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THE

To God Through Self

(or St. Augustine’s proof for the existence of God)

BY

Rev. A. DE Menoonca S.J., Pu.D,, D.D.

Professor of Philosophy
St, Xavier’s College, Bombay

I may know me,
That I may know Thee;
Augustine: Sol. 11, 1, 1

Though St. Augustine’s mind is multifarious, and his many-
sided intellect embraced all branches of learning, and practically
controlled the western mind for thirteen centuries and so,! we
cannot deny that there is a point in his writings to which the great
African doctor seems to give particular prominence, namely, the
knowledge of God.

Augustine’s chief work ‘On the Trinity’ is not a mere specu-
lative treatise, a dry exposition of Theological doctrines; on the
~ontrary, it is a practical effort to know God ‘inwardly’? by
following an original method. Almost 7 of the 15 books which
make up the whole of this treatise, for the composition of which
Augustine spent 15 years, are consecrated to this ‘interior’ way
of knowing God, not to say anything about his discourses, his letters,
his commentaries and his earlier treatises. “ My whole desire is
to know myself and to know God”, Augustine writes in his
‘Soliloquia’,  “ Nothing else ?  Absolutely nothing”3  This
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double aspiration has evidently a religious and moral bearing,
but it is not exaggerated to see in it an index of the method pre-
ferred and followed by him in his ascent to God. It is through his
own self, through his own mind that Augustine tries to know God ;
and we may suggest that it was for this reason that in the expres-
sion of his most ardent desire, he mentioned the knowledge of the
self hefore the knowledge of God. “Dive deep into the depths
of thy own self 7, again he writes in his book ‘ On true Religion’;
“ do not go outside thyself, but return to within thyself ; for truth
lives in the innermost part of man”4

These profound words of Augustine seem to be, indeed, a
remote echo of the doctrine of the  Mahavikya’, ¢ Tat tvam dsi’.
In ancient India, as it is well known, the realization of the Abso-
lute was made conditional on the right knowledge of the self ; and
the perplexities which were born of the various controversies led
to the formulation of a number of theories, in connection with the
nature of the self, some of which are very similar to those that
are still in the forefront of contemporary philosophical thought.
On the other hand, it is significant that there is not a single system
of western thought worthy of the name, which has not been
illustrated and evinced with Augustine’s ideas and writings;
hence, it is not surprising to see modern critics and historians,
eminent philosophers and theologians of diverse opinions, such
as Descartes, Pascal, Hegel, Maine de Biran, W. James, M.
Blondel, Bergson, Schleirmacher, Jaspers, Kierkegaard, Heideggar,
Spengler, Toynbee, Ritschel, Hermann, Sabatier and many others,
so rigorous and so sparing in eulogy, almost conspiring to extol
this incomparable African, and to weave round his brow a peren-
nial crown of praises, Harnack calls him the foremost modern man.

In this equivocal context, in which friend and foe are at one,
an inquiry with regard to the positive content of Augustine’s
thought becomes urgent. In fact, to-day, more than ever, the
doctrines of Augustine are heing studied, explained, expounded,
interpreted, discussed, with more ardour and enthusiasm than
would be accorded to a contemporary author. To confirm this
fact it is enough to bear in mind the large number of exquisite
books which his centenary has provoked throughout the world.

In the interpretation of Augustine’s doctrine, besides the
difﬁcdlty of dealing with a thought which is dispersed and
scattered in the immense amount of his writings, there is a fur-
ther difficulty due to the method he uses in treating his problems,
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He seems to resolve them rather ‘interiorly’ by a kind of sym-
pathy than rationally by the intellect. Perhaps he was conscious
of this fact when he defined intelligence as a mere ‘sound of the
heart,—“ Sonus enim cordis intellectus est.”

In this short paper I intend to examine only one point, namely,
in what way, according to Augustine, the knowledge of the self
leads to the knowledge of God. In the development, I shall avoid
all controversial matters and cling only to those texts which are
unanimously recognized as plain and obvious,

n order to place the subject in its proper context a close and
summary notion of its origin is necessary; for this, it will suffice to

keep before one’s eyes the following main points which I set down
here.

The gpoint from which Augustine starts his search of God is
essentially psychological and modern. It is the ‘restlessness of the
human heart’. “Our heart knows no rest”,$ he writes in his Con-
fessions. Strange as this result may sound, this restlessness is not
so very different from the ‘Sorge’ (fret) of Heidegger, the ‘Angst’
(anguish) of Kierkegaard or the ‘Misere’ (distress) of Pascal. “And
why is man so restless ?” asks Augustine in the midst of an en-
gaging discussion he had with his friends towards the end of his
dissolute life.” “It is because”, he says “the end of man’s life is
happiness.”® Indeed, to be happy is man’s most ardent desire. This
desire is absolutely common to every man, good and bad, for he
comes to this world with the notion of happiness imprinted in his
heart. Hence he can never give it up; and if any man says he can,
you may be sure it is just an empty boast. The good man is good
hecause he wants to be -happy, and the bad man would not be bad if
he-had no hope to be happy. The difficulty lies in finding out the
object which will satisfy that desire; for, this object must fulfil two
conditions: it must be permanent or durable; it must be indepen-
dent of the changes of fortune?® If we say that the love of this
world is wearisome, that it cannot make us happy, it is precisely
because what the soul seeks, namely permanence and immutability,
both of which are necessary to true human happiness, cannot be
found therein; for the loveliest beauty is destroyed by the passing
of things. Is there then nothing that is permanent? Yes, indeed,

truth. For what can be more lasting than the unchangeable truth?
No-one, therefore, can be happy unless he be in the possession of
truth; “perfect happiness therefore”, Augustine declares in the

book of his ‘Confessions’, “is the joy that follows the possession of
truth”,10
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o As is evident from the preceding text, it is not truth considered
{n.ltself that is the object of man’s desire. If man longs for truth
itis ]E)ecause he takes for granted that truth is the giver of happiness,
.In his book ‘On the City of God’, Augustine makes it clear that it':
is un.wise for a man to become a philosopher if he does not find
happiness in philosophy.!! Augustine admits that there are philo-
sophers in the world who profess to seek truth for the sake of
truth. He does not envy the condition of such men: for them, he
observes, there is not a moment of rest when they caI; say that t’hey
k.now enough; and so absorbed they are in their eternal investiga-
tions, that their search for truth becomes a new source of misery.

They live entirely i i : .
nestuctod irely in their heads, whilst the claims of the heart are

.If according' to Augustine happiness is conditional on the pos-
session of truth, it follows that for him happiness is intimately linked
with knowledge; nay, more, it is knowledge itself, since happiness

is the possession of truth and tr .
uth is posses
that it is known.12 possessed by the very fact

. }Ilt must here .be noted that, for Augusline, the knowledge of
led; " gfcxzu x:}cit coincide with the conceptional or scientific know-
e o as we now understand it. This abstract knowledge
hiSgus mefdescnbes as the “evening darkness of speculation.” To
esse:ﬁylc; thought, kngwlec_ige is the same as self-realization, the
e ia .eature of which lies not in the mind, but in the heart;
k}:]y love it is sought” he writes, “and by love it is achieved.” True’
no:yﬁgggkﬁzgtﬁ;?e explains, is vision, and true vision is attained
s by bouEh o rth iy eyes but through the eyes of the heart, that
A ] f i 0vject seen. To see means to realize in oneself
e it etzho the obJec!; seen. It is through our likeness in the
M feeR at we see it, and the greater is this likeness the
iy ehvxsu:fl._ It is love that gives us those mysterious
the hods: oi eta}:t , infinitely more penetrating than the eyes of
ot e 1,mﬁlctteh ey are open, they scan heaven and earth and do
knowiodr eii.attam the supreme object of love. Indeed, true
the exmes nothing but loved In this sense, the mind truly is
comre: ion of the heart, as Augustine beautifully puts it in his
e ry o.n. Psalm 99. Though the possession of truth is an
en.La -condmon of perfect happiness, it is not every truth that
¢an give it to us; hence the restlessness of the human mind i
ing from one object of knowledge to another we ace
on the quest, though we acquire a great amour;t
Process, there is no peace, and therefore no h

As long as we are
of knowledge in the

appiness. It is only -
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when we shall have attained to that truth, the acquisition of which
will free us entirely from further inquiry, because there would be
1o other truth besides it, only then shall we be perfectly happy.

