A set of axioms is consistent if a proposition and its
contradictory cannot be derived from it. Suppose the set is incon-
sistent, then since p and non-p both imply ¢, any proposition is
demonstrable. Conversely, the existence of a single refutable pro-
position would be a proof of the consistency of a system. A set
of axioms is independent if none of the axioms can be deduced from
the others; and the set is complete if every proposition, in the
language supplied by the axioms, is in principle either demonstrable
or refutable. Professor A. P. Ushenko!® has stated the relation
between completeness and consistency thus: “ Completeness
insures that at least one, consistency that at most one. of two con-
tradictory formulae is a theorem.” The calculus of pr,'opositions is
an example of an axiomatic system and the existence of refutable
propositions in it is established by the “ method of truth-values.”

As early as 1913, L. E. J. Brouwer!4 denied that the classifica-
tion of all mathematical propositions into “true” and *false” is
either cogent or necessary. In opposition to the standpoint of
Principia Mathematica that mathematics is a branch of logic, he
ma_intained that logic has its foundations in mathematics, Ari,sto-
telian logic with its tertium non datur originated by abstraction
from the mathematics of finite classes and was erroneously gene-
r.alized. “The laws of logic,” Brouwer declared, “developed at a
tlr.ne in man’s evolution when he had a good language for dealing
with finite groups of phenomena. The so-called logical principles
therefore, arose as expressions of the structural inter-relationship:;
of st?ntences in the language, and later were found to work when
applied to the universe, e.g. the law of the excluded middle was
originally an hypothesis and when used in grounding such sciences
as pgleontology, etc., the practical impossibility of finding examples
to disagree with the laws, replaced the ‘logical impossibility ’ of
the earlier laws of language. The reliability of logical principles,

13. Z‘he Ptr?blems of Logic (George Allen & Unwin, 1941), p. 89
14, “Intuitionism and Formalism ", Bull. Amer, Math, Soc_:. 20 i913
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in practice, rests upon the fact that a large part of the universe
of experience exhibits far more order and harmony [Treue und
Zufriedenheit] in its finite organization than mankind itself.”15

Brouwer maintained that mathematical objects cannot be said
to exist if they are merely consistent with mathematical axioms.
The truth of a mathematical proposition in general is not equiva-
lent to the falsity of its contradictory. The proposition “ There is
a prime number of the form x'--1" is in principle neither true
nor false until constructions are known for testing it.'8 The possi-
bility of such construction presupposes an intuition or Anschauung
in a technical sense. The primal intuition of mathematics is
expressed in the inference from n to n-+-1. Brouwer’s criterion
of “constructibility ” amounts to the statement that all general
mathematical propositions to be genuine must prescribe methods
for veryfying them in a finite number of steps. The denial of the
tertium non datur in the case of infinite aggregates leads to revo-
lutionary changes in the results of classical mathematical analysis
and in the notions of real number, limit and the convergence of
infinite sequences.?

David Hilbert, the leader of the “formalist” school of mathematics,
sets out to argue against Brouwer that in principle there are no
undecidable formulae in mathematics. Hilbert granted thai mathe-
matical conclusions are certain only so long as mathematicians con-
fine themselves to finite assertions which can be verified through
a finite number of steps. But whereas Brouwer and his adherents
rejected all mathematical propositions which could not be esta-
blished by this method, Hilbert favoured a procedure whereby
“ transfinite ” propositions could be establishéd in a finite manner.
For instance, it can be argued that infinitely distant points, straight
lines and planes are devised to guarantee the validity of certain
axioms of projective geometry. Hilbért maintained that the pro-
cedure is justified if the extended system is free from contradic-
tion and leads to the desired result.!8

15. Cited by Max Black in his The Nature of Mathematics (Kegan Paul,
1933) pp. 193-4.
16. Max Black, Ibid.,, p. 200.
17. Heyting, Intuitionism und Beweistheorie (Julius Springer, Berlin).
18. Cf. Hilbert and Ackermann, Grundzige der Thoretischen Logik
(Julius Springer, Berlin).
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The ambitious “ formalist programme” drawn up by Hilbert
had to be abandoned in 1931 when Kurt Godel'® showed that, in
any sufficiently rich mathematical system, there are undecidable
formulae. The Entscheidung problem or * decision-problem ”,
i.8., the problem of determining in a finite number of steps whether
a given proposition is demonstrable or refutable, can be solved
only for the simpler types of deductive systems, e.g., the calculus
of propositional functions of a single variable., No general method
can bé formulated by which the problem can be solved for more
complicated systems., Gidel's remarkable result showed that the
“formalist ” methods of proving consistency have limits.2® The
Principic Mathematica and a large class of similar systems are
incomplete. As vregards math@matics, Gentzen®! succeeded in
proving that the classical number theory is free from contradic-
tion, but his proof exceeded the scope of the “formalist pro-
gramme ”. More recently, R. L. Goodstéin?? has investigated the
possibility of an axiom-free equational caleulus.

The demonstration of the essential incompleteness of most
deductive systems led to a néw departure in logic. Just as the
unsuccessful attempts to prove Euclid’s parallel postulate culmi-
nated in the discovery of non-Euclidean geometries, the demonstra-
tion of the impossibility of proof of fréedom from contradiction
within the framework of classical mathematics led to the construc-
tion of non-Aristotelian systems of logic.2? Emil Post? in America

18. Monatshefte fiir Math., und. Phy., 1931; On Undecidable Proposi-
tions (Princeton, 193); Max Black, op. cit, pp. 167-8; A. P, Ushenko, op.
cit, Ch, 111, §4.

20. “Gédel's theorem ™, Carnap has recently nointed out (Formalirq-
tion of Logic, The Harvard Universily Press, 1947, p. xii), " Combincg syntac-
tical and semantical concepts; in a more exact formulation it wou\ci state
a relation between a syntactical and a corresponding semantical system.”

21. Math. Annalen, 112, 1936.

22. Proc. Lond. Math. Soc., Ser. 2, 48, 1945.

23. The analogy requives to be interpreted carefully. (CI. E. J. Nelson,
Mind, N. 8., Vol. XLII, No. 165, January, 1933, pp. 30-42). Euclid's parallel
postulate occupies a peculiar position in the system in that it can neither
be demonstrated nor refuted from the other axioms. Geometricians for a
long time supposed that the alternative to the parallel postulate would lead
to “absurd” conclusions. The discovery of non-Euclidean geometries
demonstrated that what is or is nol * absurd " is sometimes a matter of opinion
which is nctoriously subjective and variable. It was established that the
alternative to the parallel postulate could he successfully combined with the
other axioms of Euclidean geometry. Suppose an accepted axiom or result
is A and the proposed hypothesis is p. The reductic ad absurdum proof is
an attempt to show that not-p, the contradictory of p, leads to non-A which
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and Lukasiewicz and Tarski® in Poland showed that it was possible
to devise multi-valued logics which reject the tertium non datur,
By thé method of constructing “ truth-tables ”, it can be established
that the tertium non datur “p or non-p” applies to elementary
propousitions and any finite combination of elementary proposi-
tions but not to an infinite set of propositions like “ Every
even number is a sum of two primes”. A trichotomous
logic can bhe fashioned in which there are three values
“true”, indeterminate ” and “false”. In such a system, not-
not-p differs from p, but not-not-not-p has the same value as p and
the tertium non datur is replaced by a quartum non datur which
may be formulated “ p or (not-p) or (not-not-p)”.

Professor Hans Reichenbach?® has recently made an attempt to
show that a three-valued logic finds an interesting and important
application in the field of guantum physics. The considerations
on which he depends are so forbiddingly technical that I must con-
tent myself here with a brief statement. In classical physics, to
predict the future of a material particle, we must have an exact
knowledge of its position g and its momentum p. In theory at
least we should bé able to lay down methods for ascertaining the
precise values of q and p. In quantum physics, we have in prin-
ciple two uncertainties /Aq and Ap associated with the measure-
ments of q and p respectively. The uncértainties exist on any
conceivable physical method of observing q and p. The product
of the mean of the two errors, in the most favourable circumstances,
is of the order of Planck’s constant,

Ap - Ag == ho=6:5510~%erg X second.

conlradicts A. That A and not-A cannol both be true rosts on the Law of
Non-Contradiction. That either p or not-p must be true follows {rom the
Law of Excluded Middle. Rejection of not-p can establish p only when we
assume a logical dichotomy. Brouwer and others maintain that in dealing
with certain objects (e.g. the infinite aggregates of mathematics) non-contra-
diction does not imply dichotomy. We evade the technical issue if we try to
prove a dichotomy by the reductio ad ebsurdum method. Kant’s philosophy,
which assumed the o priori validity of Euclidean geometry, is a beacon of
warning.

24. Amer. Jn. Math., 43, 1921.

25. Comptes-Rendus des Sdéances, etc, Warsaw, 1930, Vol. XXIIi,
Class iii, pp. 1-21, 51-77.

26. The Philosophic Foundations of Quantum Mechanics (University of
California, 1946); Cf. Reichenbach’s essay on “ Russell’s logic” contributed to
The Philosophy of Bertrand Russell, edited by P. A, Schilpp (Evanston and
Chicago, 1944), pp. 46-47.
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Suppose we postulate some refinement of the instrumental tech-
niques for observing the position g whereby the uncertainty Aq
is reduced, the uncertainty Ap associated with the momentum p
becomes greater. An ideally precise knowledge of the position of
an electron (Aq = 0) is associated with an utter ignorance of its
velocity : The relation can be extended to other “conjugate”
magnitudes (e.g. energy and time, AE - At==h) and is an illus-
tration of the non-cummutative algebra applicable to the matrices

3 - h 1] s H 3] h
q, p. ete., ie pg—qp= B \7;-'1—:) The ¢ Psi-function” of the

New Wave Mechanics can be interpreted as a “ probability ” which
is continuously variable and, therefore, satisfies differential
equations.??

Niels Bohr has given a striking expression to the cjuantum
paradoxes by his well-known “Complementarity Principle”, If
we wish to secure exact location of material particles in space-
time, we must sacrifice causal continuity and if we wish to retain
causal continuity,; we must give up exact space-time location., We
have two ¢ complementary ” but mutually exclusive aspects of the
description of the contents of our experience. Numerous attempts?®
to question the validity of Bohr’s principle have been made, notably
by Einstein, but its adequacy in accounting for the empirical data
seems now beyond dispute.® According to Professor Reichen-
bach, the causal anomalies of quantum physics can be avoided with
a quertum non datur. Certain statements ascribing spatio-tem-
poral coordinates to electrons are neither “ true ” nor “ false ” but
carry a third value “ indeterminate ”’; they are excluded from the
field of “ assertability ”,

The issues involved are not simply those of physics ; they are
episttmological as well. C. I. Lewis, arguing for *alternative
logics” in his Mind and the World Order, pointed out that the
terttium non datur is nothing but a conventional decision to make
a complete dichotomy of the world of experience. Idealistic Logic

21. Cf. F. O. Rice and E. Teller, The Structure of Matter (John Wiley,
N. Y, 1948), 15, pp. 4-5; E. Whittaker, From Euclid to Eddington (Cambridge,
1949), Part IV, §52, §56.

28. Vide the early attempt by L. Silberstein in his Causality (Macmillan,
1933), esp. pp. 123-127. '

29. For a popular account, vide L. Rosenfeld’s article “Professor Ein-
slein’s Dilemma” in The Listener (Published by the B. B. C.), 1950, Vol.
XLIV. No. 1139, Dec. 2. ’
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embeds the dichotomy in the postulate of a “ coherent” or * intel-
ligible ” world-order, Professor Reichenbach claims that a con-
ventional dichotomy can be replaced for some purposes by a con-
ventional trichotomy. It is noteworthy that even Bertrand Rus-
sell®® grants the technical possibility of a trichotomous logic. To
the objection that the metalanguage coordinated to a three-valued
logic is dichotomous — “not true” is split up into “indetermi-
nate” and “false” — Reichenbach has replied that it may not
always be necessary to use a two-valued metalanguage. In his
Wahzscheinlichkeitslehre he constructed a multi-valued logic appli-
cable within the framework of an infinite series of metalanguages.
He thinks that it should in principle be possible to define some
method by which each two-valued language on any level is trans-
latable into a multi-valued language. Does not the new logic
identify “iruth” with “ verifiability” in the narrow pragmatic
sense ? Reichenbach denies this. “ Verifiability ” as a semantic
construction, in his opinion, can include all “valid possibilities ”.
The undecidable is not simply the undecided.?

Students of Indian philosophy would perhaps like to ask
whether the classical Jaina Syidviada or the Saptabhangi, which
introduced “ indescribability ” into the scheme of predicatioh, was
an anticipation of modern multi-valued logic. Jaina logicians,
stressing the extreme complexity of the universe and the relativity
of knowledge, were léd to recognize situations which could not be
described in terms of a plain “yes” or “no”. In the usual expo-
sitions® of Jaina logic, the “ syad ” qualifying statements is inter-
preted as a “ perhaps ”, “may be” or “probability ”. If this is a
fair interpretation of Syidvida, we have an anticipation not of
modern trichotomous logic but of the generalization of a two-
valued logic adapted to the case of truth admitting of gradations.
What Jaina logicians in effect claim is that, for all ordinary pur-
poses, two-valued logic must be replaced by a probability logic.

30. Vide his “Reply to Criticisms” in The Philosophy of Bertrand
Russell, p. 681.

31 Cf. L. 8. Stebbing, op. cit., pp. 148-50; C. A. Baylis, ““ Are some pro-
positions neither true nor false?”, Philosophy of Science, Vol. 3, No, 2
April, 1936.

32. Eg, S. Radhakrishnan, Indian Philosophy (1923), Vol. I, pp. 294-304 ;
A. N. Upadhye, Silver Jubilee Commemoration Volume, Indian Philosophical
Congress, pp. 135-6,
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I

I hold that the modern denial of the tertium non datur cannot
be dismissed as mathematical sleight-of-hand ; it. hag unsuspected
metaphysical implications. The fault of current European logic
is not its too obvious preciosity, its virtuosity, its exhausting busy-
bodyness or its overstrained sense of uniqueness. Rather doeg it
lie in the narrow regions of experience to which it confines itself.
It operates with « verifiability ” at its lowest levels : mathématical
constructibility and sensory validation aided by instrumental
checks. And so its technical perfection becomes an exquisite box-
lid for the soul. I have recently argued® that philosophers have
no longer any valid excuse for ignoring the implications of non-
sensory and extra-sensory experiences,
from being tame extensions of the senso
collapse of the categories in terms of whic
narily described.

ry world, illustrate the
h the latter world is ordi-

' The question that I would propound here is whether *
minable ” can bé admitted in an ontolo

logical sense. Can the admission be
and imperfection of human knowledg
into the nature of Reality available
rience ? I believe that the questi
Mystical philosophies both of the East and the West. Mysticism
has been interpreted by Hegel® as an Idealism that has not realized
its true stature. The reason-world « may be equally styled mysti-
cal, —not however because thought cannot both reach and com-
prehend it, but merely because it lies beyond the compass of thé
understanding . If Reality satisfies the fundamental demands of
thought, Mysticism can be little more than the reminder that the
reach of thought must exceed its grasp. ‘

indeter-
gical as well as an epistemo-
based not on the relativity
e but on the unique insight
at the higher levels of expe-
on is highly pertinent to the

There are reasons to be dissatisfied with the Hegelian and Neo-
Ht?gelian assessments of Mysticism. The conviction that Self-Con-
sciousness is intrinsic to Reality may be the driving-force of both
- Idealism and Mysticism, but in characterizing the nature of Ukt

Reality or Spirit, the two fall asunder and, in the attempts at recon-
ciliation, Idealism seems to havé made all the concessions, C. A

33. The Aryan Path, October 1950 ; Prabuddhe Bhar '
; . 5 ate, Novemb, .
34. Op. Cit, §82, Note, p. 154; Cf. J. Royce, The World and thir Iﬁlszo
vidual, First Serles (Macmillan, 1899), Lectures IVand V; W E w k!n-
Types of Philosophy (Scribner's, N, Y, 1929), Chs. XXX-XI’{XII'I P s

t

Such experiences, far

imate

h'd

DENIAL OF LAW OF EXCLUDED MIDDLE 69

Campbell, starting with a Bradleyan epistemology, suggested .that
the modus operandi of thought may be one thing and its ideal of
non-contradiction or harmony another. If the former in principle
renders impossible the fulfilment of the latter, Ultimate Reality
must be Supra-rational. Campbell’s conclusion is, of course, the
burden of much mystical teaching. But how, it may be asked,
can we repudiate logical assertability in the fundamental sense
without creating a chasm between mystical intuition and the intel-
lect ? The ontological denial of the unrestricted validity of the
tertium non datur suggests an approach to the problem. Doubts
about the metaphysical self-sufficiency of the ‘Laws of Thought’
have been already voiced. Russian ontologists like N. O. Lossky
and S. L. Frank have remarked that all these laws must be super-
seded in the sphere of Ultimate Reality. ‘ Containing within itself
the entire fullness of Reality, the Absolute is not subject to the
laws of contradiction and excluded middle, not in the sense that
it cancels them, but in the sense that the laws have here no rele-
vance 35 My doubts about the Law of Excluded Middle are far
more radical. I venture to suggest that the denial of the unres-
tricted validity of the law may be necessary when we deal with the
ontological status of certain phenomenal categories. The Principle
of Non-Contradiction makes a somewhat different claim on us;
any denial of it in the phenomenal world would render all denials
groundless and consecutive thinking impossible ; we cannot set out
to discover empirical facts that can refute it3® Suppose we accept
the Principle of Non-Contradiction or Coherence as a regulative
ideal of reason and yet deny the unrestricted metaphysical validity
of the Law of Excluded Middle. We are then led to the view that

35. Lossky, The Intuitive Basis of Knowledge (Macmillan, 1919), p. 280;
vide also The World as an Organic Whole (Oxford, 1928), pp. 64-66, and
Mystical Intuition. Cf. Prof. G. R. Malkani’s verdict in the recent debate
an Sri Aurobindo’s alleged refutation of Maya-Vada. “Logic itself may be
superseded ; for the very distinctions and conflicts on which logic is based
are unavailable in the Infinite”. Silver Jubilee Commemoration Volume,
Indian Philosophical Congress, p. 115.