It is hardly necessary to say that this supreme truth is not
what we call the subjective or logical truth, which may be described
as self-consistency, but objective and ontological truth, that first
and sovereign truth which in common with all religious thinkers
Augustine ultimately identifies with God. The reason why this
is so can be inferred from Augustine’s definiiion of truth as con-
formity of the mind with being.}* Now, only in God mind is iden-
tical with heing. Consequently God is truth itself 15

Here, however, the great question arises: How shall we attain
to this supreme truth which alone can make us perfectly happy?
How shall we know and possess it? This supreme truth is God
Himself, the Absolute, the Infinite; and an unbounded abyss sepa-
rates the finite from the Infinite; how can we leap across the abyss?
“Descend into thyself” answers Augustine, “there thou wilt find
thy God”.16 And why so? Not because the human self is God or a
mode of God, but because man is the image of God. “It is rightly
said”, Augustine observes in his book ‘On true Religion’, “that man
is made in the image and likeness of God; for, in no other con-
dition would he be able to perceive the immutable truth”.l” We are
not going to follow the African doctor in his rich and minute analy-
sis of the famous text of the Genesis, the first book of the Jewish
revelation, which he accepts without reservation. It may however
prove useful to state here that Augustine does not exclude a know-
ledge of God derived from the contemplation of the Creation:
“Thou, fool”, he reproaches himself in his commentary on Psalm
73, “by the operations of the body I know thee to be living: canst
thou not by the works of creation know the Creator?”® Yet, he
not only maintains that this knowledge is less perfect than that
which flows from the fact of man being the image of God, but

" further suggests that the former pre-supposes the latter, as is evi-

deqt from the following beautiful passage taken from his ‘Con-
fessions’: “I love three, my God”, exclaims Augustine, “thou hast
stricken my heart, and I have loved thee .... But yet, when I love
thee, what is it that I love?....I asked the earth, and it said ‘I am
not thy God’, and all things that are in the earth confessed the same.
I asked the sea, the deeps and all creeping things, and they answered,
‘we are not thy God, seek him above us’. I asked the subtle air,
and with all its inhabitants this air made answer, ‘I am not thy
God’. I asked the heavens. the sun, the moon, the stars. ‘Neither
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are we’, said they, ‘the God thou seekest’. And to all who stood
before those portals of my soul, my five senses, I said, ‘As to my
God, you say you are not He; but tell me now somewhat of what
He is’. And with mighty voice did they cry out, ‘It is He that made
us’...And I turned me into myself, and to myself I said, ‘What art
thou?’ and I answered, ‘a man’. And behold, I have here within
me a body and a soul, one of them external and the other internal.
By which of these ought I to seek my God, whom now I have
sought among corporeal things, from the earth to the heavens, as
far as I could send these heams of mine eyes as my ambassadors?
But the internal is the better part ... External things speak to al

but their voice is understood only by those to whom truth speaks
from within,”19

We now come close to the crucial point of this paper; namely,
how man from the fact of being made in the image and likeness of
God, can know God. It is not my purpose to lead the reader
through the long and dreary considerations which Augustine makes
in order to bring to light all that is implied in the concept of the

image. It is enough for us to bear in mind the following con-
clusions: -

First, an image is a means of knowledge by likeness, an inter-
mediary through which objects which sometimes cannot be appre-
hended, may be known.?® A man unable to see his own face uses
a mirror in order to apprehend it through its image. The concept of
the image implies three things: (a) The original or the exemplar of
the image, (b) the copy, the likeness or the image itself and (c)
the knower or the interpreter of the image. From this it is obvious
that for Augustine every picture is not an image, but only that
picture, which has an original of which it is a copy. The original or
the exemplar can never be identified with its own image, i.e., the
original cannot be at the same time its own image. We should he
highly amused if a man said to us that he is the image of himself.
An image might be a most perfect similitude of the original, yet the
opposition between them will always remain absolute. The reason
of this inconceivable opposition is found in the very nature of the
image. An image is essentially a relation;?! it is not for itself but
for the other, the exemplar. It does not express itself but the

exemplar, and by itself it has no individuality. In order to stress
this non-individuality of the image,

call it a mere tendency towards the
it; “esse tendit et non est”,
exists for itself?”22 he agks,

St. Augustine goes so far as to
original, a movement towards
“Is it not absurd to say that an image
On the other hand, the original or the
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exemplar may be the very knower or the interpreter of his own
image.

Secondly, the knowledge which is derived'from an image‘ or
likeness is not by mere demonstration or imrrfedlate rep.resentat.xon,
but by suggestion. The image is a sign, the sight of V\{hlch reminds
us of something else. The famous definition 'of‘the’ sign composed
by Augustine is still in use in’ Logic.?® The .dlstmctlon b_etween an
image and a sign is condensed by Augustine in the follo'wmg concise
lines: “A sign is an instrumental sign, the perfection of' which
increases with the individual notes. An image is a formfl sign, the
perfection of which decreases with the individu.al.notes. . The less
individual notes an image has, the more perfect ii is; for, .1t becomes
more similar to the exemplar; whilst the multiplication 'of the
characteristics of the sign, in other words, the amplit}lde c.)f its con-
notation, makes it more distinct and precise and gives it greater
aptitude to signify. If we take smoke as the na'tural sign of fire,
the more distinct is the smoke, the more evident is the fire.

Thirdly, trom the preceding two points, it is obvious that an
image is a unique way of knowing its original or exerf}p'lar;. and
that the knowledge of the original, at least in ‘abstracto’, is simul-
taneous with the knowledge of its image; in other words, the ap-
prehension of the image at once brings to our mind the original, or
as Augustine puts it, the image is the capa"ci'ty fo make. known .the
original; to see the image is to see the original2%. This ass?rtlon,
however, is contradicted by our actual experience. In fact, in our
daily life, we never come across an image so perfect that its know-
ledge is simultaneous with the knowledge of its original. For us
the knowledge of every image of which we have experience always
pre-supposes the knowledge of the original?® As a matter of fact,
no-one will recognize a most perfect image, unless the original is
previously known to him. This contradiction however, writes the
African doctor, is extrinsic to the proper connotation of the image.
It is true that an ideal image has no individuality; it is essentially
a relation to its original26 However, in order that a relation be
predicated, it must exist. Now, only substance exists; and as re-
Iation is not itself a substance, in order to exist, it must subsist in a
substance.?” Therefore, every relation pre-supposes a substance
in which it inheres. On the other hand, in natusre there are no two
perfectly identical substances. The reason why natural substances
distinguish themselves one from another, declares Augustine, is
because they participate in various degrees from the one supreme
substance, God. The degree of their reality corresponds to the
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degree in which they resemble that supreme substance, from which
_they differ as finite from the infinite. In nature, therefore, there
are no two perfectly identical substances; they may be similar in
certain particular aspects, but there is always an element of dis-
similarity in them.?® Consequently, in nature, an image, though a
“pure relation, by the very fact that it subsists, includes in itself an
element of disparity and becomes a degradation of the original 2.
As we have noted above, this degradation is not a consequence that
flows from the very notion of the image, but from its realization in
nature, its position in time and space. This dcgradation may be
further increased by the imperfect imitation of the original. To the
mind of Augustine, therefore, no perfect image, i.e. an image which
itself can reveal the original, is found in nature. The only one
which he admits, namely the Christian Logos, the most perfect
and exhaustive expression of the Absolute, rests outside creation
in the infinite bosom of God.3

Fourthly, Augustine maintains that man is the image of God
with regard to that which is the highest in him3! In his book
‘On Behaviour’, the African doctor tries to find out what is the
highest in man. He accepts the traditional definition of man as a
unity composed of soul and body, but the special feature of his
thought consists in the fact that accent is put on the soul. “Man is
a soul”, he writes, “using a body”.3> Man is a soul, if we consider
his vegetative, sensitive and intellectual life together. He is a
mind or self, if we consider only his intellectual being, that which
is proper to him and by which he distinguishes himself from in-
ferior beings. Though all creatures resemble God, only man is
God’s image ; whence it is obvious that he is an image with regard
to that part in which he distinguishes himself from the other
creatures, namely with regard to the mind. Consequently, it is
in the mind, i.e. in the intellectual part of the soul, the seat of
self-consciousness, that man is the image of God.33 It is his mind.
that is capable of knowing God. The human mind has an intrinsic
and positive inclination of nature to the vision of God,

If the first 3 conclusions were to be applied to man in so far
as he is the Image of God, it would follow that man would never
be able to know God unless he was previously instructed about
Him. Once instructed, he could realize his knowledge by intro-
spection and reflexion. St. Augustine, however, denies this conse-
quence. His contention is that unless man had in himself some
initial knowledge of God, he would not be ahle even to understand
the meaning of the word God. **Thou who dost not know God,
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how dost thou know what thou dost not know?” asks Augustine
in his ‘Soliloquia’™*. Pascal interpreting the mind of Augustine
expresses it in his famoug saying in connection with the quest of
God : "‘ ThOu_wouldst not seek me if thou hadst not found me .
f:;g};stme main?tains that Plato was right when he postulated a
diviné sense” in man, In order to guarantee his claim Augus-
tine adduces two conclusive facts ; the first is the innatej longing
of man for happiness, to which we have already alluded in the
beginning of this baper. The second is the existence in man of
zc;x;f t;onstgnt and undgniable certitudes which do not depend
o ea :C;m,d’ fbut do‘ml'nate .it, overwhelm it, impose themselves
ot G:on ouno:l 1t in spite of all the eflorts to the contrary,
o it ! - me very far tg explain here Augustine’s doctrine of
o ﬁmmahon 0 connection with those certitudes. Once we
Cleoalff,th;says, that our mind is imperfect and restless, it becomes
| . 4L WE can never attain to a certitude unless by the com-
r.nun'lcatlon. of an extrinsic help. To seek immutability in the
;(())lnut:inoier'lt ;s clearly to (:01'1demn oneself to sure failure. The only
o nlsw;) 'cﬁn‘cgwe an 1mm?diate action of God upon the mind,
o ueh at the same time conceals the agent. The object
ot uono wou{d be to make certitude possible by exerting a
it ri 3 our thought, when a judgment is formulated, fixing
o It; > illx?g the restlessness of our mind to an inevitable
and. 'Vu( 1n?pose upon' our thought that unchangeableness
) hecessity that characterize the divine essence ; by so doing
; el(;::fyertlzbletthe mind t'o detect in all things the absolute, thé
s tf e eternal, ‘fhe immutable truth which alone can offer
alion to the certitude of judgments, This immediat ti
can only be compared to an HNlumination 35 e

y aIz Ol:oﬁiifuit(t)otiemio ;n mx'nd that the Augustinian Mumination

admirationcfg o te atonic theory of the Ideas. Augustine’s

e oeion & rd la 0 and for the Platonists was so great that it

o G n tl&; fa‘few moments before he gave up his soul

o few rope ggeat ‘ 'ican remembered Plotinus and murmured
of the ‘Eneades’ about the eternal happiness.

rinted i i
:re :isltn this substance, though imperfect as all natural images
’ consciously reflect its original, God. Hence, the fact of

' g 3 p
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the knowledge of his own self, with which it is intimately connected,
is obvious. It is the apprehension of God through the image im-
printed in his mind that man becomes aware that something within
him leaps, like a child in the womb, in the presence of anything
true, fair and good. Augustine expresses this fact most vividly
when he writes: “The continual presence of God is the sap of the
life and of the soul of man. Though he may be very far from God
by thought and by affection, yet he always feels the attraction of
the supreme good by a kind of a mysterious remembrance of some-
thing unknown, which can never be entirely ignored.”s7?

Here, however, we are confronted with a difficulty. A self-
conscious image, as we said above, must have an explicit knowledge
of its original. ¥ But the innate knowledge of God, to which Augus-
tine refers, is not explicit, but only implicit in the human knowledge
of happiness or in the notion of certitude. How to account for this
deficiency? Augustine, who had deeply meditated upon this point,
asks himself: “How can I not see what I cannot but see? ...."3 He
maintains that the deficiency of knowledge in man, of which we are
perfectly aware, is not only with regard to God but also with regard
to man. Man’s knowledge of himself is entirely imperfect. In his
book ‘Soliloquia’, in a curious dialogue between himself and his
own reason, from which Descartes deduced his ‘Cogito ergo sum’,
Augustine is asked by the Reason: “Do you know whether you
exist?” Augustine answers: “I know”. The Reason continues:
“How do you know it?” Augustine: “I do not know”, Reason:
“Do you know if you think?” Augustine: “I do”. Reason: “Is i
true then that you think?” Augustine: “Absolutely true”. Reason:
“How do you know it?” Augustine: “I do not know.”® We may
count in all his writings at least seven different examples in which
the African Doctor affirms the habitual existence of self-knowledge
in man. “It is a fact which I can never deny,” he writes in his hook
‘The City of God’, for in the very fact of denying it I affirm its
truth. Surely, the soul always knows itself, but this knowledge is
not self-satisfying. Its origin is unknown.4! It has neither intensity
nor growth. It is a kind of a faint and continual remembrance
ob.sessing 'the mind, similar to the presence in cur memory of those
things Whlcl,l have vanished and of which we do not actually think.4?
Henf:e, man’s knowledge of God is imperfect: and man’s knowledge
9f himself is also imperfect. The only difference between the two
ll:u:}t;‘o ::;!:‘; thj\;cuﬂl; tf.OIL'rmzr .is implicit., whilst the latter is explicit
forgetfulnes.s.43 g Hsoi,lvlet; tributes their deficiency to a state of self-
actual knowledge of sl €n can we explain the existence of the

and consequently of God? Augustine dis-

/

TO GOD THROUGH SELF 1

tinguishes two kinds of forgetfulness. There '1§ a fo.rgetfulness yvhich
is irreparable; and there is a forgetfulness of which we retain the
memory. The forgetfulness of the self and copsequently t‘}‘le for~
getfulness of God is not of the first kind, but of the second.. ,I l}‘ave
forgotten myself and my God”, he writes in his ‘Confessions’, “yet
I have a faint memory of both—of myself and of my God.”