36. Prof. Malkani, op. cit.; Blanshard, op. cit., pp. 422-3. I am afraid I
cannot agree with Dr. Edward Conze (“The Objective Validity of the Prin-
ciple of Contradiction”, Philosophy, Vol. X, No. 33, p. 205-18) that mystical
dialectic either renders the Principle of Contradiction meaningless or else
violates it. Neither conclusion is forced on us if, as he says (op. cit,, p. 212),
mystical philosophy interprets ordinary experience sgainst the background
of mystical experience. I would suggest that the “coincidence of opposites ”
of Nicholas of Cusa is an absolute transcendence of opposites. Surely nothing
less than this is implied by Cusanus when he says “Since the absolutely



The Transcendental Method of Kant
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Kant repeatedly stresses the unique character of his method.
But he does not give us any clear account of it anywhere. The
second of the two principal divisions of the Critique of Pure
Reason is indeed entitled * Transcendental Doctrine of Method ”;
but this does not consider the specific method of the Critique, but
merely draws the plan! of a complete system of pure reason, j.e. an
estimate of the height and strength of a metaphysics of nature? to
which the Critique is to be a propadeutic. Nevertheless, Kant
makes, here, some important remarks about the true method of
philosophy. For instance, he says, “ All dogmatic methods whether
borrowed from mathematicians or specially invented, are as such
inappropriate 3 In the Analytic too he repeatedly insists that
empirical and psychological methods would be of no use for his
purpose,? since philosophy is an a priori science and what we know
here we know with apodeictic certainty or we do not know at all,
so that there is in philosophy no room for more or less probable
hypothesis.’

That the method of Kant must be very unique can be appre-
ciated in a general way if we realize that the problem with which
he is concerned is very unique and does not fall within any pure
science such as mathematics or formal logic or within any empiri-
cal science such as psychology. What precisely is his problem ?

The failure of metaphysics to yield conclusions that are
acceptable to all competent philosophers raises in Kant's mind
the question: Is metaphysics as a science possible at all ? Now
the propositions of metaphysics are both a priori and synthetic,

Kemp Smith's translation of the Critique of Pure Reason, p. 573.
Ibid., p. 14.

Ibid., p. 592.
Ibid., pp. 121-22.

Ibid., pp. 6168 and p. 620,
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.i.e., they cannot be justified b.y experience nor can theyfba ef‘t;;
blished by any mere analysis of concepts. The ques fonlf X
metaphysics as a science possible ?”, therefore, .reduces. 1t.se. ; 0.
the question, “Is its claim to make the ‘syn'thetlc "a priori judg-
ments which it makes capable of being justified ?” Im order. to
answer this question, Kant asks himself a more g,c’an.eral question,
“ How are synthetic judgments g priori possible ? ", Le, What are
the conditions, the fulfilment of which would just).fy.the assertion
of a synthetic a priori judgment? Now Kant pomts. out thafi
mathematics and pure physics also claim to offer synthetlc a priori
judgments and the success of both in reaching um.versally accept-
ed conclusions establishes the legitimacy of this claim. By reflect-
jing on the nature of these synthetic a priori judgments about
the truth of which there is no difference of opinion, Kant tries
to determine the preconditions of their being Doth synthetic
and a priori. Kant takes for granted the general validity of geo-
metry and pure physics and wants to make this validity intellis
gible by finding the reason why their judgments, although they
are synthetic, can be valid a priori. This is a task which does not
fall within the scope of mathematics and physics. As the geome-
ter and the physicist do their work, the preconditions of the
a priori validity of their synthetic propositions are automatically
fulfilled, so that they need not as geometer and physicist ascertain
the reason why their propositions are synthetic and at the same
time valid a priori. Nor does this task fall within the scope of
psychology. For Kant does not here ask how we happen to make
such judgments, but only how such judgments are validly asserted.

His question pertains to the validity of a particular type of judg-

ments, and not their process of origination and development in
the mind. In fact, his problem must be beyond the purview of
every empirical science. For although the validating ground of
an ordinary synthetic proposition such as “ All crows are black ”
is experience, still no experience can be the ground of the syn-
thetic propositions of mathematics and pure physics, since they
are marked by strict necessity and universality which can never
be found in judgments based on experience. Nor could the vali-
dity of these judgments be explained by deducing them from
certain self-evident judgments or fundamental concepts. For, in
that case, they could not be synthetic, although they could he
valid ¢ priori. It may appear that since Kant seeks the validating
ground not of this or that particular judgment but of a whole
class of judgments, this validating ground must be identical with
the laws of thought of formal logic, i, the universal rules which
all valid judgments must observe. But this would be wrong, For

. THE TRANSCENDENTAL METHOD OF KANT 17

the formal preconditions of valid thinking must be wider in scope
than the validating grounds of synthetic a prior judgments,
Formal logic is concerned with all judgments, whether synthetic
or analytic, whether a priori or a posteriori; while Kant is con-
cerned with the more specific conditions of a particular type of
judgments, namely, synthetic a priori judgments.®

Kant indicates the novelty of his enquiry by calling it tran-
scendental. But what does transcendental mean ?

Kant says that transcendental knowledge is knowledge that
and how certain ideas are applied a priori or are possible a priori,
The word *ideas ”, here, would, by reference to the context, seem
to stand for both certain synthetic judgments and also the intui-
tions and concepts that enter as elements into the composition of

“ such judgments.” Thus transcendental knowledge is of a reflec-

tive type. First, the knowledge that a certain piece of synthetic
knowledge, say k, or an element of k, is a priori is transcendental.
Secondly, the knowledge of the reason or ground why k or an
element of it is valid a priori is also transcendental. For instance,
the TFranscendental Aesthetic is transcendental, because it makes
us recognise that our intuitions of space and time are o priori, and
because it shows that the reason why the synthetic judgments of
mathematics are valid a priori is that space and time are pure
intuitions. Similarly Transcendental Logic is transcendental
since it makes oyt that certain elements of human knowledge,
namely the categories, are a priori concepts which are due to our
faculty of understanding and that this is the ground why the syn-
thetic principles of pure physics are valid a priori, On the other
hand, mathematics and formal logic are a priori sciences, but they

~ are not transcendental : only the knowledge that they are a priori

sciences can be called transcendental

So the word transcendental primarily refers to a kind of know-
ledge about the ¢ priori. But Kant employs it also in a secondary
and then in a tertiary sense. Thus he employs it to denote every
a priori factor (whether it be intuition or concept) of human
knowledge —— all ideas which are a priori and yet are applicable
to objects of experience are called transcendental ; i.e., intuitions
and concepts which have their origin in pure reason and yet at

8. Kemp Smith’s translation of the Critique, pp, 95-97.

7. “Kant's Metaphysic of Experience ” by Paton, Vol. I, p, 227, n. 3.

8. Kemp Smith’s Commentary to the Critique of Pure Reason, p. 74.




78 THE PHILOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY |

the same time serve to constitute a priori knowledge of objects are
transcende.ntal. In a tertiary sense, even the processes and facul-
ties to Whlc!l such intuitions and concepts are due are transcend-
ental. For instance, Kant speaks of the three transcendental syn-
theses of apprehension, repx;oduction and recognition, and of the
transcendental faculties of imagination and understanding.

That Kant extends the meaning of the word transcendental is
noted .by Prof. Kemp Smith ; but he does not offer any justification
fox: this, Mr. Ledger Wood even criticises Kant for confusing ambi-
g.ulty on a similar ground.® But these extended meanings can be jus-
tified by‘the following considerations. Of course, the term transcend-
ental. pf-xmarlly applies only to a kind of knowledge or theory about
@ priori knowledge. But, for Kant, his own theory ‘about ¢ priori
knowlege is the only correct one, so that transcendental knowledge
would be,.for him, just identical with the critical philosophy. As
Kemp Smith remarks, “ Transcendenta] knowledge and transcend-
ental philcfsophy must be taken as coinciding *.10 Now thig critical
fheory, briefly put, is as follows. The ground for synthetic a priori
judgments is that we have certain @ priori intuitions and concepts

. rees in certain original capacities or powers

:}fl the mind, and that these pure ideas and original capacitli); are
€ necessary preconditions, not only of all synthetic g priori
knowledge, but also of all human experience. Hence transcend-
ental knowledge can now be defined as the knowledge of the
necessary preconditions of human experiencel! In fact, it is on
acz;mt of thls that Kant must have employed the term u"anscend-
:: 2 :ls”an eg‘lthet of his philosophy. Now just as the word “ per-
knl:,wled or " empirical” is employed to denote both a type of
. g:n:;d. also the object of such knowledge, so the word
knl'anscenled is empl?s.red by Kant both in connection with the
nowledge of the conditions of experience, and also in connection
with these conditions themselveg which a’u-e the objects of such
knowledge. This explains why Kant speaks not only of transcend-

ental knowledge but also of
transcendental intuiti
Processes and faculties, intuitions, concepts,

Kant’s problem and his method of i
' . attacking it can be called
Z;anscendental in a similarly extended sense, Jgust as the nfaeafls
perceptual knowledge is called perceptual, so the method of

sl)b Heritage of Kant, p, 12!
11' ‘I;KeKr:p,Smith’s Cox:nmentary to the Critique, p. 74.
. nt’s Metaphysic of Experience ” by Paton, Vol. I, p. 229.
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getting transcendental knowledge can be called transcendental.
But by designating a method in terms of the kind of knowledge
which it yields, we give no definite and positive information about
the specific nature of the method. Perhaps, an examination of the
general nature of Kant’s actual arguments in favour of his solu-
tion to his transcendental problem (namely, How are synthetic
a priori judgments possible ?) would give us this information.
Kant’s solution, briefly put, is that synthetic a priori knowledge of
things is possible only because, and only in so far as, what we
know of them in that way is imposed by the nature of our mind.}
The argument for this position, in a nutshell, is as follows. We
possess synthetic a priori knowledge of things; now either our ideas
must conform to things, or things (as known) must conform to our
ideas ;13 on the first alternative, synthetic a priori knowledge is
impossible, and on the second alternative, and on it alone, the pos-
sibility of such knowledge can be understood ; therefore, the fact
that we are in possession of synthetic a priori knowledge involves
that it must be derived from the nature of the mind, and not from
the nature of things. That is, the character of the objects that
we know, to the extent we know them a priori, must be regarded

" as being determined by the nature of our powers of knowing ; and

this implies that our a priori knowledge is knowledge, not of things
as they are in themselves, but of things as they must appear to us.

Now both from the nature of the above argument and also
from some of Kant’s express statements, it may be thought that
his method “conforms in general type to the hypothetical method
of the natural sciences.”™ It may be supposed that the conclu-
sion is reached by starting with certain hypotheses other than
Kant’s own, then showing that these are unable to explain how
synthetic a priori judgments are possible, and finally by showing
that Kant’s solution and his alone is able to do so. But this cha-
racterisation of Kant's method would not square with such con-
tentions of his as the following : “ The concern of our Transcend-
ental Aesthetic is that it should not obtain favour merely as a
plausible hypothesis, but should have that certainty and freedom
from doubt which is required of any theory which is to serve as
our organon”.35 Of course, occasionally, Kant himself presents

12. Kemp Smith’s translation of the Critigue, p. 23.

13. Ibid., p. 125; p. 174; p. 22.

14. Kemp Smith’s Commentary to the Critique, p. XXXVIII. See also
Ledger Wood's article in the Heritage of Kant, p. 35.

15. Kemp Smith’s translation of the Critique, p. 85.
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his conclusion avowedly as a hypothesis and tries to.show that it
is superior to other hypotheses in the field in explaining the rele-
vant data. Yet on such occasions, Kant clearly states that he does
so only “in order to draw attention to the character of these first
attempts at such a change which are always hypothetical ” and he
promises that he would afterwards prove his conclusions “apo-
deictically and not hypothetically from the nature of our repre-
sentations of space and time and from the elementary concepts of
the understanding 7.6 Secondly, although Kant’s method looks
very similar to that of hypothesis as employed in the empirical
sciences, still there are important differences between them. The
similarity lies in the fact that both of them attempt to prove a
theory by its capacity to explain certain phenomena satisfactorily.
But the points of difference are no less remarkable. In the empi-
rical sciences, there is no claim that the alternative hypotheses
that have been considered and rejected are exhaustive ; nor is
there any surety that there are not unobserved phenomena of the
same general type which may happen to be observed some day and
show some inadequacy in the accepted hypothesis. The justifica-
tion of a scientific hypothesis always depends upon the ohserva-
tion of data, which by their very nature, are incapable of being
observed in their totality and completeness at any time. It is
owing to this that a scientific hypothesis never amounts to know-
ledge, but always remains a hypothesis. But the data which Kant’s
theory is designed to explain are totally different in nature. Its
data are pieces of synthetje knowledge which are valid « priori;
and it would appear that the ground of explanation for a single
synthetic a priori knowledge must necessarily be the ground of
“explanation for any other synthetic a priori knowledge.!” So the
discovery of hitherto unobserved pieces of synthetic a priori cogni-
tion is not likely to affect the adequacy of Kant’s doctrine.

However, the possibility remaing that the alternative theories
which he considers may not he exhaustive. On behalf of Kant,
-one may urge that there can be no such possibility, For Kant’s
actual arguments can be put in the form of a disjunctive syllogism.
thus: (1) The ground of synthetic q priori knowledge is either
that it is due to the nature of the thing that is known or that it is
due to the nature of the mind that knows, (2) But the first alter-

16. Ibid., p. 25,
17. Perhaps, Paton makes such a remar

k gomewhere in his book
‘ Kant’s Metaphysic of Experience.’
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native cannot be true. (3) Therefore, the second alternative must
be true. This syllogism is certainly formally valid and the alter-
natives too are exhaustive and mutually exclusive of each other.

But this way of looking at Kant’s argunent goes counter to
his insistence on the uniqueness of his method and on its distine-
tion from the procedure of logical deduction. Moreover, some
consideration would show that the conclusion which the syllogism
yields is different from Kant’s exact thesis, For to say that syn-
thetic a priori knowledge is due to the nature of the mind is merely
to assert that some of our ideas are yielded, not by experience,
but by reason. Now this conclusion can be held even by rational-
ists who believe in innate ideas. But Kant is not satisfied with
the rationalistic position. For the question has to be answered :
How is it that ideas which are yielded by mere reason are at the
same time objectively valid ? One must offer some explanation
as to how ideas in the origination of which things play no part
should yet be true of such things. Kant explains this objective
validity of our necessary and universal ideas by the theory that
these ideas represent the nature of our knowing faculty, that they
are its unavoidable form through which alone it can approach
things in its attempt to know them, ie,, by the theory that the
object to which they apply are only appearances, and not things
in themselves. Kant certainly offers an explanation of the diffi-
culty in question. But is this the only possible explanation ?
Cartesian Occasionalism or Leibnizian Pre-established Harmony is
designed to meet the same sort of difficulty. It is also conceivable
that other such theories can be devised for explaining the same
facts which Kant’s theory explains, How then to decide which
of these theories is the correct one ? It is indeed true that the
notions of Occasionalism and Pre-established Harmony appear to
be highly improbable and even fantastic when compared -with

" Kant’s doctrine. But they are not logically impossible. Kant’s

argument, therefore, does not conclusively establish his doctrine,
to the exclusion of other possible doctrines, as an explanation of -

synthetic @ priori judgments, although it makes his doctrine appear
more plausible than other theories,

It is perhaps on account of this inconclusiveness of Kant’s
argument that Prof. K. C. Bhattacharyya maintains that the tran-
sition from the logical forms to the ¢ priori functions in Kant's
epistemology is only quasi-logical’® What precisely then is the

18. The Philosophical Quarterly, April, 1928, p 3.
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method of Kant, if it be not the method of psychological introspec-
tion, nor the method of hypothesis, nor that of mathematical intui-

tion, nor that of logical analysis ? Prof. Bhattacharyya suggests -

that the method of Kant is a kind of introspection which may be
called epistemological. It is, he says, “a self-evident transition,
a process in self-consciousness, and not in consciousness and as

such should be taken as a kind of introspection which is neither -

logical mediation nor mere internal perception” .....it gives us

an insight into the presupposition of the' known content as dis-
tinet from the believed content.