Here a new difficulty presents itself: Is it possible to keep a
remembrance of a forgetfulness? St. Angustine discusses the point
in his Confessions. ‘“What is forgetfulness”, he asks, “but a mere
privation of memory”. How then is forgetfulness to be remembered,
since it represents the absence of a thing which one cannot remem-
ber? If we remember anything, it is by keeping it in the memory.
Vet if we did nol remember forgetfulness, we would not seek the
thing we forget; and when we find it, we would not acknowledge it
to be the same. Forgetfulness, therefore, is retained in the memory.
The mind may possess a knowledge which is present and actual,
yet half-conscious. Such is the knowledge man has in his present
state, of his own self and of God.#*

But what is the cause of this strange aberration? St. Augustine
suggests a disaster at the very beginning of the human race.®> He
accepts the Christian doctrine of the original sin, which for Augus—
tine is nothing but a distention of the human tendency towards God,
a falling back of man upon himself, and which he tries to prove
historically in his great work ‘The City of God’, tbe very ﬁx:st at-
tempt of the human mind towards a philosophical interpretation of
history. “Man was created perfect” Augustine writes, “he had
perfect self-knowledge and consequently a vivid intuition of God;
but he fell, and in consequence of his fall, the image of God in him
was deformed, vitiated, discoloured, darkened, deflected, almost
effaced.”

In virtue of this degradation, man not only does not know God
as he should know, but even cangot recognize himself as an image
of God. In the terminology of Augustine, a self-conscious image, a
conscious tendency, love, remembrance are one and the same thing,
and the human soul is all this. It is a self-conscious image of God;
it is a conscious tendency towards God; it is love of God;
it is memory of God: the human soul is nothing but memory, he
writes in the 10th book of his Confessions. Consequently this de-
gradation cannot be absolute or irreparable; for, a spiritual sub-
stance can never lose entirely its nature. The image of God in man
can be reformed, and is reforined by love.
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Love, writes Augustine, not only can redeem man but it can
change the earth into heaven. Love melts away every defect,
every sin, every suffering, every problem, every mystery. There is
no difficulty, no power that can withstand love. It dominates the
universe. It is almighty. Love is the criterion of truth. It is its
most exact test. Truth never harms anybody. A truth that creates
hatred or is detrimental to others is no truth at all.

Even a broad sketch of the Augustinian magnificent metaphysics
of love would fall beyond the scope of this paper. For our pur-
pose it is enough to keep in mind that in its context, the human sclf
is of the nature of love; hence, an insignificant exercise of love is
organic, and leads to a prompt and efficacious reaction in the in-
nermost depths of the lover’s being. Love puts a man in touch with
h.is own self. In this light, even what we call the sinful love, con-
sidered in a higher sense, may not perhaps entirely be detrirr’xental

to t}}e subject; for love has a secret nature that transcends all the
sensible objects.

We catch many glimpses of this secret nature of love in Lhe

books of Augustine. “Love”, writes Augustine, “is a purifying and"

redeer'nmg element. It makes man transcend himself and tend to
the highest ideal, not by moving and agitating him in spacc and
time, l?ut by transforming him interiorly and assimilating him to
that highest ideal which is nothing but love. Love is the most
powerft.ll. dissolvent. It reduces to nothing the most ponderous
inequalities, just as the sun melts the iceberg in the sea. It is the
g.rea.test creative force in the universe, it makes all thing; alive and
zfgxiitc:.nt. hiOncfe it is excited, it knows no rest until it reaches the
o n]e 3 : \lh; " :htLt tel?ds.' “S}_mw me a love that is idle”, asks Augus-
: ) N at is inactive; the greatest crimes, the greatest
Sf;gﬁeml:sm?:-:c'{:: ociee;is ofﬂllove.d Let us also remember the most
. oS O slrengih and courage, and the noblest virtues
?:jesacrgices 1.nsp1red by l(.)ve'. To what great difficulties does not
o vc:;g e:;m 1;slelf to. attain its nd? In love there is no pain, for
e Pt rilf) ove is loved. Indeed, its greatest suffering is not
r at all; for all other pleasures are not worth its pains, L
respects neither law nor obligation; it “bloweth where 'tI;'altn S.h OVS
no man can tell whence it cometh and whither it go lth ’l’s eIt | .
supreme, so overwhelming, that nobody can say thiteh . , lst;o
of anybody’s love. Its seat is the innermost self of n, “iorh y
no patience with the dull, lifeless, formal and hy ocrirtril:z?l. tt s
of behaviour. It. scorns the exterior worth andp outward st',:czms
pense; and its highest pleasure is to give itself to the poor Irtlc;
b
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the contemptible, to the unworthy, even to the ungratetul. It is
the greatest self-revealer; truly it is not thought but love that
makes a man present to himself; for, love extends further than
vision. Give me a man who loves .., exclaims finally St. Augus-
tine, and he will feel what I mean.®® It has been jpointed out that
in all the writings of Augustine, the word love is the most repeated

one.

To judge a thought, not with regard to its conformity with
reality, but in connection with the mentality of its author, as an
expression of his spiritual experience and of his situation in space
and time, is the idea thai ohsesses contemporary mind. The my-
steries of subjectivity are to-day more appealing than impersonal
truth. Hence, in the examination of a doctrine we are more in-
terested in testing its sense and importance as a testimony of the
human consciousness, by appreciating its wealth of experience and
its sincerity in expression, rather than its logical coherence and
ils intellectual significance.

It is in this {ramc of mind that modern critics approach the
writings of St. Augustine. It has heen said that Augustine repre-
cents a conflict: the conflict in which the new life, like a mighty
wave resounding with initiative and vitality comes to break against
the gigantic wall made of traditions of a world in the cluiches of
death. This conflict is obvious in his life and in his writings. He
feels the triumph of the new life; yel, he is unable to bhelieve in it.
He sees the old world wringing under the pressure of a power bent
on its annihilation, yct he cannot understand how the great and
glorious Roman civilization can suddenly come to such a disrepu-
{able end. He has exhausted all the secrets of the old culture, but
he feels impelled to visualize the strength and vicissitudes of the
future generation. Augustine belongs neither to the old nor to the
new world. He is a link between the two. This contrast gives pro-
minence to his personality. An ardent thirster after truth, and at
the same time, an eager taster of experience, capable of a wide
range of reactions; a profound intellectualist, and at the same time
a man who has loved, sinned and endured; indulged his passions
without remorse, and used his mental powers without humility,
—such was the stuff of which Augustine was made. The fact that
everything in his intense and tempestuous life is contained in the
most celebrated of his utterances, “Our hearts are restless till they
rest in Thee”, is evident. Indeed he inaugurates that literature
in which the author’s individuality reveals itself in the most ab-
stract matters, the ‘Confessions’ being an inimitable example of it.
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I‘;I;I;:iCk deirest.the African Doctor’s gift of psychological obser
and a captivating facility for ayi i i ]
sgrvati?fls, the accuracy of whsi,ch ispefQZiZ:;gb};Iin%zef ratmgi ob-
tions. “This talent” he says, “is the secret of August'me’sm .-e}fp olx.'a-
fmd grea.tness”. On the other hand, Augustine’s ambiguo:: 1 ‘gm“a 'lty
in thf.:‘ history of the development of the human consci ; pO? o

hm.1 in a state of self-diffidence. A short time beforoui:'lesb "y
which occurred in 430 A.D. at the moment when o : ls~de§'th,
the hordes of Northern barbarians were breaking th: feveiy s,lde-
the Roman Empire, he reviews minutely all his books gor: ler‘s OL
own errors and exposes them in his last book “Retra::tie ?ftb hlb
v:/nter was ever so conscious of his own deficiencies 01]1; d INO
Eucken says: “Never could Augustine have exercised.all uho 'ph
fluence he has exercised, if it had not been that, in spit o
rhetorical artifice of his utterance, absolute sinceriz rei o ed (')f ihe
inmost recesses of his soul. His writings are of z)l-enf:si 'm th“»‘
tance, not in what he says, but in what he does not say; lmlzo'l \
what he expresses, but in what he suggests; not in what he};\,c}r:() n-l
but in"that to which he tends. Thus may Augustine’s uni 1evesl‘
influence in all succeeding ages be explained.” His doctri lfVEI‘Sa
the image of God, is at the same time a proof of God anlc;le v b
F}od. It is, as I mer.xtioned above, dispelised and scatteridw'ay 't()
immense amount of writings. It has passed through man l}rll dn'
of development. 1t has been constantly revised and correi %'ase.s
each revision or retraction, as Augustine likes to call ictei: butt
a mere confession of errors, but a renewed effort to expres ; ; m')‘
inexplicable. It corresponds to a new degree of clarity 1;“}]1 at‘ N
ward sear.ch of God through his own self. Did Augustine ;S in-
exhaust his thought in the process of these retractions? W ercll e
know. In his doctrine of man, the image of God there. b n(ft
ties anc‘l gaps which his followers have tried to’miti 'ca . C]J:SCUI'I'
symboh.c value of the doctrine is universal. If wegall e ou tbe
Fheo}qglcal and conceptual bearing, and try to gras er’? : 0}1’5‘ i
intuition, we find that its object is to persuade man I?ch:lts homglnal
look for God .with'm his own self rather than without e.must
bfacause G.od is so far away that it is difficult to find H L ot
difficulty lies in His intense nearness, that makes Him i m.  The
to the senses and inexpressible in thought Lo imperceptible
is nothing in the whole creation nea g - and language. “There
soul”, writes Augustine in his ‘Confe r(?r u’) G“Od than the human
o me than my fnermost pact, and ss1ons: He is more interior
thereof” But the self of man ,kno ‘sup.erlor to the highest part
presence, even as the body reacts s His nearness and feels His

s to the beating of the heart

TO GOD THROUGH SELF 15

S(. Augustine admits that at present this innate knowledge of
God is extremely dim and obscure ; but he is confident that it can
be vivified by love. The two-fold function of love is to know and
we are inclined to emphasize the latter, but to forget
ihe former. Love is not blind. Passion may be blind, but love is
clear-eyed ; love sees and discerns where reason looks vaguely.
« The eyes of the heart are keener than the eyes of the body”
writes Augustine, © they discern beyond the soul and mind itself”.
« The heart has its reasons, which reason does not know”, said
Pascal, commenting on Augustine’s doctrine. “Love extends fur-
ther than vision”, writes Bonaventure, the greatest of all the
disciples of Augustine. Love puts a man in touch with his own

to serve;

_ self, This fact is the explanation of that mysterious insight, char-

acteristic of every sincere lover,— an insight which generates a

deep understanding. Indeed, the benefits of love are more signi-
ficant to the lover than to the beloved.

The symbolic meaning of Augustine’s doctrine, as it has been
pointed out, is universal. It is at the same time phi1050phical and
religious. It oversteps the boundaries of time and space. It finds
an echo in the aspirations of the east. It constitutes the basis of
the Idealism of the west. Though we do not grasp it in all its
details, we feel that behind it stands a man who has touched the
very depth of the human being. Augustine is a philosopher, but
a philosopher of a unique kind. There is always an eternal fresh-
ness around him ; his writings are free from that dry rigidity and
aggressiveness that characterized the philosophers of his days.
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Virtue and Virtues
by
Pror. S. G. HurvaLkARr, MLA. LoNDON

As said by Sidgwick, Ethics is not only the science of knowing
what good is but also of doing what good is. The practical import-
ance of Ethics is to be seen more significantly in the discussion of
virtues which are the chief forms into which the moral life of an
individual expresses itself. In fact, the discussion of virtues is
an attempt to indicate how the good life will actually be lived
when it is turned to a certain ideal. In this sense it may be said
that virtue is a passage between the actual moral life of an indivi-
dual and his ideal life.

If we study the question of virtue historically, we find that
the meaning of the term ‘ Virtue’ does not seem to be the same
for all times. Originally it only meant manliness or valour, and
in general it was thought to be a good habit of character, and was
distinguished from duty which denoted rather some particular
kind of action that we ought to perform. Thus, a man does his
duty, but he possesses virtue or is virtuous. Virtue is essentially
concerned with the inner habits of mind. It represents what a
man essentially is.

According to Aristotle, virtue is a habit of deliberate choice.
To be virtuous means to have a character so developed that we
habitually choose to act in the right way : the right action merely
always stands between two possible bad actions, one erring by
excess and the other by defect. In this sense, virtue is a habit of
choosing a mean between two excesses. This mean is relative
to the individual, and also to the particular circumstances in which
the individual is placed. The mean is to be determined by its
conduciveness to the general development of social life. To hit
upon it rightly is often a problem for the individual tact and in-
sight. However, the study of the greatest examples of human
history serves as a valuable aid in deciding the conduct in any
particular given case. Thus in this sense, “ virtue is the habit of
choosing the relative mean, as it is determined by reason and as
the man of practical wisdom would determine it”. It can be seen
easily that Aristotle’s treatment of moral life is essentially based

‘
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on a concrete psychology which takes into account the whole
nature of man, and the conception of virtye as an expression of
the whole self in its threefold aspect of knowing, desiring and
lclfloosing, implicitly contains the idea of the unity of man’s moral
ife,

From the earliest periods of ethical speculation attempts have
been made to enumerate the various forms of virtue. The most
celebrated forms of virtue are the cardinal virtues as given by
Plato and Aristotle. In morals, the name cardinal is applied t.O
those virtues to which all the rest are subordinate or which coni-
prehend all the others, These cardinal virtues are Wisdom
Courage, Temperance and Justice. This division appears to b(,‘
peculiar to the old Pythagoreans, Aristotle, divided them’ still
further. The Stoics, too, made the same divi,sion in their system
of morals, and Cicero introduced it into his ‘ De Officiis’ Plcs:tinuq
and many Neo-Platonists divide the virtues into four. classes-—l
Civil or political, philosophical or purifying, religious and hstyl !
divine or pattern virtues. In Roman Catholic theological s st;z 3
the cardinal virtues follow Plato, But there is a prior cllvisli?)fl

into theological and moral virtues, th .
. the form .
and Charity. rmer being Faith, Hope

Thus, the cardinal virtues have come to hold
place. But, baptized into the spirit of Christ, t
with a new meaning and worth, The religion ’of
foundly modified the moral ideas of the past that t
new creations. The old moral currency was gradu
The imagination of artists has represented the cardinal virt
under sensible images. In modern times, however, thi dY 1‘ 'ues
is regarded as useless in the treatment of Ethics, ’ > chvision

an acknowledged
hey are endowed
Jesus has so pro-
hey have become
ally minted anew.