It may be objected against Prof. Bhattacharyya that the word
introspection -necessarily involves some type of direct awareness
or intuition and as such could hardly be a correct description of
Kant’s method, since, according to Kant, philosophical knowledge,
unlike mathematical knowledge, is discursive, and not intuitive.
“ Philosophy ”, as he says, “is simply what reason knows by means
of concepts”.!® Or, again, “the synthetic propositions of pure
transcendental reason are infinitely removed from being as evident
...... as the proposition that twice two make four ”20

This objection, however, can be met. According to Kant,
human knowledge and the transcendental functions of the mind
which are the preconditions of human knowledge involve self-con-
sciousness, at least potentially;2! and the act of making this self-

consciousness of the transcendental functions explicit would be -

analogous to introspection, if it is not that inner intuition of which
time is the unavoidable form. The method by which Kant is finally
convinced of the truth of his doctrine, therefore, can be described
as a peculiar type of reflective insight, a process of self-conscious-
ness, which is capable of being made more and more clear and
explicit by such considerations and arguments as are adduced by
Kant to support his theory, although these arguments and consi-
d.erations are not, as modes of logical inference, quite demonstra-
tive. To those who do not possess this clear reflective insight, the
word “transcendental ”, as an epithet of Kant’s method ma;r be
considered as a clue to the precise attitude which the m’ind must
assume in order to drrive at that level of self-consciousness from
where the validating ground or the presupposition of synthetic

a priori knowledge and finally of all human knowledge, in general
can be discovered. ’ ’

19. Kemp Smith’s translation of the Critiqu
2. Ibid, e p. S

21. See “Kant’s Metaphysic of Experience ” by Paton, Vol. I, pp, 572-577.
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BY

SREENIVASA SAHU

Ravenshaw College, Cuttack

Keynes defines abstract and concrete names as follows; “a
concrete name is the name of anything which is regarded as
possessing attributes ie., as a subject of attributes, while an
abstract name is the name of anything which is regarded as an
attribute of something else, i.e., as an attribute of subjects »1
Later on he feels constrained to admit that this distinction leads
to a “paradoxical ” conclusion, for attributes may themselves be
the subject of attributes: for example, in the sentence
‘ unpunctuality is irritating’, unpunctuality “although primarily
an abstract name, can also be used in such a way that it is,
according to our definition, concrete 2 He therefore abandons the
distinction and substitutes for it, a distinction between abstract
and concrete use of names,

Even before Keynes, Mill while not doing away.with the
distinction between abstract and concrete, admits that attributes
can be subjects of attributes, “Even abstract names,” he says,
“though the names only of attributes may in some instances be
justly considered as connotative; for attributes themselves may
have attributes ascribed to them; and a word which denotes
attributes may connote an attribute of those attributes. Of this
description for example is such a word as fault, equivalent to bad
or hurtful quality. This word is a name common to many attri-
butes and connotes hurtfulness, an attribute of those various
attributes.”?

Johnson in the same strain says, “ These examples seem to
confirm the view that adjectives can properly be predicated of
adjectives as such. If this analysis is correct, we should expect

J. N, Keynes, Formal Logic, p. 16.
Ibid,, p. 18.

J S. Mill, A system of Logic, p. 20,
4
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“raising a verb or a predicativé ” jnto a substantive as 2
consequence of which “ subordinate members are also raised to 8
higher plane”. But this is done by changing the primary mem-

bers into secondary, or the secondary members hecome substan-

tives by taking away the substantiality from the primary mem-
bers; for example, take the sentence  “the Doctor arrived
extremely quickly and examined the patient uncommonly care-
fully ; she recovered very rapidly ”, where Doctor, patient and
she are primary and. arrived, examined and recovered are
secondary., I it is reduced to the more elegant form “ the Doctor’s
extremely quick arrival and uncommonly careful examination of
the patient brought about her speedy recovery”, the primary
words are arrival, exemination and recovery and the secondary
wo.rds are Doctor’s of the patient and herl3 Thus from the stand-
point of grammar, the substantialisation of the attributes is only a
useful means of expression but “ there is nothing substantia]l about
tl:xem »  “The riddle of the so-called ‘abstracts’ like wisdom
kindness ” cannot be solved by putting them in a separate cate-,
gory, “for though these words are to all intents and purposes
substantives and are treated as such in all languages, yet they

evident iti i
k‘,:,d e”.liy denote the same qualities as the adjectives wise and

_It is clear from the above that abstrac
attm.butes of subjects, but where they appea: :1:!::5 8:1;;::1?;
fzttrzbutes., their substantialization is fictional. What really is done
is a res.trlction of the generality of the attribute either by affixing
a gen?tlve or a possessive pronoun!® or by predicating the subject
of wl’nch it is the attribute and therefore on which it depends e.g.
Joh'fzs honesfy, movement of A and so on. That is, from tht;
;tﬁ;;b;ti wlfzch is concrete, the attribute-element is separated.
s tal;x :ich.(m t};:)‘lllgh comm(:fa in ordinary speech is not always
v— sm i ilosophy. .O-rdinary as distinguished from
R meophie ‘r;eEct},lattests the distinction of attribute and attribute-
Pt ur ought and provides for it without confusion.
r the Jatter it uses the verb ‘to have’ e.g., a needle has a point,

and for th
r the former the verb ‘to be’ with the adjective correspond-

f{’l:g to the name of the attribute e.g., the needle is pointed "3 A
ing X has an abstract quality Y but is the concrete quality.

13. Jesperson, Philosophy of Gramm
. Ibid, p. 15, . P 1301

15. Ibid, p. 110.
16. Statement and Inference, I, p. 170, also Jespersen, op. cit, p. 136.

ABSTRACT AND CONCRETE NAMES o

Mill does not appear to have drawn any distinction between
attribute and attribute-element, Let us turn to his argument, It
is not true that the name ‘fault’ denotes ‘laziness’, ‘unpunctuality’
etc. When speaking however of ¢ Whiteness’, ‘ fatherhood’ etc-
Mill says that they are non-connotative and that they do not
connote anything, whereas of ¢fault’ he says that it connotes
¢ hurtfulness’. There is a double mistake here. The latter as
attribute-elements imply connotations. “ Indeed, fatherhood and
whiteness are intensions, universals, taken in abstraction from
their instances; and the extensional rather than the intensional
aspect of these terms is suppressed when they are used in their
abstract form 737 ¢Fault’ is not an attribute-element. When we
say ‘Laziness is a fault’, we do not mean it in the same way,
as when we say ‘ The ball is round’, or ‘ Socrates is a man’, It
is of the form ‘Red is a colour’, where Red is 2 determinate and
colour a determinable ;18 the difference being that whereas we can
say ‘A is red, we cannot use the Subject of the other proposition
viz,, ‘laziness’ in the same way, for here the attribute-element is
obstracted. As for ‘fault’ what it really denotes are individual

. or concrete occurrences.

It is clear therefore that adjectives do not qualify adjectives
as such. The substantive-attributive relationship may be expressed
in three different forms; i. X’s unpunctuality, ii. unpunctuality of
X, in both cases of which, an attribute-element is separated from

the complex fact ‘X’ and therefore it needs some predication and

ili. X is :u.n;ounctual in which case it is a closed unit.

Sometimes it is possible, as we had shown, to use a substan-
tive as a predicate, and in such a case the first two forms recur,
say, John’s head or head of John. The predicate here is ‘ John's’
or ‘of John’. The predicate is that which ‘constitutes new
information *® To the question ¢« who'’s head ?°’, the answer comes
‘ John's’. The third of the above forms cannot be applied for
there is no attribute. So also in the case of ‘abstract names’,
since the attribute-element has been removed from the complex
fact, it cannot be attributed. It can only be predicated. We can
say John's unpunctuality or unpunctuality of John but never
John is unpunctuality. Where the relation is attributive, it will

17. R M. Eaton, General Logic; p. 248.

18. Johnson, op. cit., p. 174.
19. Baldwin’s Dictionary of Philosophy and Psychalogy, TL p. 364,



88 THE PHILOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY

be of the form John is unpunctual, in which case it is an adjective
and cannot be the subject of attributes.

We conclude therefore that Keyne’s definition seems to us to
be correct and the difficulty anticipated by him does not arise.
When we say, ‘unpunctuality is annoying’, either it means
‘unpunctuality in a man is annoying’ or it does not mean anything
at all. We may in the same way say, ‘baldness is amusing ’,
where it means ‘baldness in ¢ man is amusing’. It is in this
sense that Johnson's assertion that general names including adjec-
tives can take applicatives is to be understood.?® It is really
applied not to the adjectives as universal, but always to the
particularized universal, The applicative all is no exception, It
is not applicable in most cases, as in honesty, kindness green’ness
etc. Where it can be applied, say, as in “all movemex’zt is prohi-
bited ” it means “ movement of any commodity is prohibited ”; or

L3 [ H M :
as in “all kindness was wasted on him ", it means “the kindness
of all persons, ete ™.

2. op.cit.p ;0

Whitehead’s Philosophy of ‘Process’
BY
JITENDRANATH MOHANTY
1

Whitehead’s philosophy of ‘process’ is developed in sharp
contrast with two opposite points of view.! According to Bradley,
process is unreal; that nothing genuinely real can move is the
central principle of the Bradleyan metaphysic. On the other hand,
there is the view that intellect only distorts reality, which is process,
Whitehead rejects both standpoints. ;

v

With many important doctrines in Bradley’s philosophy, parti-
cularly with his account of the nature of experience and his
insistence on the primacy of ‘feeling’, Whitehead admits a very

" close affiliation. But in so far as Bradley advocates the unreality of

time and process, Whitehead parts company with him.2

With the general spirit of the philosophies of Bergson, James
or Dewey, Whitchead is in general agreement ; but, as he tells us
in his preface to Process and Reality, his task is to rescue this type
of thought from the usual charge of anti-intellectualism, Quite
apart from that question, he has to supplement the Bergsonian and
Heracleitean doctrines to a large extent.

Unlike Bergson and Heracleitus, Whitehead admits into his
scheme the rival notion of the permanence of things, The history
of philosophy has oscillated between these two opposed views. For
Whitehead, both are true. Religious and aesthetic experiences, he
reminds us? always recognize the truth and importance of both
these points of view. A sense of the transitoriness of all that is,
and yet a feeling of sublime awe and reverence before an unchang-
ing Presence — both constitute the best and the highest of our
emotional experiences. An adequate metaphysic must have room
for both these notions. '

1. Easays in Science and Philosophy, p. 116
2. In. cit.
8. Process and Reality, p. 206,
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The notion of a static reality is traced by Whitehead to two
different sources in ancient thought;* the first is the Platonic
doctrine of a world of Ideas. The grand beauty of mathematics
deceived Plato. The second source lies in the Aristotelian doctrine
of primary substances —a doctrine whose influence on all
subsequent speculation is indelible. The doctrine of substance as
the static unchanging foundation of changing accidents is what
Whitehead calls the doctrine of * vacuous actuality ', against which
he launches one of his most vigorous attacks. Locke's conception
of mind as a tabula rasa, a passive recipient of process, labours
under the same Aristotelian fallacy. Such a static notion makes
passage from one substance to another unsubstantial : all relations
are rendered external, since it becomes equally inconceivable how
one substance can be a factor in the. real constitution of another
substance. This leads to an uneven emphasis on substantives and
adjectives to the utter neglect of relations. The philosophy of
organism starts by abandoning the Aristotelian predominance of
‘quality’ over ‘relatedness’ in favour of the dominance of the
latter over the former.

To the question of the source of the static notion, we have
given the answer from the historical point of view. Whitehead,
however, hits the nail on the head, when he point. out the real
error in the approach® of all earlier metaphysicians. Once we start
with the assumption that the static and the mobile are two differ-
ent kinds of reality, an irreconcilable dualism haunts us till we
are compelled by the logic of consistency to abandon one in favour
of the other

To avoid such consequence, Whitehead suggests that the pro-
blem is to be reoriented in a different manner. The problem is not
the single one of reconciling permanence with process ; it is dual,
in-as-much as we are required to show how each requircs the other
as its completion. The peculiarly Whiteheadian way of stating the
problem is this: actuality with permanence requires fluency as its
completion, and actuality with fluency requires permanence as its
completion.” The philosophy of organism is to demonstrate this
statement,

Adventures of ldees, p. ae.

Process and Reality, Preface, p. viil.
Ibid., p. 490.

Id., p. L -

Nams
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Since according to the principle of process, enumerated in the
‘ninth category of explanation in Process and Reality, the being of
an actual entity is constituted by its ‘ becoming ', the statement of
the problem by Whitehead may be taken to suggest that, for him,
both change and permanence are twin aspects of * process '8 This
is thus a wider conception of process than that of Bergson. We
begin to appreciate this when we meet with Whitehead's classifica-
tion of two species of process. In Bergson’s philosophy, ‘ becoming ’
alone is ; there is nothing that becomes ; the continual interpenetra-
tion of states makes it impossible to isolate any definite stage of
attainment. This is not so in the philosophy of organism. An
cctual entity, though constituted by becoming, itself never becomes,
but * perishes’ only to attain ‘ objective immortality’. We shall have
opportunity to analy<e this conception subsequently. For the pre-
sent, it is important to start with Whitehead's distinction between
macroscopic and microscopic process, between process as ‘transition’
and process as ‘ concrescence . To understand how the two species
of process work and also interact is to understand a central doctrine
of Whitehead's metaphysic.

It is necessary at the outset, however, to enquire why Whitehead
has to begin with such a distinction. He himself, of course, traces
the distinction historically to the * unconscious philosophical insight '
of the seventeenth and eighteenth century philosophers. But it is
interesting to note that Whitehead is attempting the task of combin-
ing the notion of organism with that of process. Both the notions
are central to his metaphysic. His notion of organism had been
vividly anticipated by Leibnitz. But in Leibnitz's universe, already
gifted with all possible degrees of perfection from the lowest to
the highest, no room is left for process. With his affiliation in
general to the modern doctrines of process, Whitehead envisages
the problem differently. An organism is at once the terminus of
process and a reservoir from which quite another kind of process
ensues. It is not the windowless monad of Leibnitz. To constitute
an organism. one kind of process is involved; of quite another
kind is the transition from one organism to another. Since all
actual entities are also organisms, at every stage, how-so-ever low

we go down. both these end kinds of process can be distinguished.

It is interesting also to note that corresponding to the two
specles of process, Whitehead introduces two meanings, inter-



92 THE PHILOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY

connected but intellectually separable, of the notion of organism :
the microscopic and the macroscopic.?® The microscopic organism
refers to the formal constitution of an actual entity, considered as
a process of realizing an individual unity of experience ; the macros-
copic organism is the actual world as given. We have also two
meanings of ‘process’. In the one sense, an actual entity itself is
an organic process; according to the other, the expansion of the
universe in respect to actual things is also process,

We have mentioned one important aspect in which Whitehead’s
conception of process differs from Bergson’s. But that is not all.
Bergson rejects both mechanism and finalism as inadequate cate-
gories. Whitehead, on the other hand, has attempted to find room
in his philosophy for both types of causation, efficient and final.
While the macroscopic process is efficient, the microscopic process
is teleological. In the former, there is a simple transition from one
actuality to another ; in the latter, the process aims at the * satisfac-
tion’ of a private purpose of an individual organism, This synthesis
has been named by its author ‘ organic mechanism ’,

1

The microscopic process is called ‘concrescence’ and constitutes,
according to Whitehead, what Locke calls the ‘real internal
constitution of a particular existent’, This is the process of reduc-
ing the plurality of the universe to the unity of an individual
experience of a particular actual entity. But this is a process of

‘feelings’. What precisely is understood by calling it a process of .

‘feeling’ ?  Whitehead’s real intention may be gathered by his
further account of the various stages of this process of concrescence,

The process of cohcrescence has three main stages. Since the
whole process is one of feeling, it culminates in the *satisfaction’
of that feeling. Since the process is teleological, it ends with the

sttainment of the final cause which guides it. ‘This final cause is

the private ideal,

The process starts however with the simple responsive stage.
The actual world is received as pure objective data, At this stage,
the subjective form has not yet been imposed. The externality of

the data has not yet been absorbed into the internal immediacy
of the private recipient,

9. Ibid, p. 181.
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The second stage is the stage of supplementation. The objective
data are subjected to aesthetic synthesis. A private aestl.letic
appreciation of the data gradually imposes upon them the private
ideal. A sort of organic unity evolves out of the process. Teleology,
so long hidden, now makes its appearance as the determining factor,

Under this general stage of supplementation come, however,
two sub-phases. Mere emotional appreciation of the data constitutes
aesthetic supplementation. Here feeling is blind, though what was
alien has been made private, The process may stop here, constitut-
ing a blind actual occasion with no intellectual operation, or it may
proceed towards a conscious shaping of the ideal. This later alter-
native requires an intellectual supplementation. For Whitehead,
it is to be noted, the intellectual is not qualitatively different from
feeling ; it is only feeling, made self-conscious, blind feeling endow-
ed with sight, appetition turned into ‘vision’. This final stage
further involves exclusion of alien ideals and conscious affirmation
of the private one.