The above mentioned list of the cardina] virtues has the merit of
simplicity, as it contains only four virtues (wisdom or pru dl:n o
courage or fortitude, temperance or self-restraint and justic o
righteousness). However, this list creates difficulties of it e ol'
for, the first of the virtues (wisdom) includes all the oth ' ?Wn’
every virtuous activity consists in acting : ors; for
relationship. Similarly, justice also seem
in its meaning since it is used to includ

wisely in some particular
s to be too comprehensive
e all the socia] virtues.

It may usefully be noted that virtues hav
as self-regarding and altruistic. But such 5
be misleading, as the individual has no life of
of his social relations and having reference
Well-being, However, if we want to underst

e also been classified
distinction seems to
his own, independent
to the general social
and this intelligently,
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we can do so only by distinguishing the life of an individual from
the wider world to which it is related. Against the list of Platonic
virtues it is maintained that it is arbitrary; the several virtues are
not specifically distinct, and the basis of the division is unsound
as they overlap one another.

Courage and temperance are the two virtues that bear most
directly on the life of the individual, If we understand courage
(fortitude) in the wide sense of resistance to allurements of
pleasure, these two virtues (courage and temperance) will include
all forms of opposition to temptations in the individual life.

Courage includes both valour and fortitude, ie. the active
courage which pursues its course in spite of the probability of
pain, and passive courage which bears inevitable suffering without
flinching. But these are not the same virtues, and arc indeed
perhaps not often found together in any high degree. Besides,
courage seems to include in man, the qualities of decision, diligence
and perseverance in resisting the natural inertia of human nature.
Thus, a confident and cheerful view of life seems to be presuppos-
ed,in the highest forms of courage. The lives of Socrates, Martin
Luther and Bhagat Singh illustrate the point in question.

Temperance is concerned more or less with food, drink and
sexual intercourse. Now-a-days, it means various forms of self-
denial. However, it is not a negation or annihilation of the im-
pulses, but their coordination to utilize the impulsive energy of
the individual in the interest of some total purpose of life. Culture
is a full and symmetrical development of various capacities in man.
Temperance is a pre-supposition of a true culture.

Thus, broadly speaking, four kinds of virtues are to be found
hearing on the conduct of the individual life. Wisdom in the choice
of life’s general course, decisiveness in pursuing it, and courage
and temperance in resisting the solicitations of pain and pleasure.

The virtues that relate to the individual’s dealings with his
fellowmen are summed up under justice and benevolence. One
is civic excellence, and the other philanthropy. When we do not
repress others, we are just to him; and in helping him to fulfil
his moral task we are exercising towards him benevolence.

Justice must include not only the fulfilment of contracts and
the performance of every duty required by the laws of the com-
munity to which one belongs, but also perfect honesty and fidelity
in all one’s relationships with others. The Christian ideal (also
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the Greek) has taught us that in our dealings with others the mere
discharge of obligations is not sufficient, but generosity and love are
also involved in the conception of justice, Man is to be treated
not as a thing but as a person; hence friendship and love are also
necessary in dealing with him.

So, it would be wrong to regard the above-mentioned virtues
as disparate and unconnected; or that any one of them may be
attained without the cultivation of the rest in the life of an indivi-
dual or in the life of a society. There is in truth an essential unity
running through all virtues. They are different aspects of a good
life, the various colours into which the perfect spectrum of good-
ness breaks. In realizing one of them we inevitably attain the rest.
Thus, the neglect of one would mean the neglect of all. It is,
theréfore, correct to speak of one cardinal (cardo-hinge upon which
others depend) virtue, e.g. practical wisdom, and to regard all
particular virtues only as special forms in which a right attitude
of the mind manifests itself. In this sense, virtue is one. It is
moral excellence.

It is also advantageous to study the virtues genetically, as has
been done by some writers, ie. to consider how the virtues gr:)w
up and come to be recognized in the development of individual
life. From this point of view, courage and loyalty were first
recognized to be important at the tribal stage of consciousness.
Loyalty was meant to be fidelity to the tribal unity, but gradually
came to include perseverance and enthusiasm in any work that
may be undertaken. Beyond the tribal consciousness, when we
have a definite recognition of individual life, we find the virtues
of temperance and prudence, and from them the growth of
individual consciousness leads to the virtues of fairness (justice)
and friendliness in dealing with others ultimately giving rise to
the forms of self-respect and respect for fellow-men. Finally,
wisdom comes to be seen as the virtue that underlies all others.
Thus, what is important as regards the cardinal virtues is not to
have a classification of them, but to understand the general signifi-
cance of virtue as moral excellence, enabling us to act in a suitable
way in situations of all kinds. .

Theological and religious considerations also throw some light
on this view, namely that, essentially virtue is one because of its
aim, anq it cannot be classified. The so-called virtues are at most
the different facets of the inner and fuller life of men, and when

PrIOPerly cultivated they enable a man to realise his own true
self,
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St. Augustine was the first ‘to recognize the great Christian
truth that it is man’s relation to God that gives cohesion and unity
to the moral life; and he was true to the spirit of Christianity when
he re-affirmed the Pauline triad—Faith, Hope and Charity, as the
primary and coordinating elements of Christian character. Accord-
ing to him and later moralists, these qualities were not simply
added to the classical virtues, but so fused and incorporated with
them as to create the spiritual disposition, which penetrates the
entire personality, and which qualifies every one of its thoughts,
and acts. They are but different manifestations of one virtue,
three facets of one gem, the supreme passion of the soul and like
justice in the Platonic theory, this passion is the intimate spirit
of order alike in the individual and the society, harmoniously bind-
ing together all the other virtues. J_e07

Strictly speaking, there cannot be any water-tight division
between the various virtues; for, 2 man who may be just but at
the same time intemperate, or prudent and unjust, will have no
value from the point of view of the moral ideal. Hence, it is
urged that the cultivation of all the virtues is most necessary from
the point of view of morals and yeligion. There is an essential
unity running through all the virtues. Virtue by itself, as a train-
ed faculty, enables a man to cultivate a certain form of moral
conduct. What shall be fitted into that form will depend on the
ideal moral requirements of the individual. This form cannot be
essentially different and separate from the moral ideal itself. If
the question of virtue is understood in this sense, the moral ideal
becomes significant and meaningful to us. We can understand the
statement that ¢ Virtue has its own reward’. It appears to me
then, that in the ultimate analysis, the relation between the virtues
and the moral ideal is a relation between means and the end,
where both are interdependent. Thus understood, virtue as moral
excellence is one,~—one with the moral ideal itself.



The Spirit of Vedantic Philosophy

BY

G. R. MALKRANI

1. Some people have attacked Indian philosophy as no philo-
sophy at all. Both its problems and its methods have been called in
question. Certainly they are not the problems and the methods
of European philosophy. But that does not mean that they suffer
in comparison on that account, or that they are valueless. It is all
a question of philosophical standards. What may be real philo-
sophy to me may be no philosophy to you, and vice-versa. That
all genuine philosophy must be based on reason and must appeal
te reason may be granted. But reason can have different sets
of problems and different methods to tackle them. It all depends
upon where you stand and what questions you ask. Some of those
questions may be quite unreal and spurious. Others may be most
important for the well-being of the individual who asks them. In
any case, a genuine question must have an answer,—and a com-
pletely satisfactory answer. But if a question has no answer, or
if the answer is doubtful, uncertain and incapable of resolving the
question completely, we may be sure that we are reasoning on
wrong lines, and that philosophy has missed its mission.

We now contend that Indian philosophy has concerned itself
solely with questions that are important and capable of being
resolved completely, while European philosophy, throughout its
history, has concerned itself with questions of the other kind.
Indian philosophy seeks a higher kind of knowledge, called meta-
physical knowledge, and succeeds in giving it to those who accept
its methods. There is a note of finality about it. Metaphysical
knowledge, in the most sophisticated sense, is possible. The.super-
sensible and the metaphysical can be known, and known in the
very best sense of the word “knowledge”. Truth must be not only
evident, but self-evident, so that there is no room for any doubt
or uncertainty. If there are any who are dissatisfied with the
results of Indian philosophy nevertheless, it is because they have
not accepted whole-heartedly and in good faith either the pro-

blems or the methods of Indian philosophy.
P4
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2. Tt is different with European philosophy. It seeks no final
solutions. It is hesitant, uncertain and often sceptical. There is
no earnestness in its search for a higher kind of knowledge. Most
often it discounts the very possibility of metaphysical knowledge;
and where it is more confident, the knowledge vouchsafed is just
a pale shadow of the philosopher’s own mind, and leaves one cold
and unconvinced. It is valueless as knowledge. It does not affect
life and its activities. It can only be contemplated aesthetically
as an ingenious construction of thought. It is all imagination.
The questions which European philosophy asks remain unanswered,
and only change their form. The reasoning is endless and uncon-
vincing. Small wonder it is that there is reaction against such
metaphysical knowledge, and metaphysics easily gets into dis-
repute with the more discerning among the thinkers. Those who
are acquainted with the history of European philosophy can readily
realize that it is condemned out of its own mouth, or let us say
out of its own practice. Speculative boldness and cock-sureness
is only followed by a period of criticism and disbelief in the very
possibility of metaphysical knowledge. The much-vaunted reason,
as used in European philosophy, leads nowhere. Where it is most
constructive, it is the poorest in philosophical content, and natu-
rally gives rise to a reactionary movement that is both negative
and destructive. Reason is at its best when it criticises, not when
it builds up. When it builds up, many minds will be prone to
regard the product as some kind of rational humbug. It makes
too much of certain rational principles, and seeks to deduce the
nature of reality from those principles. But there is not a principle
of reason which is not itself open to criticism, if it is anything more
than verbal; and there is not a principle of reason which can give
any clue to the nature of reality itself as something positive. If
reality is rational, it is not because it bows to the structure of
thought or to the categories of thought. Both these can be criti-
cised. It is rational only in the sense that reason can be made
to realise its own limitations and to see that truth lies beyond
it in a higher kind of knowledge which is more properly intuitive
than rational. If it is rational at all, that is because reason finds
its own fulfilment in it.

If we are serious about metaphysical knowledge, we must
have recourse to a method of knowledge which is more adequate
for its purposes than reason, and to which reason is only a sub-
sidiary instrument. This method is the method of direct intuition,
elicited by an authoritarian pronouncement from above (or what
may be called sabda-praméng or revelation) and confirmed by

M
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reason. Reason fixes unalterably what begins as a vague
and doubt-ridden intuition of a higher and super-sensible truth.

3. There is a difference between mere knowledge and wisdom.
Mere knowledge is purely theoretical. Wisdom is knowledge that
is practical, It is knowledge that controls our will and all the
activities of life. Indian philosophy seeks this kind of knowledge.
It may be thought that knowledge is not always competent to con-
trol the will. Many times our will refuses to conform to our know-
ledge, and we seem to be acting against our better reason. But
it will be found that the state of our knowledge itself in all such
cases is clouded and confused by contrary reasonings. Where this
is not the case, we act through the dead weight of habit, which
gives no room to us for being masters of our will. But that will
be an abnormal case, requiring drastic remedies. As normal
human beings, our knowledge is all-powerful. When we really
and truly know, or know with absolute certainty, all mental un-
easiness and conflict is at an end. No man can have the will to
challenge the truth if he sees it. What the average man lacks is
seeing the truth. That is at bottom the cause of all his ills. He
is ignorant and confused. He needs to know that truth
which will remove all his doubts. He needs to know
the truth face to face. Seeing is believing. That is the
very ideal of knowledge. There is no higher ideal. It is
peculiar o Indian philosophy alone, which has a passion for a
direct knowledge of the truth. Can we say the same thing about
European philosophy, which seeks philosophic truth in certain
structures of thought or theories with which it dresses up reality?
All mere theories partake of the frailties of human thought and
understanding. They are man-made, while truth cannot be man-
made. European philosophy is a stranger to the notion of “see-
ing the truth face to face” or darsana, which is a common enough
idea behind all systems of Indian philosophy, particularly Advait
Vedanta, which carries this ideal to perfection.

4. Knowledge is power. But is it the end? Like power, it
is only a means to an end. We desire knowledge for an ulterior
purpose. That purpose is the highest goal or end of human life.
We shall call it ‘moksa’, which means freedom from bondage and
the resulting pain, and the attainment of the highest possible joy
or bliss which is the only positive goal of life. This is the prac-
tical aspect of philosophic knowledge, which can have no other
use. Indeed, most European philosophers will reject this view of
knowledge as a means. For them, knowledge is an end in itself.
It is desired for its own sake. It is an intrinsic value.
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This view, in our opinion, is uncritical. It confuses the means
with the end. We are not interested in knowledge as such, but
in the subjective value that it realizes for us. If I am ignorant,
and if I am conscious of ignorance as a dis-value, knowledge
becomes valuable to us,—it drives away ignorance. If I do not
%mqw a mathematical problem, I am unhappy; when 1 know how
it is done, I am happy. The disvalue has changed into value.
T:aken by itself, the knowledge how a problem is done makes 1o
difference to me or to my life. If there is any difference, il is
flue ’Eo subjective causes. There is a demand, and the demand
is satisfied. So far as the content of knowledge itself is concerned,
I am absolutely indifferent to it. The same may be said about
the vlaws ,of nature. What is it to me how nature works, and
Tnheth‘er one set of laws is true or another. The knowledge by
ltse_lf is immaterial, and represents no value. It gains value, once
again, through subjective causes. I can utilize the knowledge for
my ‘well-being or the well-being of the human race. Because of this
utility, I hav.e created a value which attaches not only to the
:;:tl;i liw: dllscovered by me and which are capable of being put
o t(; t}:l also to all those means and methods which indirectly

e discovery, but which by themselves seem to be without

any utility and to be pervaded b isi
y the so- S search
for terh for the sake of truth. sorealied disinterestec seat

as tl?e ::-?:3!11 dp}311°s.°p hy does not indulge in half truths, such
have a use; a::d l}r:;; s _value of knowledge. Knowledge must
other speci,es of llc)n osophical knowledge, if it is superior to every
from certain ills 1::iwllledge, must have the highest use. We suffer
of our lot as hurwnancbrfo human agency can cure. They are Pt
and we want to kno e;:lgs’ We want to be free from such ills;
free. Indeed we w the truth, because the truth shall make US
we are boun:i andmay not all know, or appreciate the idea, that
we all positivel dev.lant to be free. But there is no doubt tha!
the greatest poniblslr‘e freedqm from pain and the attainment of
which we automati euloy . Pain, or evil in general, is something
we accept, ang Wh;:ahy reJect_. It is a dis-value. Joy is that which
value gre;te th ¢h we desire to possess evermore, There is P°

r than this. Value is just a name for the greatest

possible joy or bliss. Tt i
value. is the only unconditioned or absolute

6. We oft .
vidual froeds rrtinisuppose that the ideal of individual joy oF indi-
whatsoever 1. ths crude. Pursuit of self-interest in any O™

€ very reverse of all moral values. Service of
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humanity, self-dedication and self-sacrifice constitute the highest
moral and spiritual ideal. But we deceive ourselves through words.
We forget that we find our best interest in the very negation of
self-interest. No man can help serving his own interest in this
higher form. The very fact that we accept a way of life is the
very best evidence of serving our own interest. We call it our
real joy. The pain involved in it is subordinate to the joy. Para-
doxically, we may be said to rejoice in pain. However that be,
joy is that which we cannot but accept; while pain is that which
we cannot but reject. All our values are forms or inadequate
expressions of the Absolute Value. Philosophic knowledge has
no other use. 'To be of value, it must be a means to the attainment
of the Absolute Value or Bliss Ever-lasting.