In one sense, the process of concrescence is the really important
part of Whitehead’s philosophy of process. The world-process is
thé becoming of actual entities. And the whole of Process and
Reality, Whitehead tells us,1? is an attempt to show the generation
and ‘perishing’ of actual entities. ‘Concrescence’ is the process
whereby actual entities are generated. The other form of process,
i.e. ‘transition’, is the passage from one particular existent to
another ; this process starts with the concrescent actual entity and
makes it a datum for further creative advance. But what is this
creative advance for ? The ontological principle states that all
reasons can be stated only in terms of actual entities, which are the
only concrete things. All creative advance is towards generation of
novel actual entities. From this point of view, both the forms of
process are ultimately resolvable into the first of them,

But, what is the meaning of this process of concrescence, with
its three stages and sub-phases ? Is it a process in time ? Are we

10. Eesseys in Science and Philosophy, p. 117; it is to be noted that
herein lies an important point of difference between Bergson’s account of
the world-process and Whitehead’s. Bergson is concerned with the origin
and development of species, of some important tendencies of the élan vital,
Whitehead, however, is concerned with the generation of particular existents.
The difference is partly explained by the fact that while Bergson’s investiga-
tion is biological, Whitehead is a physicist,
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stating the stages and the product in an order of temporal
succession ?

We are reminded of the Kantian doctrine of synthesis, But
Whitehead himself reminds us that his own philosophy of organism
is just an inversion of Kant’s Philosophy.!! Kant’s doctrine of synthe-
sis describes how the subjective data constitute the objective world
of our experience. Whitehead, on the other hand, claims to show
how objective data pass into subjective satisfaction., For Kant,
Whitehead says, the world emerges from the subject ; for himself,
the subject emerges from the world; it is a ‘superject’ rather
than a ‘subject’.12

~ This distinction set up by Whitehead himself is to be carefully
considered. Is the simple inversion adequate to cover the whole
distinction ? We know that Kant’s doctrine of synthesis describes
not a temporal process but only a process in order of logical priority.
Kant analyses the logical presuppositions of our objective experience.
Is the same true of Whitehead ?

Of course, there is the other important point to be borne in
mind. Kant's syntheses are syntheses of the understanding.. The
categories of the understanding constitute the subjective data into
objective experience. But the synthesis of the philosophy of
organism is not of the understanding, even though Whitehead speaks
of the final stage of intellectual supplementation. Whitehead agrees
that the subject-object structure is fundamental, but carefully
refuses to identify this with the knower-known relation. The
fundamental feature of experience is rather a feeling relation for
which Whitehead uses the Quaker term ‘Concern’. This is the
basis of the doctrine of prehension. Thus we can say that while
the Kantian synthesis is intellectual and lIogical, Whitehead describes
a process of aesthetic synthesis. Experience, in Whitehead’s
philosophy, is fundamentally aesthetic in character. Can we then
say that, unlike Kant, Whitehead is concerned with the aesthetic
mould or structure of experience ? The intellectual here, it is to
be remembered, is the aesthetic ‘concern’ turned self-conscious.
appetition turned into vision, blind feeling given sight: and the
‘private ideal * which is the instrument of this transformation is not
imposed from outside but is itself shaped in the course of the
process,

11. Process and Reality, p. 123
12. Ibid., p. 123.
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Even apart from what is set down in the preceding paragraph,
it is not quite enough merely to say that, whereas Kant describes
the process by which subjective data constitute objective experience,
Whitehead describes how the subjective comes out of the objective.
Merely to say this is not to say much. What Kant calls * objective
experience ’ is not the objective in the language of the philosophy
of organism ; it is already endowed with the private ideal. And
what are called the subjective data in the critical philosophy have
a different account in the philosophy of organism. The concrete is,
for Kant, objective ; in the philosophy of organism, it is subjective
in form. By ‘subjective® Whitehead does not intend to denote the
same restricted meaning as in the Kantian philosophy ; it has more
affiliation with subjectivity in some forms of objective idealism.
The objectivity of Kant is made up only of ‘ apparent '’ objective
content.

All this is explained by the rather simple fact that, while Kant
is ultimately an idealist, Whitehead is a realist And a main
tendency in Process and Reality, as its author confesses at the
beginning of his work, is to go back to the philosophical tradition
of the pre-Kantian philosophy, as against the Kantian sphere of
influence. Being an idealist, Kant reduces his enquiry to epistemo-
logy; and, being epistemological, his philosophy is tainted with
subjectivism. Being a realist, Whitehead makes his analysis
ontological. But he is not a realist in the traditional sense. By
his rejection of the abstract doctrines of substance and attribute, he
overcomes the philosophical abstraction with which traditional
realism is charged. He sees the problem of ontology in a fuller light,
as did Leibniz

Thus far we have been examining some of the possible implica-
tions of the process of concrescence. We have been asking mainly
if it is a temporal process of the formation of actual entities, or an
account of the presuppositions (aesthetic ?) of the subjective unity

13. Process and Reality, p. 212. Whitehead here suggests that Kant's
objectivity seems to take the place of the ‘satisfaction’ in the philosophy of
organism. In Kant's appeal to ‘practical reason’, however, Whitehead finds
the ‘satisfaction' in a sense more analogous to that in the philosophy of
organism,

. Whiteheadevengoasofarinemphadzingtheimporhneeofdnmb-
ncﬁvistpﬁndplethatatonephcehchﬂsusthtﬂudmlopmmofm

act::)enﬁt_v is nothing else than the Hegelian development of an ides. (Ibd.,
p. .
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that coﬁstitutes an actual entity. But there are other problems
besides.

The process of concrescence presupposes two other postulates
of first-rate importance in the philosophy of organism. The
+ principle of process states that the being of an actual entity consists
in its becoming. But this becoming, again, is the process whereby
the whole world of an actual entity gains relevance for the prehend-
ing entity. This is the principle of universal relativity, according
to which an actual entity is present in every other actual entity.
But this phrase ‘being present in’ must nots be understood
in the light of traditional abstraction, but must be appreciated in
the sense of functional activity. This is how Whitehead restates
the principle of universal relativity from the functional point of

_view: ‘By this I mean that every actual entity is something by
reason of its activity, whereby its nature consists in its relevance
to other things, and its individuality consists in its synthesis of
other things so far as they are relevant to it’. (Symbolism, p. 31)
This principle of relativity betrays its obvious affiliation with the
Leibnizian monadism. Each monad mirrors the whole universe,
but from its own unique point of view. While Leibniz speaks of
mirroring, Whitehead speaks of relevancy. But in both there is
the same doctrine of internal relations, Even though a monad is
windowless, its whole being consists in mirroring the universe.
The whole being of an actual entity consists in its-prehension,
positive and negative of all other actual entities. In such a Leibnizian
universe, movement becomes inexplicable. Leibnizian monadism
ends in the same static universe as Hegelian pan-logism. And
Leibniz has to take recourse to the doctrine of pre-established
harmony. The philosophy of organism, however, admits no such
expedient. How, then, are movement and process to be justified
within a scheme of strict internal relatedness ?

The explanation is made possible by an extension of the -

Leibnizian principle of possibility. The Leibnizian application of
the principle was narrow, being confined to one act of divine choice
of a single compossible world out of an infinite range of possibility.
Whitehead accepts rather the Platonic doctrine that the given is
made possible through some sort of participation in the possible.

Without an admission of unrealized potentialities, the alternative
would be a static universe,

Leibniz admitted unrealized possibilities, but this world of
possibility remains eternally separated from the created world by
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one single divine act of wise and benevolent choice of the best of
all possible worlds, The philosophy of organism, however, allows
“for movement and novelty in process by permitting novel and
continual ingressions of the potentials into the actual world, We
consequently get a nexus“of actual entities which are continually
superseded by novel actual things.

The relation of the world of potentiality with the actual world
is such that it allows for a process which has always some novelty
in store. This relation is twofold :

(i) The relation of eternal objects to actual entities is
indeterminate, There is no determinate relation
between any eternal object and any actual entity, Thus
there is an infinite range of possible ingressions,

(ii) On the other hand, there is no indeterminateness as to
the relation of the actual entity to the eternal object.

(i) and (ii) may be expressed by saying that the relation of
the eternal object to the actual entity is external, while the relation
of the actual entity to the eternal object is internall* It is now
easy to see how this scheme allows for generation of novelty.

Emergence of novelty, further, requires that there should be
a transition from one actual entity to novel actual entities, This
is the second term. An actual world is only relatively complete
and becomes the datum for a new concrescence.

III

Here is the place to introduce two more conceptions which
are of considerable importance in the philosophy of organism.
These are the conceptions of ‘ perishing’ and * objective immorta-
lity’. Taken together, they express the reverse side of the proces-
sion of novelty which we have considered so far.

14, This account of the relation of ‘ingression’ offers a tempting com-
parison with the Nyaya-Vaisesika conception of the relation of ‘ samavdya’
or Inherence. According to Professor Hiriyanna’s account of it, the relation
of samav@ya is internal from one side and external from the other. The rela-
tion of samavdya too holds good, like the relation of ingression, between two
distinct orders of being. The eternal objects correspond roughly to the 4t
of the Indian school of logic.
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Contrasting his own philosophy of process with that of Bradley
and Bergson, Whitehead tells us that he is rather more Aristotelian
in this respect than either of them15 He reminds us of the great
importance of Aristotle’s analysis of becoming and of certain
significant suggestions in the dialogues of Plato. Aristotle, how-
ever, does not analyse the correlated notion of ‘perishing’. White-
* head considers this as one of those unfortunate philosophical neglects
which have determined the course of philosophic speculation.
Plato, as in all other places, so also here, has relevant suggestions
for the philosophy of organism, when he speaks of that which
always becomes but never is real, of non-being as a form of being.
All those suggest to Whitehead a line of analysis which is of
astounding originality and consequences. The whole of Process and
Reality, Whitehead tells us, may be read as an attempt to analyse
perishing on the same level as Aristotle’s analysis of becoming.

We have been told that the world-process is an account of the
being, becoming and perishing of actual entities. Now, an actual
entity, when it is complete, perishes. We have also seen that the
process of concrescence by which an actual entity is constituted
transforms the alien objective data into private subjective im-
mediacy. But when it perishes, it loses this subjective immediacy.
What it thereby attains Whitehead calls objective immortality.

It is important to remember here that the being and
‘ perishing "8 of actual entities is not a momentary phenomenon.
The life-time of an actual entity is not momentary. It has a historical
route. It endures. Duration is an essential feature in the life of an
organism. Here is, according to Whitehead, an essential difference
between a piece of matter (having ‘simple location’) and an
organism. If ‘matter’ be fundamgntal, the property of endurance

15. Essays in Science and Philosophy, p. 116.

16. This conception of actual entities, attaining completion and perish-
ing, reminds us of the Buddhist doctrine of momentariness where particular
existents, svalaksanes, instantaneously come into being and perish. In this
latter ‘doctrine, svalakshanas are the only concrete existents, the universals or
s@mdnyalakshanas being conceptual in nature,

Such comparison and contrast may be further developed. The Buddhist
admits only present causal efficacy; hence momentariness. In his concep-
tion of objective immortality Whitehead admits causal efficacy in the future.
Further, the Buddhist rightly recognizes, what Whitehead himself points out,
that, if the entity be material, it cannot persist beyond a moment. But if
the entity be an organism, as it is in the philosophy of Whitehead, duration
becomes an essential property of the actual entity.
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becomes arbitrary /; it may persist or may perish instantaneously.
But if organism be fundamental, duration becomes an inherent
property as a result of evolution, ©

L J

‘ Perishing ’ does not mean elimination from the scheme of
things. It rather means exclusion from the focus of full imme-
diacy. The immediacy is lost; but thereby the perished entity
acquires a new causal efficacy. It becomes a factor in the building-
up of the future. Such loss of immediacy is to be recognized as a
necessity in the process of creative advance. Creative advance must
necessitate some loss, in accordance with the common-sense dictum
‘no loss, no gain’1?

What does Whitehead mean by the ‘objective immortality’
attained by an actual entity ? In his preface to Process and Reality,
he describes it as  the process of appropriation of the dead by the
living, whereby what is divested of its own living immediacy '
becomes a real component in other living immediacies of becoming ’,
From another point of view, it is described as ‘the function of
creatures, whereby they constitute the shifting character of creati-
vity 38 This is a new role in the life of the actual entity. The
actual entity now belongs to the past and plays its role as a
determining factor in building-up the future. Its value lies now
in its pragmatic use for the future, The living and growing future |
is built up on the corpses of the dead. We say, they are corpses,
because the taint of subjectivity is gone. The dead actuality has
cast off its role of first causation and takes up that of efficient’
causation.

What is this but the doctrine of the immanence of the past in
the future ? The past has an objective existence beyond itself in
its own future. Thus, while there is a sense in which the future
is immanent in the present, there is also a sense in which the past
and the present are immanent in the future, '

The future is not present in the present in the sense that the
present contains any individual occasions belonging to the future.

17. Process and Reality, pp, 481-2, 489. Incidentally, Whitehead points
out that this failure to combine creative advance with the retention of full
subjective immediacy is the root cause of all specific evils of this temporal
world. The attribute of ‘everlasting’ associated with God means just this
property of combining creative advance with the retention of full immediacy.
Comparc Royce’s conception of a ‘totum simul’

18, Ibid,, p. 43. .

P 6 '
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The doctrine of the specious present and the delivery of conscious-
ness show that the present does contain the future in a certain
sense. Since the future possesses no actual entities, agready

constituted, the present only contains in it the necessities to which
the future must conform,

On the other hand, the future contains in it actualities i)elong-
ing to the past. The actual entities of the past, after the phase of
‘perishing’, change over their function of self-formation into the
activity ‘of other formation. ‘The actual entity as self-creating

creature passes into its immortal function of part-creator of the
transcendent world ’,19

. This-is one way of understanding the idea. But objective
immortality is to be understood also as the necessity, embodied in
the constitution of every actual entity, to play its part beyond its
own immediacy. The very constitution of every actual occasion
necessitates that it should pass over into this new role, Every

act:ual occasiosa enjoys the past as alive in itself, but ends in an
fanJoyment. of itself as alive in the future, The creative urge takes
it peyond itself through the chrysalis of * perishing’, ¢ The occasion
arises as an effect facin

futomo 2t g the past and ends as a cause facing its

. Unde:rstc?od from this point of view, the phase of objective
_ immortality is not an irrelevant accident in the life

asi -history of an

occasion. It is a necessary termination
of the

oceasion, career of the actual

‘ Be.argson also speaks of time -as ‘ swellin
gnawing’ into the future,
enriching the future. On the
simile of the explosion
or sparks with dead m

g’ with the past and
The past has thus the function of
other hand, Bergson, in his famous
c:f the xl:;cket, compares the falling particles
_ atter, which, in his philosoph

negatlve function of opposing the mainp creatilw)zey,ul;;se thelrfh:;:
phllOSOI-)hy of organism, however, the ‘dead’ actua] ent'it forms
the basis upon which novelties arise by virtue of the creativi urge ;
thus, instead of retarding the creative advance the actual entit?es,
after ‘ perishing’, gain a new significance ang a, fresh creative role’

19. Adventures of Ideas, ,
20. Ibid,
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The past, present and future are thus intrinsically connected in
the philosophy of Whitehead. This leads us to a rather short
reference to his view of time, though an adequate discussion of the ,
same lids beyond the scope of the present paper. Like Bergson,
Whitehead also rejects that view which takes time as constituted
of the vanished past, the instantaneous present and the non-
existent future. Both base their philosophy of time upon the
experience of duration and specious present. What is immediate for
experience is a duration, containing within it past and future. In
the philosophy of organism, the specious present of an event is the
total temporal duration, during which a definite structural pattern
lasts. From this point of view, each actual entity is a duration.
This is intelligible if we remember that, for Whitehead, ‘ duration’
does not suggest a mere abstract stretch of time; it is rather
¢ g concrete slab of nature’, limited by simultaneity *.2

Here Whitehead is in agreement with Bergson. He agrees with
Bergson in rejecting the measurable time of science and of civilized
life as abstractions from the more fundamental fact of the passage
of nature. But there is this important point of difference, that
while this fundamental fact of passage is regarded by Bergson as
‘time’, real, concrete, and living time, Whitehead thinks that the
passage of nature is as much manifested in spatial transition as in
temporal duration.22 Both time and space are equally abstractions
from the ultimate fact of the passage of nature. Only, time is a
more primary abstraction, space differentiating itself from time at
a more advanced state.® )

With regard to this point of distinction, it is to be clearly horne
in mind, firstly, that both thinkers consider spatial extension and
temporal series as abstractions from the fundamental fact of pas-
sage. Indeed, for Bergson, témporal series is nothing but an
attempt to stretch time upon space. Secondly, it is, in a certain
sense, true to say that for both thinkers duration represents this
fundamental fact of passage. Divergence appears, however, when
we enquire as to where we are to trace this duration, Bergson
directs us to plunge deep into ourselves and to live this duration ;
duration is to be apprehended through concrete living. It does not

.
e

B
21. The Concept of Nature, p. 53.
22. Ibid., p. ‘.sr'(/ _.00
23. Ibid,, p. 37\.) * < )
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lie outside ; it is the flow of life, inside. Not in dead, inert matter,
but where life has put itself inside matter, are we to search for it.
Here is a biologist speaking ; Whitehead is a physicist, though he
extends the categories of biology in order to explain physics, In
the philosophy of organism, every actual entity, every event having
an enduring structural pattern is an organism, and hence a duration,
Passage is as much outside as inside.# This rids the philosophy of
organism of many of the contradictions and inconsistencies which
infect Bergon’s doctrine of matter.

\'

We shall close the present discussibn with a rather short

reference to another concept, fundamental to Whitehead’s philosophy

of process.

Every event, in the philosophy of organism, is analysable into
three factors: (i) substantial activity ; (ii) potentialities for
synthesis; (iii) the attained outcome of this synthesis. Now this
substantial activity is the general metaphysical principle underlying
Whitehead’s philosophy of process. In all philosophies, there is an
ultimate principle. In-the philosophy of organism, this ultimate is

‘creativity . What substance is in Spinoza’s philosophy, Creativity .

is in the philosophy of organism ; only here substance is activity.
Leibniz, too, conceived substance as activity ; but he could not go
beyond the atomism of his starting-point. The conception of a
Monad of monads gives no unitary principle. Whitehead goes heyond
the pluralism of events to the unity of a single all-pervasive princi/-
ple, which individualizes itself into 2 multiplicity of modes. This
is what ultimately reduces the ‘many to the one. Whitehead
describes thig ‘creativity ’ in various ways at various places? It
is ‘ the Universal of universals, characterizing ultimate matters of
fact’, ‘the ultimate behind al forms, inexplicable by forms and

24. Ibid, p. 69. Whitehead, of course, suggests (ibid., p. 69) that it is
possible that both these passages might share in some ultimate character of
passage which dominates all being. This may be, we suggest, referred to
the notion of ‘creativity’, to be discussed subsequently.

It may also be mentioned here that there is, of course, a sense in which.
even in the philosophy of organism, duration needs be lived and enjoyed.
Duration, as we have seen, is ‘a concrete slab ’, and feeling is the basis of
all concrescence: Acegrdingly duration is the unity of feeling enjoyed by
the enduring entity. .

. 25. Process and Reality, pp. 27, 28, 428
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conditioned by its creatures’, ‘ the ultimate netion of the highest
generality at the base of actuality’. Like the Aristotelian ¢ matter’
or the modern ‘neutral stuff’, it is devoid of any quality, But
creativity is devoid of the taint of passivity, associated with the

. Aristotelian or the modern conception.

Creativity transcends all actual entities, including God ; yet,
in every actual entity, creativity plays its part. Every organism, in -
some sense, creates its own environment. Creativity does not act
on the lines of an external agency. It individualizes itself into
different modes; but each entity thereby is invested with the
character of self-creativity.?6 Thus, in a sense, every entity is
causa sui. )

Further, creativity is the principle of novelty. Since each

"actual entity is a cause sui, it, in creating itself, transcends other

entities, thus achieving novelty. Creative advance is nothing but
this continual application of the principle of creativity to each novel
situation. '

Whitehead’s notion of creativity reminds us of Bergson’s élan
vital. Both differ from the static Spinozistic substance, Creativity
is an immanent principle, But what is more important to note is
that, like the élan vital, ‘ creativity ’ has no ulterior purpose of its
own.?” The élan vital, as expounded in the ‘creative evolution, is
blind irrational activity. Is the same true of Whitehead’s principle ?
Whitehead denies any external teleology. Is there then an
immanent purpose in the ultimate creative advance ? The idea of
immanent purpose cannot be severed from the idea of value ; rather,
according to Bosanquet, true teleology reduces itself to the idea of
value, The substantial activity, taken by itseif, possesses no value;
since, actuality is value and actuality is only a subsequent modaliza-
tion of the ultimate principle. The ultimate principle, then, becomes
as irrational as the élan vital. '

Though the ultimate principle has no purpose of its own, each
actual entity aims at attaining subjective satisfaction of its own

- private subjective ideal. The process of concrescence, as we have

seen, is the achievement of subjective unity. This is teleology, no
doubt; indeed, no other trend is more marked in the philosophy of
organism than this insistence on the attainment of subjective unity.

2. Ibid, pp. 313-4.
21. In. coft.
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This is, no doubt, what gives to the philosophy of organism, its
predominantly aesthetic tone. But what guarantees harmony
between these private values ? To avoid the inconsistencies of a
pluralism, an ultimate of the Spinozistic type is admitted. But what
is there to avoid the inconsistencies of a subjectivistic value-
philosophy ? Leibniz’s pre-established harmony is denied, and
rightly so. The doctrine of internal relations, stated in terms of
- positive and negative prehensions is concerned with the content of
an actual entity. Value pertains to the form, by which the plurality
of content is reduced to the unity of realization. The world of
value, of which Whitehead speaks in his Ingersoll Lectures, is a
world of mere possibility. Without a revision of the essentially
Whiteheadian principle that restriction is the price of value, and
without an admission of a principle embodying actual accomplished
value, we are left stranded on the verge of a subjectivistic and
pluralistic doctrine of value.

An Examination of Pacifism especially from
the Christian point of view

BY
Princrpal C. P. MATHEW
Travancore

There is a good deal of loose thinking and talking about the
supposed duty and virtue of Pacifism. Whether pacifism is morally
obligatory according to the highest standards of virtue is a question
on which, even after clear analysis of the issues involved, people
will differ as on several other concrete questions of applied Ethiecs.
That cannot be helped ; but, when one feels that the issues are
clouded and confused by want of clear thinking, one cannot but
deplore it. Apart from the intellectual pleasure of clearing up
confusions in thought and clarifying the issues, there is also the
practical importance and need of combating the national weakness
that may result from the loose and confused advocacy of Pacifism
in the inter-national sphere, especially as such advocacy grows in
volume. Pacifists claim that in the present century their movement
has been gathering momentum though it is far from being strong
enough to be thought of as anything likely to prevent another war
in the immediate future.

What is the doctrine of Pacifism ? It is that in no case would
it be morally right to use violence against a fellow-being, at any
rate to the point of killing him. There would seem to be a simple
and ludicrous confusion in the minds of many pacifists that the
opposite of their creed is militarism and love of violence, They
dwell upon the terrible havoc wrought by war, the enormous waste
involved in it and the wickedness of it all. They would seem to
expect that if only you hate war and its horrors you should join
their ranks. If you refuse to join them you are suspected of having
at least a lurking love of violence or at any rate of not having a
sufficiently intense hatred of evil. It can be easily seen that this
pacifists’ suspicion of their opponents is unfair and untenable, I
hate war and love peace ; but my love of peace does not make me
a pacifist. Love of peace is not pacifism, disagreement with the
pacifist position or even opposition to it is not love of war and
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violence. War-mongering and pacifism are not logical contradic-
tories, they are contraries. My position is neither the one nor the
other, Though I hate war I am prepared to support my nation if
it even engages itself in resisting the wanton assault on it by an
unscrupulous neighbouring nation. There are things which I hate
even more than war; there are greater evils and calamities. If
my country is threatened to be swallowed up and kept in subjec-
tion by a neighbouring ambitious power, whose system of govern-
ment would endanger almost everything that I hold dear and

precious, I should certainly wish that my country should resist it

by taking up arms when peaceful negotiations fail, If that is what
I wish for my country, I should wish it for every country in the
world that might be placed in a similar situation. Soviet Russia
may not be as black as it is pictured by unsympathetic critics, and
the Western democracies’ may not be as sincere devotees of fhe
great values of social and political life as they claim. But imagine
for a moment that it is so in both cases. Then one cannot help
.ardently desiring that the Western democracies should organise
themselves in such a manner as to repel effectively by force a
Russian invasion. Untold suffering will no doubt result from such
a clash of arms; still one will prefer that to the whole of Europe
being subjected to the tyranny of Soviet Russia. This example
may perhaps be an inexpedient one since the sympathies of the
readers will not be all in one direction over the question of Soviet
Russia versus Western democracies. It is easy to take other

examples where our sympathies in this country will not he divided,
but it is hardly necessary.

I enquire what is wrong with the position briefly sketched
a.bove in opposition to the pacifist position ? ‘The pacifist cannot
rightly and fairly accuse his opponent of holding human life cheap
nor of being insensitive to the finer values of life, though severai
of them in their arguments would seem to level such a charge, If
there are people, and there may be such, who positively welcome
wars for their personal ends or for the interests of their group or
class, they are certainly open to such an accusation and to deserve
the severest condemnation. But my position is that it is the very
insistence on the values of life, and freedom and the eagerness to
maintain such conditions as would preserve those values. which
makes me an advocate of armed resistance being offered to’aggres-
sive attacks from those who trample over the rights of others
Human lives are precious to me and that is precisely why 1 woul&
resist by force those who wantonly trample over them, even to the
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point of depriving the aggressors of their right to life. I fail to see
therefore how the pacifist can claim to be more humane than his

‘opponent. It is only unthinking sentimentalism which can picture

the pacifist’s position to be more humane than its opposite. If you
value human life and freedom, for the sake of defending them and
preserving them for many people should you not be prepared to
forfeit them in the case of a few ? I am not however to be under-
stood as holding that it is right always to kill a few for the sake
of many. Far from that, I can imagine situations in which several
may have to be killed for the sake of even one, It is not a question
of numbers. To defend an innocent woman it may be necessary
and right to shoot several gangsters.

Pacifists may urge in this connexion that one wrong could not
justify another wrong. This maxim 'is acceptable but it is not
applicable in the way the pacifist has in mind. One wrong act
may necessitate and justify a course of action which would not
have been right except for the wrong act which necessitated it, and
which in the given situation is perfectly right. The policeman is
not, of course, justified in shooting a citizen except for the dangerous
anti-social action of this citizen in going about looting and murder-
ing. When the latter persists in such a course it is right for the
policeman to shoot him if he cannot arrest him and hand him over

. to the court of law. To say that the action of the policeman in

shooting him is an act of violence and is therefore on the same
level as that of the criminal who committed the murders is utterly
unwarranted. To take a milder example, if I keep under physical
restraint a fellow citizen of mine, it is wrong. But if for this
reason I am sent to the gaol, thus being put under restraint myself,
it will not be a wrong action on the part of the government. To
say that my action and the government’s action are both wrong,

because in both cases someone is kept under physical restraint, is
palpably absurd.

Before proceeding further, let us enquire what is the alter-
native which the pacifist would suggest to armed resistance when
one’s nation is threatened and all peaceful efforts to ward off the
attack fail. Allow the enemy to do their worst and submit to their
oppression 7 The distinctively religious amongst the pacifists sug-
gest that such a course on our part would probably melt the
enemy’s heart and they may sooner or later turn away from their
wicked designs. I do not understand what solid basis there is for
such an expectation or hope. I do not see that history lends sup-
port to it. Many pacifists who entertain such a hope base it upon
their religious faith. A little later I shall enquire whether there is.

P17
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ground for such hope in the Christian faith. I shall then argue
that there is none. This leads me on to a brief examination of the
arguments and considerations which definitely Christian pacifists
usually adduce in support of their position. They claim that they
have the high authority of the teachings and example 'of Jesus. To
non-Christian thinkers the enquiry whether Jesus taught it is not
necessarily of first-rate importance. Still even to such it must
have interest and significance. In the philosophical discussion of
moral questions the teachings and intuitions of the great prophets
and religious and moral teachers of mankind have to be reckoned
with, Moreover, as the title of my paper makes clear, I have
undertaken to examine the pacifist position especially from the
Christian point of view,

One is rather amused to hear certain Christian pacifists quoting

the injunction in the decalogue, ‘ Thou shalt not kill’, in support .

of their position. No one can seriously maintain that the
commandment was meant to be an absolute and unconditional one,
i.e, universally applicable. It meant that a Hebrew individual
should not kill a fellow Hebrew. Certainly it was never understood
as a prohibition of war and the slaughter of the heathen nations.
There is no evidence of pacifism in the Hebrew scriptures, that s,
the Old Testament in the Bible. It is true that some of their later
prophets dreamt of a future era of universal peace and yearned
for it. Surely this longing for universal peace and even its predic-
tions do not constitute pacifism. Leaving aside the Old Testament
let us pass on to the teachings and examples of Jesus and of his
disciples. Peter and Paul, the greatest of the apostles, have
explicitly upheld the authority of the State and its use of force
against rebellious citizens. “ Be subject to every ordinance of man
for the Lord’s sake: whether it be to the king, as supreme; or
unto governors, as sent by him for vengeance on evil-doers”

(I. Peter II: V. 13 and 14) “But if thou do that which is evil,

be afraid; for he (ie., the ruler) beareth not the sword in vain :
for he is a minister of God, an avenger for wrath to him that doeth
evil” (Romans XIII—V. 4). If the State is in duty bound to
use force when necessary to curb lawless individuals, and thus
uphold the majesty of law in order to preserve the rights of
individuals and maintain the conditiong necessary for a good life,
how can it be argued that it should not use force against external
aggressors coming in to enslave and slaughter its subjects ?

Turning to Jesus himself, the pacifist may feel that he is on

surer ground. There is a well-known passage in the Sermon on .
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the Mount about the turnihg of the other cheek and parting with
the garment and going a second mile. One has to admit that a.

. superficial reading of the passage in isolation would seem to sup-

port the pacifist contention. But there are other considerations or
second thoughts which would substantially alter this conclusion.
We will mention a few of them,

(a) Jesus was not laying down directions for the policy and
duties of States, but for his disciples as individuals and groups of
individuals. - I know that this is hotly contested by many Christian
pacifists, but they must reasonably admit that it is not obvious that
what is applicable to individuals as such can be applied to the
State. I do not deny that there are moral principles which should
bind individuals and the State. Can this be regarded as one of
them ? I should think that clearly it is not. - If an individual who
is assaulted by his neighbour takes the matter to a court of law,
the judge representing the authority of the State cannot simply ask
the plaintiff to live up to the standard of the Sermon on the Mount
and not complain of the assault. The judge has to mete out justice
and uphold the majesty of law by punishing the offender. As
urged earlier, if the State has thus to put down lawless subjects of
its own by adequate punishment and redress legitimate grievances
of its innocent subjects, can it be argued that the State should not
resort to force to protect all its citizens against external aggressors ?
Certainly what I as an individual am not morally permitted to do,
the Stplg has the obligation to do. As a citizen I have 1o right to
imprison or hang any one; but it is part of the duty of the State
to do it in the case of those who deserve it by their criminal actions.
(If capital punishment is itself questioned, only imprisonment need

. be considered for my present purpose, since my point is the obvious

one that what is not right for an individual the State may have the
obligation to do). In reply to this contention of mine the Christian
pacifist may say that the State, especially because it consists of
many who are not living the Christian way of life, may go to war
but the true Christian subjects should have nothing to do with it.
I fail to see how, if it is the duty of a State to protect its subjects,
the Christian can justifiably stand aloof from the efforts of the
State to discharge its sacred duty. I have argued above that the
greatest of the apostles of Jesus did not take his teachings as
applicable to the State in this matter. .

(b) Jesus was not in the habit of laying down definite and
detailed rules for right action. In the Sermon on the Mount he
takes examples illustrative of a certain loving and forgiving atti-
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tude. It is interesting to note that he takes fairly simple situations
such as a man receiving a slap on his face or being deprived of a
garment or being compelled to go a mile. But would Jesus have
said that if a robber were about to stab you and to loot your house
you should yield without protest and lay bare your bosom for his
knife ? Jesus himself as a babe escaped the slaughter of the
Innocents at the hands of Herod by being carried away to Egypt.
Years later when once some of his enemies planned to thrust him
down a steep precipice he escaped from their midst. Still later
he remonstrated with the soldier who unjustly smote him on the
face. No doubt I shall be told that in none of these cases Jesus
resorted to the use of violence and that is all what the pacifist
wants. But my immediate point is only that he did not always
“turn the other cheek ” and therefore the passage in the Sermon
on the Mount is not to be literally taken in a prosaic manner. I
shall b/e asked, In what way then is it to be correctly understood ?
I have already said that it is illustrative of a certain generous
and loving attitude and impulse. But even a noble impulse should
not be allowed to freely work itself out in & complex situation
where other considerations and impulses of an equally important
or still more important nature have to be taken into considera-
tion. I may feel impelled to give all the money that I have with
me . to a needy man; but if there are more importarit claims on
the amount, of which I am aware, I have no right to carry into
effect the charitable impulse of the moment. That is a trifling
example, but the underlying principle may be applied to more
serious situations. I may wish that it were possible for me not
:‘.o use force against an enemy army and to slaughter them, But
;{ lt.l-has to be dqne for preventing my fellow citizens and their
rz\::elt:fx 11fro;n being slaughtered and enslaved for generations,

¥ 1 may have to check my generous impulse towards
the enemy and I may have to resort to arms. This is not

explaining away the inward meaning and spirit of the teaching
. of Jesus. \

(c) There is however another consideration of a deeper
nature, not based on any particular text or passage. It is the
supreme example of Jesus on the Cross. The devout Christian

sees in it God’s most effective way of coping with the evil and sin

of the world. It is not by resisting the evil-doer but by allowing
him to wreak his wrath on his (Jesus’) head that Jesus combats
evil — and that is God’s own way. No Christian at any rate can
“but treat the idea with the utmost reverence. Vet there is one
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simple point which many overlook in this connexi%n andb;hat 1;
ihe difference between the problem of Jesus and the pri:ole eml
the State. Jesus' problem was to melt the hardness of the si
heart and to win over the sinner to the love of God. The S}il;ate
has also to deal with the problem crea.ted by bad x?eople whose
hearts remain unchanged from their evil ways, and it ’should nc'>t.
fail to restrain them from evil actions and simply wait f‘or thfan
inner conversion. The State is concerned ncft necessarily v.v1th
the change of heart in the right direction but with external actions
so that these may not be in violatior.l of the law. Jesus may ha‘ve
freely given himself up to his enemies so that they. could .do with
him as they pleased, but the State cannot permit an innocent
citizen to be roughly handled by a criminal, Thf: State must
intervene as effectively as necessary and protect the innocent from
the assaults of the lawless.

(d) The appeal to the lesson of the Cross is often coupled
with the appeal to the triumph of Jesus in such a way as to suggest
that the way of the pacifist will be crowned with success and the
evil-doer will turn away from his wicked designs. But is this
really the case ? Has the Cross triumphed in the sense that it
appeals to all and melts the obstinacy and hardness of the heart
of every sinner? No doubt there are countless individuals in
whose case this is true, but unfortunately there are many more
who have been untouched by its appeal. Even amongst those who
literally participated in the crucifixion of Jesus we have no clear
evidence that any repented of their evil and changed their ways.
While it may seem to be a kind of deep trust in God and in man
to expect that unmerited suffering cheerfully borne will neces-
sarily win over the enemy, it is really to‘fly in the face of facts
and not to reckon with the terrible depths of sin and evil in the
human heart. The glorious martyrdom of early Christians touch-
ed to the core several hearts, but yet more people failed to be
impressed by even that. The expectation that if only we do not
cffer armed resistance to a powerful enemy nation it will grow
ashamed of its evil designs has no warrant in the teachings of
Jesus, He does not say that if you turn the other cheek’ your

enemy will immediately feel sorry for his action and apologise to’
you. He may or may not,

(e) The Christian pacifist may appeal to the fundamental
principle of love, which is at the basis of Christian ethics, in
defence of his position. Yes, love is the one principle which ought

" to regulate our conduct. But what love demands of us is not as

easy to make out in the complex situation of life as it may appear
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when we think of it in the abstract. The pacifist may ask whether
you can shoot people or drop bombs on them with love in your
hearts. Equally well the question may be put to you whether
you can passively watch the enemy dropping bombs on your
fellow citizens and blotting out of existence your city and State,
for which also you have love in your heart.

Coming back from this somewhat lengthy incursion into the
sphere of definitely Christian ethics to the general ethics of paci-
fism, let us briefly refer to certain criticisms levelled against the
resort to armed resistance by a nation. It is said with a good
deal of justification that wars really do not permanently solve any
problems and that they only lead to further wars. There is some
truth in this criticism, but like most true generalisations even
this is only partly true. A military victory against an oppressive
enemy may leave many problems unsolved. Still it gives time
and opportunities to solve these in a constructive and peaceful
manner, whereas if the enemy were to triumph he would solve

.every problem in his own way and there would be none left to be

solved in the right way. A man who is rescued from drowning
has to continue to face the problems of his life. If he were
drowned he would have no problems. The talk of a war which
will end all wars is not to be seriously taken. No war by itself
can usher in such an era of peace as will eliminate the possibility
of all future wars. Nevertheless it is worth while certainly to
fight against and crush a menace that threatens to kill the freedom
of many nations, This may give us time to attempt the still more
arduous task of establishing conditions of peace and stability. No
doubt in such constructive efforts we may make costly blunders
and pave the way to more wars. This logically does not.mean
that wars serve no good purpose in any situation. Of course it
reminds us of the sad limitations of the method of violence, It
cannot too frequently be pointed out that the anti-pacifist is not
necessarily one who delights in war and believes in its virtue and
its self-sufficiency. It is a sad and dread necessity to be resorted
to only when more humane and rational methods fail. The anti-
pacifist is no less a lover of peace than the pacifist, only he hopes
to bring it about in other ways than the pacifist advocates, Let
us briefly indicate how he would strive for peace.

How is it that in an enlightened State we are not obliged to
fight against one another for our rights ? There is the State which
guarantees our rights and promulgates a system of law conducive
to -their maintenance. There are the courts of law to interpret
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the law aright and to give just awards in cases referred to them
by the citizens, Further, there is the police to enforce the decrees
of the court. If we could imagine ourselves to be living in a
disorganised motley of people owing no allegiance to any com-
mon authority and submitting to no accepted laws, that would be
a partly correct picture of the nations of the world in their rela-
tions one with another. The only wagy in which wars between
the nations can be eliminated is to evolve a world organisation
which will have sufficient resources at its disposal to enforce its
decrees upon rebellious members. Even then force will have to
be used, and sometimes perhaps on a big scale, for a long time to
come. But if the world organisation will increasingly grow
strong, and assert its power whenever necessary, rebellions and
revolts on the part of the member nations will gradually diminish.
How far the U.N.O. will increasingly serve this purpose need not
be enquired into in this context. Something like that, but more
comprehensive and effective, seems to be the only practical way
of eliminating wars. It raises many practical problems which
statesmen have to tackle. It is a hard path that will tax their
patience and their good sense. But along that way lies hope and
not in the way of pacifism with its appeal to individuals not to
support their nations even in defence of any just cause.

I may be accused of naively assuming that, in modern wars,
on one side there is a naked and wicked aggression and on the
other side righteousness and innocence fighting against evil, and
that I have been trying to justify such fight against evil, while in
reality we have a totally different situation in which evil and good,
wrong and right, are mixed together. I may reply to it in two
ways." (a) For purposes of ethical discussion it is permissible to
consider hypothetical situations. If a nation were wantonly attack-
ed by an aggressive neighbour, would not the former be justified
in seeking to repel it by force ? That is the question which I
have raised and tried to answer in the affirmative. (b) Even in
recent wars, while it may be true that all the parties were guilty
in some measure, there were marked differences in the degree
and nature of their guilt so that it may be said with sufficient
justification that some of them were on the morally right side and

some on the wrong side. The point can be illustrated with
reference to both the World Wars,



Terapanthi Sect of Jainism

BY
1. C. S. SHarMa, M.A,
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It is now an established fact that Jainism, a simple and undog--
matic religion, based on the culture of common virtues is neither
an off-shoot of Vedic culture, nor has it anything to do with the
movement of Buddhism., It is definitely an independent system.
with its own history, enjoining its own metaphysics, its own logic
and its own unrivalled Ethical Code for laymen as well as for
ascetics. The historical and philological evidence from the Vedas
and the Purdnas has amply proved the remoteness of the religion
of Ahirnsa. The rivalry between the two opposing schools one
recommending animal sacrifice and the other holding Ahithsa as
the summum bonum, is indicated by the simultaneous occurrence
of the expressions “ Ma hirhsyat Sarvabhutani” (do not kill any
living creature) and “ Sarva-medhe sarvam hanyat” (kill all kinds
of animals in the sarvamedha sacrifice) in the Vedic literature.
The story of Rishabha-deva, the first Tirthankara is also cited in
Vishnupurdna and Bhiagwatpurdna. Consequently Lord Maha-
vira, the twenty fourth Tirthankara re-organised the religious
order to fight against the prevailing animal sacrifices and to
establish non-violence, as the rule of life. Lord Mahavira left
behind him a devoted and well-organised religious order and fol-
lowers, who strictly adhered to the Jain principles as enunciated
in the Jain Agamas. To this day the Jains have maintained the
religous practices and the way of life more or less in the original
form. The Terapanthi Sect of Jainism is one of the Sects, which

. commands three lakhs of followers today and which aims at lead-
ing the spiritual life, whether as a house-holder, or as a monk
strictly according to Jain Scriptures, as revealed by the Sarvajfia
or the omniscient being,

Before giving a historical survey of the said sect, it is neces-
sary to throw some light on the various schools and sects of
Jainism. Jains are today divided into two schools viz.,
(1) Digambara School and (2) Svetambara School, The exact
. P8
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chronology and the cause of this cleavage is yet controversial.
According to the Digambara School, India was terribly famine-
stricken for twelve years continuously in the time of Chandra
Gupta Maurya. Consequently many of the Jain monks migrated
to the south, under the leadership of the Srutakevali Bhadrabahu.
But the others remained in Magadha, under the leadership of
Sthulabhadra. When the former returned after the famine was
over, they found that the latter had changed their mode of life
and had started wearing dress, using utensils and holding a rod.
Thus there arose a line of demarcation between the two schools,
Those ascetics, who did not wear any clothes were called Digar-
baras and those who wore white clothes were known as Svetam-
baras, But according to the Svetarnbara Version the difference
between the mode of living of the monks of the two schools existed
even in the time of Lord Mahivira, There were two kinds of
monks in his time viz., (I) Jinkalpi and (II) Sthavirakalpi, The
Jinkalpi monks were nude and the Sthavirakalpi wore white dress,
Consequently the cleavage according to the Svetimbaras is much
older and the famine episode is not the cause of the division, Had
the monks, who stayed in the famine stricken area been so weak-
minded, as to change their ascetic mode of life due to the hard
conditions, they would have preferred to migrate to the south and
to expose themselves to hunger and starva-
€ cause and the circumstances that led to
the difference of opinion, the fact remains that the ‘Jains today are
divided into these two camps. The Digambara Schoo] js further

sub-divided into three sects viz, (1) Bisparith, (2) Tehrapanth -

and (3) Taranapanth, The differe
have been bridged over to a large extent and as a result many of
the Digaimbaras, when asked, to which panth they belong,
humorously remark that they belong to 161 panth, which is the
- arithmatical average of twenty and thirteen. Both these sects

worship idols, But the Taranapanth does not believe in ido! wor-
ship. The followers of this sect are about ten thousand.

Svetambara schoo] is sub-divided into three sects viz:
(1) Mandirmargi o Murtiptijaka sect, (2) Dhundizs or Sthanak-
apanthi sect. All the three sects, as opposed

nces between the first two sects

and the possibility of mokshq for the untouchables and house-
holders. The Mandir Mérgi sect worships the dressed idols and

~

their monks live in the temples. The $thinaka-basis do not -

believe in idol worship and their monks and nuns live in Sthanakas
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. houses especially set apart for them. The Terdpm’.-.thi' monks
or ander about from place to place, and temporarily stay
e mmsi wl houses of laymen, as may be offered to them for
at.SUCh e The Terapanthis are the strict followers of. the
th'ls‘ pl;rpcglsie.ious teachings and beliefs, and therefore oppose idol-
Orlgm? . i grously From the point of view of the number of the
WOI’SkhslP v:igihe nur.xs which amounts to 750 under the leadership
z;o::ne ;:)charya, the ’Terépanthis may be said t'o Joccupy the fore-
most rank among all the schools and sects of Jainism.

apanth is a reformative movement, which was starjced
by t'llx‘:eAzlelZ?rzmszﬁt Sri Bhikan Ji in Rﬁjast'hén ab.Ol'lt. a couple
of centuries ago, in the year 1760. He was l_nmself_ n.ntlatec.l asha
nk by Achérya Raghu Nath Ji of the Sthanali‘:-ba.m sect in the
ver 1751. He was a profound scholar of the Jain literature, and
i:calrtaken. great pains to study the Siitras minutely ax_’xd thorougl'{ly.
He discovered that the monks of his time were not .strlctly obserw.ng
the ethical code of the Jain monks as laid down in the holyhscrxp;
tures, and that in them there was more ‘of outward §how t ant 1;)
real ;'eligious ardour. As a result of_ .thxs _degenera}tlon, even : e
lay followers of certain localities in Ra:a:t:th:fm had given ug p.aty Sngl
respects to their spiritual leaders, An m_cxdent that led atn 1;’
Bhikan Ji to launch an open revolt against thef degenerabtla. ;n
unédstric conduct of the monks and prc.>mpted him to. es‘ta 1; a
new order of true and devoted souls, is worth-meni:lomngh :r(la.
In Rajnagar, a town in Mewar, wl.xic'h was the_ centre of the lo -
lowers of Acharya Sri Raghunith Ji 1ihe Shravakas, a; the ;3;
followers are called, had given up paying honr.xage to.t e n.xotr.l s
and the Acharya, as a mark of their protfast agamst their devm;tm )
from $astric principles. Thinking that Sri Bhikan Ji was the fittes

person to pacify the rebel followers and to bring them back to

the right path, Achérya Raghu Nath Ji d(?puted him. to got }':o
Rajnagar and to do the needful. "I'he genuine comglamts ?f e
lay followers against the ecclesiastical order gav.e him an mctan-
tive to bring about a spiritual and moral revolution by.exhortmg
the rn'onks to follow the $dstric path. Apparently, he did suqceed
in his mission and the shravakas of Rajnagar agreed to pay usual
respects to the order of Sri Raghunath Ji. But.wher.x h«'e went to
the Acharya, he requested him to give a lead in bringing about
the reform in the holy order. But Raghunith Ji. was of the
opinion that the changed mode of the monks was simply due to
the changing circumstances and it was therefore‘ not necessary to
press the point. Sri Bhikan Ji tried his best to induce Sri Ragh.u
N#th Ji to follow the right path. But having discovered that their
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differences were unbridgeable, he broke off his connection with
the order of Sri Raghunath Ji. Sant Bhikan Ji decided to lead a
true ascetic’s life and to preach the gospel of Mahavira to the lay
followers. He was justified in criticising and opposing the stay of
the monks in the sthanaks. According to the Jain tradition a
monk should neither cause violence himself nor should he
make others to do so; he should neither tell a lie himself, nor
eulogise lying; he should neither himself steal, nor in any way

encourage others to steal; he should neither break the vow of

Brahmacharya himself, nor should he prompt others to do s0; he
should neither possess property himself, nor in any way should’
he advise others to possess property, But by staying in the special
houses built for them, the ascetics of his time were not observing
the vows in the true sense. They were guilty of the sin called
Ardhkarmi in Jainism.

Consequently, Sri Bhikan Ji set an example for others, by
observing the five great vows in letter and spirit and soon a band
of devotes and earnest followers gathered round him. By the
time he came to Jodhpur, he had twelve more monks with him.
A strange incident occurred here. It is said that one day the
Dewan of Jodhpur Fatehchand Singhji, while passing through the
bazar, noticed thirteen lay persons, performing their religious
worship in a vacant shop. He enquired of them the reason of
their not resorting to the Sthanak for such religious practices as
usual. He was informed of the entire episode of the difference of
opinion between Sant Sri Bhikan Ji and his Acharya, and the
former’s subsequent advefture of establishing a new order, based
on the principles enunciated by him. He was also informed that
there were only thirteen monks in that order so far. By chance a
poet, who was standing nearby and listening to the whole story,
.composed a short poem eulogising the sect and naming it, the
Terdparith (the Paiith of the thirteen). When Sri Bhikan Ji

came to know of the poem, he gave a very appropriate interpreta-

tion to it. As the word Tehra in Rijasthan is pronounsed as Terj,
which also means thine literally, so he said “A person who
observes the five great vows of Truth, non-violence, non-stealing,
brahmacharya and non-possession, who follows the five samitis or
the rules of conduct and resorts to the three gupties i.e, the con-
trol of mind, body and speech, is a Terapanthi or the follower of
Tera (Thine, ie. Lord’s) Panth or path” Ever since, this sect
is called as such. It may be mentioned here that Sant Sri Bhikan
Ji did not agree with the Sthanakbasi Svetamber sect i the belie.f
that a non-Jain cannot attain moksha. Thus he gave a wider and
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more cosmopolitan outlook to Jainism. According to Jainism the
bondage of the soul is due to the inflow of the karmic matter in
it. Consequently, who-so-ever destroys this karmic matter by

resorting to the path of right knowledge, right faith, right con-

duct and right austerities can attain moksha, irrespective of his
caste, creed and sex. Sri Bhikan Ji explained the basic principles
of Jain Philosophy in simple Rajasthani dialect. He wrote on
sixty-one different subjects, and in all he composed thirty-eight
thousand Gathas. In one of his works, he has given the analysis
of the nine basic principles in the simplest possible manner. It
‘would be desirable to give a brief account of this analysis of his

_ here. According to Jain metaphysics there are nine basic princi-

ples or tattvas viz: (1) Jiva, (2) Ajiva, (3) Punya, (4) Papa,
(5) As$rava, (6) Sanvara, (7) Bandha, (8) Nirjara and
¢9) Moksha. (1) Jiva is the animate substance having consious-
ness, or knowledge and darshan or perception. Jiva or soul may
change its appearance, but its reality is unchangeable. Just as the
appearance of the gold is changed by melting, moulding and
hammering it out into various kinds of ornaments, but its
substantive reality remains unchangeable, similarly the soul may
change its form and shape on account of the inflow of karmas, but

its reality is always unchanged.

(2) Ajiva is the unconscious substance. It is further divided
into five forms, viz., (a) Dharma, (b) Adharma, (c) Akésha, (d) °
Kala and (e) Pudgala. Dharma is the substance, which helps in
the movement of Jivas or Pudgala, i.e,, unconscious matter, It is
immovable itself, but it helps the movements of the moving objects.
It is eternal, formless and pervades the universe. Adharma is just

- the opposite of Dharma and is necessary to help objects coming

to a stand-still. It is indirect cause of the fixation of objects.
It is also eternal formless and universal. Akasha is also an eternal
formless and all pervading substance, which allows space to objects
and is the container of the substances. Kala is the eternal and
formless substance, which is the cause of the change of things and
which gives rise to the past, present and future. Pudgala is the
eternal perceivable matter, which is capable of being melted and
moulded into forms.

(3) Punya or meritorious karma is regarded as a subtle form

" of Pudgala.. It is the karmic matter, which comes in conjunction

with Jiva and brings it gpod fruits. Punya gives happiness to the
Jiva. ’ ’
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(4) Papa is also a subtle karmic matter i
soul and which gives rise to bad fruits, It giVésY;:;iht :r:;ps‘rthe
Just as good diet makes the body healthy and bad diet maek w?t'
unhealthy, similarly the Punya gives happiness (sukha) and es i
gives pain or (dukha) to the soul. The health and diseasn fetlﬁa
body increase and diminish in proportion to the good :n?i the
b.ad.d.iet. In like manner, the happiness and the pain of the Ji e
diminishes afld increases in proportion to its Punya and Pa va
Wh.en both kinds of diet, i.e., good and bad are stopped, the bo%a.
perishes. So when both Punya and Papa are done awa ) o hy
Jiva is liberated from the karmic matter, y with, e

(5) Asrava is the inlet in the soul, through which the karmi
matter enters. It is like the inlet of a tank. Just as the inletr:nn;
the tank are one, similarly the Jiva and Asrava are one. Just a
the inlet allows the flow of water into the tank similari AS .
allows the flow of karmic matter in the soul. :Iust as tsl,le ratva
and the,a inlet are different fiom each other, similarly karmic W:te!‘
and Asrava are different from each other. Just as inlet 'm:h e:
Xgich a.llov}\;s the flow of water, but inlet is not water ; sil:liluai;
maz::: 11: :1 o:txg:::g allows the flow of karmic matter, but karmic

(6) Sanvara is the blockade or sto
. . ppage of all karmic matter.
That which stops the flow of karmic matter into the soul is Saﬁvar;.

(7) Nirjara: It is the partial e .
ter, which makes the soul plil':: ial shaking off of the karmic mat-

(8) Bandha: The bonda i

. : ge of karmas with the Jiva i -
d.};a. Bafldha m.akes the Jiva and the karma joined tol;’:tl::rBliaEe
oil and oilseed, like ghee and milk and like mineral and earth

rom the seed by me i -
larly the Jiva is freed from tie ka;.fnicoixgt):ermll) e;peealler, : e
se-lf-control and austerities, etc. Just as ghee is Ze - !:sdof the
milk by means of the churning instrument similarlp t}? ; Ji fror.n
separa.te.d from the karmic matter by mea,ns of sel¥-co et :a "
austerities, etc. Just as mineral is separated from then r:t and
means of fire, similarly, Jiva is separated from the ka earth by
by means of self-control and austerities, etc. This is :::;:;hr:atter
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There are numerous Pradeshas or regions of the Jiva
and all the regions have their own inlets or ASravas. Consequently
the karmic matter enters through all the regions of the Jiva, like
the water of a tank, which flows through all its inlets. Just as all
the inlets of the tank are blocked in order to empty it, similarly

_ all the Agéravas are to be blocked in order to put an end to the

karmic matter. This is Sanvara. Just as having blocked all the
inlets of the tank, the water is let out by opening the outlets and
the tank is partially emptied; in the same manner, having blocked
the Aéravas by Sanvara, it is necessary to undergo austerities to
let out the karmic matter. In this way Jiva is partially purified.
This is called Nirjara. Nirjara frees the soul from karmas par-
tially. Just as the entire tank is emptied by letting the water out
gradually, similarly when all the pradeshas of the Jiva are freed
from karmic matter by letting it out gradually and when the Jiva
is completely purified and becomes self-luminous, it attains mok-
sha. On account of the simplicity of expression, self-devotion and
right interpretation of the Jain Sastras, on the part of the founder

of the Terapanth, this sect attracted the attention of the masses
and gradually gained ground.

The first Achdrya Sant Sri Bhikan Ji was succeeded by Acha-
rya Bharimal Ji Swami in the year 1803. Achdrya Sri Bhikan Ji

" had initiated 39 monks and 56 nuns in his life time. The Second

Acharya passed away at Réajnagar (Mewér) in 1821, having ini-
tiated 38 monks and 44 nuns. The third Acharya was Sri Rai-
chand Ji, who initiated 77 monks and 168 nuns,

Sri Kalu Ram Ji Swami, the eighth Acharya of the Sect was
a profound Sanskrit Scholar. He ascended the gaddi, as Acharya
in the year 1909. He was eminent for his great learning and mas-
tery over the Jain literature. For his sound and correct interpre-
tation of Jain Sastras, he was held high by many contemporary
philosophers of India, as well as of Europe. Sri, C. M. Chopra in
his book, * The Short History of the Terapanthi Sect ” writes about

him as follows :—

“His sweet, clear, sonorous and penetrating voice moved and
stirred the heart of his audience so much, that even the hardest
heart.melted away like snow and learned to show real compassion
towards living beings. His holiness was one of the world’s greatest
soldiers in the spiritual field, who fought bravely the spiritual war
for the emancipation of the soul”. The name of Dr. Hermann

~ Jacobi of Bonn and Dr. Charles W. Gilkey of Chicago may be men-
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tioned as two of the notable persons, who paid visit to His Holiness
and who were much impressed by his personality and high erudi-
tion. He initiated 155 monks and 255 nuns, Three days before
his death, he nominated Swéami Tulsi Gani Ji as his successor,

His Holiness Swami Tulsi Gani Ji, the present Acharya isa
scholar of Sanskrit and Prakrit, a master of Jain Sastras and &
Rajasthani poet of high order. The very fact that he was nomi-
nated as the Achdrya at the -young age of 22 by such a great
Acharya, as Sri Kaluram Ji, goes a long way to show his profi-
ciency and the greatness of his personality. He has so far ini-
tiated over four hundred monks and nuns and commands the
respect of 3 lakhs of lay followers, the majority of whom are well-
to-do businessmen. The present number of monks and nuns under
his order and discipline is about 750.

In the introduction to “ The Cultural Heritage of India”,
Dr: S. Radhakrishnan has remarked: “ Spiritual life is the true
genius of India. Those, who make the greatest appeal to the
Indian mind are not the military conquerors, not the rich mer-
chants or the great diplomats, but the holy sages, the rishis, who
embody spirituality at its finest and purest. India’s pride is that
almost in every generation and in every part of the country, from
the time of her recorded history, she has produced these holy men,
who embody for her all that the country holds most dear and
sacred. By their lives they teach us that pride and power, wealth
and glory are nothing in comparison with the power of spirit. It
is those who scorn their own lives, that raise life above our scorn”.
The truth of this statement is amply proved by the selffless and
pure life of the hundreds of ascetics of the Terapanthi Sect, who
inspite of originally belonging to the richest community of India,
have relinquished wealth and who even in the twentieth century
never use any conveyance whatsoever, and wander from village
to village and from town to town traversing the distance of hun-
dreds of miles on foot, preaching the culture of common virtues,
for the spiritual uplift of mankind. They are all under the guid-
ance and control of their Achirya, who is called the Pijyaji Maha-
raj and who is the highest Spiritual authority and the object of
the greatest reverence of all the followers, whether laymen or
ascetics. He is held so high, because of his self-sacrifice, Righ
learning and an exalted moral life, dedicated to the betterment of
soul and uplift of humanity. All the monks and nuns follow his
personal example and lead a pure and simple life, with the aim of
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bringing about a spiritual regeneration in society by exhorting
people to lead a perfect life. In the modern world of conflicts
and wars, aggression and .violence, there are in India, not one or
two, but hundreds of pure souls, who never resort to violence, who
do not cause any injury to any man, bird or beast by body mind
or speech and who have nothing, but love and compassion for all
the living creatures. In the present age of economic race and lust
for private property, these noble selfless workers have no worldly
belongings, neither money nor property, and are content with three
wooden utensils, and a few books, which they themselves carry
from place 1o place. They are the living apostles of non-violence,
truth, purity and goodness and represent that spiritual force, that
lustre and illumination, which is expected to lead the suffering
world, that is at the verge of committing suicide, from the darkness
of doubt, chaos and conflict to the light of hope, order and peace.



A Note on Freedom
b BY

G. R. MaLkant

1. The problem of freedom may be considered at different
lIs. There is freedom at the naturalistic level, when we will
any movement of the body with reference to external nature. We
cannot deny this freedom altogether. At the same time, freedom
is here limited by the life of desire and impulse. Our will is deter-
mined, in no small measure, by the requirements of life. -

leve

Some will deny freedom here altogether. They will argue:
« Being what we are, we cannot but act as we do. We all have
certain habits, and possess a particular nature. Our acts follow
from these almost automatically.” We cannot refute the argument
that whenever we act, our nature, whatever it is at the time,
expresses itself in the act. At the same time, we cannot deny that
we are not automatons. Even when we act under the force of a
desire or impulse, we feel that we can check the impulse, control
it. This feeling would not be possible if we were absolutely deter-
mined. Whenever we act consciously, we act with a sense of free-
dom. Our consciousness and our sense of freedom always go
together. The one is an indication of the other. It is only when
we act unconscibusly that we may be said to act without freedom
and to be determined by the needs of the body or by our fixed
habits. But this limit is rarely reached in our conscious life. We
are responsible for most of our acts during this life. Sometimes
there may be extenuating circumstances which determine our
course of action to a greater or a lesser degree. But our freedom
is not annulled altogether. It is limited, but real. We carry the
dead weight of the past, but we are free in the present moment.
‘It is by such acts of limited freedom that we have built up our
nature and made it what it is. We are thus masters of our destiny.

‘It is possible to argue that freedom is either absolute or nil.
There is no sense in saying that we are free only partly. Part-
freedom is no freedom. We are either free or not free. If we are
not absolutely free, then we are determined. Let us carry our life
back into the past, to the very first act that we ever did. What
decided us to a particular course, and not to another ? Two equally
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free spirits ought to act in an identical manner. There is no ques-
tion that they will be induced in a different degree by a particular
course of action prompted by desire, If they are induced in a
different degree, it is because there is already a determination in

their nature, which makes them so liable. How then do we account

for different behaviour ? The logic of this leads us to the inevi-
table conclusion that we are never really free, and that we are
merely acting a part imposed upon us from the outside or by the
reality that has made us and fixed our place in the order of things.
There is no freedom at all.

This may even be so, and it may fit in with a certain religious
temperament of complete resignation. But we all want to be free
from all limitations. The question cannot th

erefor -
what is absolute freedom. e be burked,

2. The next higher level of freedom is moral freedom. We
act with a greater sense of freedom when we shake off the do.mina-
tion of desire and self-interest, and act solely by the authority of
the moral law. We ought to do certain things, and ought noi to
do certain other things. Here the will is more i,tself more autono-
mous. It legislates for itself. It js no longer unde,r the swao of
an external force. It is obeéying the law of its own bein ythe
law of practical reason valid for all rational beings. 'The ait(}’:;)rit
of the mow.ral law is not an external authority, which may be saig
Fo det.ermxne us from the outside. It is the authority of reason
itself in the practical sphere, Action in accordance with the moral
law therefore can be said to be autonomous or free. e

I? is evident however that every formulation of the law must
tal‘{e into account human nature and human environment wF
~ being who is through and through rational and who has nc.) n;)rl!;:;
naturfa, th’ere is nothing called an ‘ought” or the categoric:ﬂ im-
Pere?t:ve. It is because man is a complex being and naturall
inclined to act out of desire or self-interest, that the moral la\g

takes the form of an ‘ought’ or a kind of external authority. .

Be.sides, the moral law by itself lacks content. A perfect] 1
being like God will have no motive for action, There wilsl’ ;;norao
nx?ral behaviour for him, no action called moral. Motives of et'n

arise only at the human level of bodily and social existence ailon
conflict of interests is possible. It is part of the law to ’b;v elt‘e
the animal and the egoistic nature of man. Man’s mo im; 1”5“ .
is still limited to courses of action that are grounded ;: hi:eiin(;::
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hur;ran nature. He has a natural invitation to certain courses of
action. By recognising the authority of the moral law, he changes
their direction by replacing self-seeking motives by other-seeking
or altruistic motives, More generally, he impresses upon his
motives the universality of the law, and thus holds the animal in
him in check, His freedom is not perfect. It is only a step in that
divection. Perfect freedom lacks any motive of action. It cannot
determine itself one way or the other. Self-determination and
freedom ill go together. It is not through self determination, but
through the negation of every motive of action, that perfect freedom
is realized. Even the authority of the moral law is an impediment
and a limitation. It is in some sense coercive. A truly free man
knows no law. He is a law unto himself, if that has any meaning.
There is no conventional morality for him. Or if we may say so,
what he does is moral, because he does it.

3. This brings us to the third level of freedom. Naturalistic
freedom and moral freedom are still qualitative only. Man may
be said to act freely, not that he is free. This substantial freedom
is the only real freedom. It is only when man has realized his own
true divine nature, that all his acts can be said to be expressions
of veal absolute freedom. He has no longer a dual nature. He
has entirely subordinated his lower animal nature. He is a pure
or a liberated soul. “Action does not bind or limit the liberated
man; action does not bind or limit the Eternal; but we can go
farther and say that action does not bind or limit our own true
being at all...... It binds or limits only the surface constructed

. personality.” Sri Aurobindo, The Life Divine, Vol. II, Part I,

pp. 251-3.

Let us now be clear about this freedom of being or free being.
A liberated soul has nothing really to work for, no motive of action.
Why should he act at all ? If he acts, he acts because of his human
nature. There is still a certain duality of nature in him. His
released soul in some way realizes its divine nature and regards

“jtself as free from all worldly encumbrances, including the body

and its relationships. His human nature regards certain ends as
good, others as bad. The world is not unreal to him. It is some-
thing real. So are other individuals and their sufferings. Natu-
rally, he wants to relieve their sufferings. If he finds that he can
add to the good and refuses to do so, he cannot find peace. He
must help. This is just Lokaménya Tilak’s thesis. A released
soul has got to do something and help the world, in order to relieve
its pain and to enable it to attain its higher spiritual evolution. If
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he does not do it, he will not have attained to the fullness of "his
~ spiritual stature. Individual salvation (eka-jiva-mukti) is not
desirable, even if it'is possible. It must be accompanied by uni-
versal salvation (sarva-mukti). It follows that a certain Vedantic
view, according to which “ the one is equal to the all ” or the salva-
tion of the one is equal to the salvation of the all, must be rejected
as false. The one is not equal to the all, nor can the one dispense
‘with the all. The individual man cannot be in a more privileged
position than God Himself. If God has to serve humanity from
age to age by assuming the form of man, as Hindu orthodoxy
believes, why not a mere man ?

It is evident that this view is opposed to the views of a certain -

school of Vedantic thought. If the world is real, and humanity is
real, they provide an environment for the individual that is very
different from the environment of the released soul according to
Advait Vedanta. If there is a real ‘other’, it is bound to be a
limitation. It will react upon the individual, and make of him an
exclusive personality. Can an exclusive personality be perfectly
free 7 Has he not to take account of the ‘ other’ that limits him ?
No mere individual can attain to perfect freedom. He must sheé
his individuality. Then alone can he he a released soul. But then
what duties and what obligations for him ? He has become the
All, There is an end to all the purposes of life. There is no law
of action for him. His freedom cannot be translated into a code
of conduct. There is no litera] expression of it. If he acts. he
acts out of grace. There is no necessity for him of any kind ’His
knowledge has broken the connection between * the su.rface-
personality and all the motives of which it is capable,” and his real
Sc.ilf. The purest human motives are still human, and infected
with human limitation. The real superman is he; who acts as
though he was not acting. This is the ideal of human ‘.free;o;
according to Advait Vedanta. Can we stop short of it ? ,

It is evident that if humanity at large is real and requires our
help, we cannot retire into our peace ; for we shall not find peace
v.Our destinies are somehow tied up with it. Can the end ff :
journey be fully, realized at any time ? If not, then there j oul:
and there are duties still! We cannot be quite free. Whe:e:’}c:r
is the released soul ? He might have attained his highest B“?:;
there is something higher still, For how can he ignore the c'all for
help of a suffering humanity ? - There is a real bond betwee hi(:n
and others. This hond can only be broken by the knowledge l;f the

_jtself, if it is conscious of itse
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Self as the Self of all, and by the knowledge of the illusory cha-
racter of all empirical existence. There is then no demand for.
action of any kind. Itis treedom through knowledge, not through
acts. There is no other real freedom in the strict sense.

said about the liberated soul is true, the same
the Absolute and the Eternal. He can have
¢ plan. If he had, he would be a mag-
limitation. When I have set a purpose
for my activity, my freedom is restricted to that extent. There can
be no such thing as a growing purpose for the Absolute, as it can
be, say, for the artist. And what purpose after all? Can it be
anything but finite purpose, deriving its reality and its meaning
from a finite personality ? How can the Infinite so determine
1£? There can be no such thing as

If what we have
must be true about
no cosmic purpose or cosmi
nified man. A purpose is a

infinite purpose.

Let us suppose that there is no purpose in the Absolute. The
activity of the Absolute issues out of supreme Bliss. But if this
means anything, it means perfect self-fulfilment, and perfect peace.
Such peace cannot contain within itself an inner urge or tension,
that makes for activity of some kind. Even sport or lila is ruled
out; for it implies some inner tension which is relieved through
sportive activity. It is always desire, conscious or unconscious,
pure or impure, that forms the motive of action; and desire is a
bondage, even if it is the purest in character. The Eternal cannot
suffer from desire. He cannot therefore act consistently with his

own absolute freedom.

4. Real freedom is freedom of being, It does not express
itself in action; for action is incompatible with it. It has no ex-
pression outside being. But does the Absolute then suffer from a
certain incapacity for action? This however would be a wrong way

" of putting it. Incapacity is a limitation, because greater power

and greater freedom is achieved through its removel. But where
the capacity itself is a limitation, the negation of the capacity can
only make for greater freedom. It is in this sense that the Abso-
lute is incapable of action. At the same time, it would be wrong
to describe it as inactive or static. We associate with these states
the lack of a certain capacity, the capacity to move or to act. The
Absolute lacks nothing. It fulfils. The negation is therefore the
way to complete freedom &aud self-fulfilment. The Absolute is
neither static nor dynamic. It is the reality beyond them both,
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The Absolute neither acts nor creates a world. If it does any-
" thing of the kind, it would be of the world. Only the Absolute
that has lost its stand or forgotten itself to some extent or become
united to mayéa can act or create. But then we are no longer deal-
ing with perfect freedom, that is achieved through knowle.dge. The
Absolute may be said to act in ignorance only. There Is no act
that is inherent in, or conforms to, Absolute Freedom, which is the
freedom of being, pure and simple. We conctude that we have no
analogy and no meaning for an action out of perfection and an
expression of it.

God in all theological systems is supposed to be perfect. And
yet He is understood to have created a world. His knowledge
lacks nothing, nor does His power. Is He not perfectly free when
He makes a world? He could make or unmake or make differ-
ently. Thus we can combine in Him the power to do all things
and complete freedom of the Self. Is this not a more concrete
ideal for man than a non-human kind of being, that appears to be
the negation of everything that we value as human beings ? Like
a great magician, with unlimited powers, He brings into being what
His vision determines in its absolute wisdom. There is a combina-
tion of values here that far transcends the impersonal ideal of the
Absolute. '

The tradition says that God made man after His own imag?.
But it appears to us equally true that man makes God after his
own image. After all God, however conceived, is only the
Supreme man or purugottam, endowed with love, power, etc., to
an unlimited degree. If a real God has made a real man, it is
equally true that a real man has made a real God. If man could
realize his limitation as man and shell his individuality and huma-
nity, his God would have to be a very different God. The pro-

. blem of freedom brings into prominence the limitations of man as
a free agent and the logic behind his aspiration after complete free-
dom. Can God, conceived after man, escape those limitations and

that logic ? The best interpretation of God would be that He is-

the human image under which man conceives the Eternal and the
Absolute. This image has a meaning and a value for man. But
that does not mean that it is the reality itself or that it represents
the Absolute Freedom that he seeks.

Why did God create a world ? What was His motive behind
it? Is it all a cruel joke or a serious venture ? Does the being

e
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of God get any glory added to it through the venture ? These are
inconvenient questions for the theologian, It would be to the greater
glory of God if He could do without a world of this sort, and in
fact without any world whatsoever. The real God requires no
world and creates none. And yet if it is created, it could only
be created as all illusions are created. There is no alternative to
the Vedantic ideal of the Absolute, that is unrelated to the world
except through the creative power of ignorance.

5. It is possible to argue that freedom should not be confused
with being, and that there is no such thing as substantial freedom
or freedom of being, which we have suggested above as the only
ultimate kind of freedom. Being is the correlate of knowledge.
It is what is known. It has necessarily a substantial character,
or a standing character. If we sought the Absolute of knowledge,
we should arrive, by the logical analysis of knowledge, at some-
thing that is both immutable and self-evident,—immutable because
that is the character of all substance that alone is known, and self-

- evident because that alone is truly known. It is something that

literally is, and that determines knowledge itself instead of being
determined by knowledge. It is what we should cal] the thing-in-
itself in some sense in which the thing-in-itself is self-revealing to

knowledge and not a hypothetical entity that is both unknown and
unknowable. '

The logic of knowledge however is to be distinguished from
the logic of will. Will is the principle of freedom. Whenever we
will, we are said to will freely. There is no other kind of willing.
But this freedom of the will is encrusted with static elements that
prove as a dead weight upon it, and so limit it. As in all know-
ledge there is an element of truth, so in all willing there is an
element of freedom. The problem is to get rid, through analysis
and through negation, of the other element which is incompatible
with the nature of willing, and creates a discord within it. It is
arguable that the static elements in willing belong either to the
sphere of desire and passion, or to the authority of the mora] law
which seeks to curb desire and to replace the blindness of impulse

by a super-natural or divine law. Freedom is not complete till
these static elements are rejected and negated ; and when they are
negated, we get the Absolute of will.

We can go a step farther, and construct a whole system of
philosophy in terms of our volitional e
standing being itself

P. 10 ’

xperience. We can argue that
is an illusion created by desire; the static
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element in willing. It is a kind of self-love or self-interest that
gives rise to the greatest of our illusions, namely the identity and
the changelessness of the self. It is desire (vdsnd) again which
gives the appearance of being or reality to things of sense, which
are always in a flux, and which would be so regarded by any dis-
passionate intelligence that was not blinded by desire. Even the
appearance of externality or of non-mental existence may be due
to visnd. This illusion of the permanence of things external is the
cause of our enticement, and also the cause of our loss of freedom
or bondage. Instead of knowing ourselves as free, we know our-
selves as restricted on all sides by a self-existing and immovable
world of objects. This illusion of being must be dissipated, if we
are to realize our true freedom, which is not the freedom of being,
but freedom beyond being. The way to this is through the negation
of every kind of motivation that makes of us actors on the world-
stage. The end can only come when our freedom is complete, and
the illusion of being is terminated on all sides. We are then .the'
reality without being. We may call it the nirvdna of non-being,
or just ginya. We are free from being, and above and beyond
being, which is just our illusion and our bondage. - What therefore
is real for knowledge, namely permanence of things or being, is
just illusory for will, and vice-versa. The former is the ideal of
Advait Vedanta, the later the ideal of Buddhism. There is no
contradiction between the two, except when we confuse the logic
" of knowledge with the logic of will. Each is supreme in its own
field, and indicates the kind of the Absolute that is possible in
each case. Beyond this Absolute, we cannot go logically. There
can be alternate forms of the Absolute, each true in its own way.

This view has the merit that freedom is understood in relation
to our volitional experience only ; for it is in that experience that
it has its proper meaning. But we are not quite convinced that
its analysis of the so-called illusion of being is quite satisfactory.
It is arguable that everything is momentary (kshanik) and that
nothing really “ stands” in all that we empirically know. But the
very knowledge of change is impossible, if there were nothing un-
changing. Universal change would lead to universal unreality,
including change itself. It is called in Vedanta the fallacy of jagat-
andha, or non-appearance of a world.

This however may not be a fallacy, but only a logical consum-
mation, as the madhyamika Buddhists might argue. We may, in
a universal negation of being, have to negate change itself, and
thus pass from the momentary (kshanik) to absolute non-being

A NOTE ON-FREEDOM . . 138

(ebnye ' ‘ ' ' /e cannot
‘ . If we cannot dip in the sama river twice, we. ca |
;iiptnt)honlfmn river evén once; and so nothing is what it is even

. in the moment it appears to be. Buit even so, how do we accoynt

. for the appearance of momentary being at all ? Non-being or

gAnya cannot appear as being. It is only being th.at can so ;p:ei:rg,
whether the appearance is true to it or not. All 111usx-ons of be 8
imply real being._ The illusion of being cannot be explained @oug ;
mere will alone. This illusion only arises when the creations 0
will are confused with real being in the back-ground.

It may now be argued that the analysis we have given relates
to the illusions of knowledge. But there are illusions of will too. .
There might be a truth of will and an illusion of will. We have
an illusion of will when what is in truth and in fact “freedom
beyond being ” is confused with static being which is the object
of thought. It is this kind of illusion that is hinted at by those
philosophers who.argue that reality is moving and changing, but
that it is made to appear as static through the interference of
thought with its static habits. Thought, they say, is attuned to
apprehend dead matter, not living and moving reality which is
essentially spiritual. Here the false appearance is attributed to
thought and truth to the will. The functions of knowledge and
of will are just reversed. But the difficulty here is that knowledge
is never creative. It is the will that is creative. Where some-
thing is made to appear which is not there, it is the will in the form
of conception that is responsible for the appearance. In other
words, all forms of illusion are due to will alone. No creation, no
illusion ; and creation belongs to the will, not to knowledge, Further-
more, what is created in all illusory appearance is a misrepresenta-
tion of the real state of things. We may call this state of things
“freedom ” or gfinya. But in so far as it constitutes the truth of
the illusion, it has necessarily to be understood in the cognitive
way. All illusion is in the end a matter of misperception. There
is no other illusion, called the illusion of will. But if that is so, there
is only one analysis of illusion, namely that which is proper to erro-

neous knowledge.

Secondly, an immutable being cannot be denied by those who
admit any form of illusion at all. How, for instance, can an illusion
occur, if there is only a succession of mental states ? An immu-
table consciousness, that knows the illusion and knows the truth,
and that can therefore see an illusion as cancelled, is essential to
the very possibility of an illusion. An uncancelled illusion is no
illusion in any sense. This consciousness is beyond the will. It
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is of the nature of being: It is self-identical in all willing. The
fundamental fact is not that * there is a wﬂlmg ”’ but that “ I will ”.
How can the will explain away the being of that which is its own
presupposition ?

. Thirdly, right knowledge has an essential bearing upon right
willing, not vice-versa. The way of knowledge is therefore supe-
rior to the way of freedom through the will. 1t is a fact of human
consciousness that the state of knowledge determines our will.
Without knowledge we will blindly. 1t we know the truth, our will
will be automatically determined in accordance with the truth, and
such willing is the only right willing. Taking Vedanta as the way
of knowledge par excellence, it can be argued that knowledge of
the truth makes us free. The knot of the Self and the not-Self is
resolved, and there is freedom from empirical existence as such.
The willing that is compatible with such knowledge cannot bind
us. This cannot be said about the freedom achieved through the
will alone, but which is accompanied by ignorance of being. It is
not fundamental freedom. It leaves questions about being un-
resolved. This then is the difference: Right knowledge resolves
the problems of will; for we cannot will in opposition to know-
ledge which is direct and absolutely certain. But we can know
erroneously even when our will is free to all intents and purposes,
QOur ignorance about the truth cannot be dissipated through any
discipline of the will or possible freedom achieved in that sphere.
If the illusion of otherness in the realm of being persists, it will
constitute a limitation upon our freedom. It therefore stands
more to reason if we trace desire, the static element in willing
which is supposed to account for the jllusion of being, to ignorance
of being or wrong knowledge, as Advait Vedanta contends. Our
fundamental malady is ignorance of the truth, not desire. The
latter is a product of the former. Wrong knowledge leads to the

distinction of good and bad, and this distinction in its turn leads
to desire and aversion.

Fourthly, freedom is a relative concept and can only belong

to intelligent being. We can understand that being is free or that’

freedom belongs to being. It is impossible to attach any meaning
to freeddm beyond being, or freedom without being, It is like
value without reality. The very concept of freedom raises the
question, whose freedom ? It is not freedom that is free, but being
that is free. Freedom implies an immutable being behind it. It
is only such being that can enjoy freedom or achieve it. But if
the very self-identity of the self is an illusion, then nothing is bound

~ ent being, th
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and nothing can be free. The véry content and meaning of freedom
evaporates, It becomes a vacuous concept, .

" Lastly, the consummation of freedom, called. Nzrm‘ma 1]loy tth(i
Buddhists, is supposed to take the .form of a hlgh'er mt:I ectua
intuition of what is beyond botlf bemg and non-being. bo?v a::;

to understand such an intuition without refer.ence to being of
any ki d? It can only be the intuition of true being or transcend-
B ing, at is at the same time free. Mere freedom, however
transcendent, but without the implication of bei.ng,_ cannot be th}e1
content of any intuition. What appears to be mdlcat}elg l?y suc
an intuition is that there is a transcendent fr.eefiom.t t is com;
ident with being, so that the two cannot be filstmgUIShEd or kep
:;Jart any more. It is the Vedantic c?nceptlon 'of Brahman tha?
is by its very nature freedom itself ; it is b?th being le;nd freedonf,;o ;
for freedom does not attach to it as a quatl.ltyr but lta aels }:m ahsu -
stantial character. Brahman is one and x'ndms;b e, although we
may arbitrarily, and for our own convenience _°f .un.derstandmg,
distinguish many different aspects or qualities within it,

6. It will now be said: The criticism given ab?ve is valid if
we want to have a unitary experience which reconciles the Abs.o-
lute of Knowledge, namely Truth, .with the Absolute of. w1l'1,
namely Freedom. But logically speaking, such a consummation 1;
unattainable. Logically speaking, we can onl.y get at the form 0
the Absolute implied in knowledge or in will, 'but never at the
Absolute implied in both those forms of experience. A further
question of the unity of the different forms ?f' the Abso.lute does
not arise ; for it has no logical basis. The omgmgl 'questlon starts
from a certain aspect of experience; and w}?en' it is resolved', no
question is left over. The Absolute is the limit 'of all qltlestxo.ns.
The unity of the different forms of the .Absolute, if there is unity, -
may be experienced, It cannot be l?gxcally asserted'; and when
it is asserted, we are confusing two different stand-points,

It is true that we have different kinds of questions. We want
to know what we are; and we want to know what' we should
become. But while the answer to the former question re-solves
the latter, the converse is not true. If1 }fnov\'r what I am in my
essential being, I have no need to do anything in order to become.
If I am the Truth, the Truth can make me free. ’Ijo get at the
Truth of myself is a philpsophic possibility. To achle‘ve .freedom
is not a philosophic possibility. Philosophy can only indicate the

direction my will should take in order to be itself or to be free;

-

-
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and when this freedom is achieved, if it is at all achieved, it does
not resolve the problem of Truth. The philosophical approach to
Truth can only take the form of the knowledge of the Truth, and
only secondarily the form of the freedom of the Truth, For freedom
is through knowledge. In any other sense, it will not be a matter
for philosophy alone, and it is bound to be limited by the want of
knowledge of the Truth.

The Absolute is not merely a matter of logical form. We may
reach the form, although it is doutful whether we can do so with~
out some clue provided by a higher religious experience that sup-
ports it. But even if we reach the form, how are we to transform
it into an experience which alone can realize the form ? It would
be a very narrow view of philosophy to restrict it merely to the
resolution of certain logical questions, leaving the actual experi-
ence of the Absolute reached in this way to some kind of spiritual
culture or non-philosophical discipline. There is a distinctly philo-
sophical approach to the Truth; and it can only take the form of
knowledge of the Truth. Logic is only an aid. It is not an inde-
pendent form of establishing the Truth which we might then pro-
ceed to experience. Philosophy is a concrete affair, not an abstract
logical affair. Logic is critical thinking within the wider scope
of knowledge and the means thereto, which may not be quite
logical. 'The adventure of philosophy with its goal of realising the
Truth goes beyond logic. If we once admit that, knowledge of the
Truth becomes the main concern of philosophy, and freedom
becomes a desideratum only in so far as it is involved in that
knowledge. Philosophically, we can only know; we cannot
become, except in the sense in which to know is to become,
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