7 We have spoken of knowledge as the means and joy as
the end. But joy can only be realized in real being. Being or
existence is the presupposition of all value. More than that. The
being in which joy is realized must be intelligent being; for it is
of the essence of joy that it should be enjoyed, appreciated or
valued. Joy can only exist in an intelligent self.

A further step is naturally indicated here. What is real joy?
We not only want joy; but we want infinite joy, so that more can-
not be added to it. We want niratisaya-agnande, or joy that can-
not be excelled or exceeded. This joy requires being that is itself
infinite. Thus Vedanta declares: “That which is Great is joy;
that which is small is painful —vo waii bhuma tat sttkham; yal
alpam tat asiikham.”

8. It follows from the above that infinite joy is not possible
without infinite being whose nature it must be. All joy that is
experienced by us is limited. It can be exceeded. The moment
we become conscious of it, it is seen to be finite or limited. We
can certainly add to it or go beyond it. It is that much only, no
more. The consciousness of this limitation is the consciousness
of a deficiency, which is naturally painful. The joy that cannot
be exceeded must be more than an ordinary experience associated
with objects and situations. It must be the very nature of being;
so that being itself is joyful. To be is to be joy. This joy cannot
be objectified or known. It cannot arise or terminate. It is always
there as being is there. All that we can possibly say is that
although it is always there as part of being, it is covered Or
hidden. When it is uncovered or manifested, it is said to arise.
Bul in reality it does not arise, even s real being does not arise.
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9. Vedanta calls this real being that is intelligent, blissful
and great beyond everything that is great, “ Brahman ”. ’To knovs;
Brahman thus becomes the highest kind of knowledge or true
wisdom. But how can we know Brahman, the infinitely Great?
Is it not an impossibility in the absence of any direct intuition o.f
It ? That would indeed be so, if the Brahman that we are seek-
ing to know were outside of us and transcendent to us. In fact
if we could know such a Brahman, it would, by the very fact o’f
our comprehension, be reduced to finite being. We could not pos-
sibly know Brahman in this way or as an external entity. pThe
infinitely Great cannot be outside of us; for that would i;lvolve
a self-contradiction. It must be object of no kind. The onl
entity that is object of no kind and that is real is our Self, Nobody
can deny his Self; and nobody can fail to distinguish his Self fronsi
every object presentable to him. Here is something that answers
all our requirements,—real heing, intelligence and non-objectivity
We can only know Brahman as the Self— tat tvam dsi. Therf;
is no other way. The essential identity of Brahman with the Self
n1l{st .be uncovered. It is to us at present hidden from view.
TI‘hls' s our great ignorance. The Self does not appear to he
infinitely Great, nor blissful in nature.

. 10.‘ We know the Self in a way. We cannot disclaim all
direct mtuitiOn of it. It is not a mere concept to us like the
‘c‘oncept “Brahman”. We have no assurance of the existence of
Brahman” except through the revealed word or srti. The same
cannot be said of the Self. We all use the word ‘Self’ significantly.
gverybody, including the most confirmed sceptic, says, I am.
thc:tmd;l,;I szyz, I am not. It is'a universal experience. More than
obje.c t (; ofy ha.s any experlence of his own Self as this or as
subtle. anr(; .act"c, if an'y o};‘>Ject were pointed out to him, however
poich L Sellfnfnnate' it mlght.be,' he would unmistakably distin-
Cioda) é e rom it. What is given is pardg. It is unintelligent
nd of the nature of the not-Self (un-atman). As opposed

to ; . .
I;) ;:;, the Self is pTatyag. It is never given. It is our inmost being.
hows everything, but none knows It.

No one should have any doubt about the being of the Self
?nc'i about its character as pratyag or immediate: and because it
is 1.mmec'liate, no one should have any doubt ; cte
Zse ;Zigll:ge:t._ In f.act, nothing else is intelligent. No .object can
y SImuldobee .1nte1hge:nt; er it is of the essence of the object that
s be given to mt.ellzgence. What is given is for that reason

unintelligent. Given-ness, in fact, is the only legitimate

about its character
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meaning of what is called unintelligent being or jada. The Seif
alone is therefore intelligent; and no line can be drawn between
the being of the Self and the intelligence of the Self. It is just
intelligent being or pure intelligence,

Thus we all know two things about the Self, namely that it
is or exists, and that it is intelligent. These are also the characters
of Brahman, — sat and ¢it. We can now claim that Brahman is
known to us in the Self by these two characters. There is no
ignorance in respect of them. They are always uncovered to us.
But we do not know Brahman in its infinite greatness or non-
duality; and we do not know Brahman in its blissful character.
The self appears to be quite finite and full of the miseries of exist-
ence. It is the business of philosophical knowledge to reveal the
Self as verily Brahman in these very respects. There will then be
no distinction between the Self and Brahman. The identity be-
tween the two will be complete— and that will be the consum-
mation of the philosophic quest.

11. We said that the Self as intelligent is always uncovered.
It is that to which objects are covered or uncovered, known or
unknown. The Self is that which is neither known nor unknown.
It is always self-effulgent or self-revealing (sva-prakdisa). The
self-effulgent cannot be known; for it is no object of any lkind,—
and only objects are known. It is also not unknown. For it enters
inlo our usage or vyavehdre as what is always immediate and
non-objective. Thus the self-revealing character of the Self may
be understood as the character of “not being known, and yet capa-
ble of entering into our use as what is immediate and non-objec-
tive"—ajfiaté sati, aparoksa vyavahdra yogyatvam.

This leads to an important corollary. There cannot be two
Selfs that are svaprakdsa or self-effulgent in the sense given above.
For the moment either of them becomes an object to the other, it
loses its character of being svaprakdsa. No object can ever be
svaprakdsa. But if neither can be an object, how can the two
Selfs be known as two? Only objects can be distinguished, and
only objects can enter into any numerical order. Thus only one
Self can be svaprakisa, and that Self is the Self of all. We are
all one Self. Our differences lie in the non-essential adjuncts
that do not constitute our real being. This one Self is literally
without a second. For if there is an other to it (except through
erroneous perception), there will be duality, and the Self will lose
its non-objective or self-effulgent character. The moment the
Self enters into relations, it is reduced to an object of a sort. It
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is less than the Self or a degraded Self. The real Self can enter
into no relations; and because it has no relations, nothing can
limit its being. The Self is verily Brahman, the great, the infinite.
The not-Self is finite and limited. There is no third alternative
between the Self and the non-Self that can conceivably realize
the infinitude of Brahman-hood. In short, my own Self is really
Brahman.

12. But is this Self blissful? If the Great alone is joy, the
Self that is great is indeed infinite joy. This can be easily seen,
il we consider the value-character of the Self. The Self is dear
to us beyond all things that are dear. Nothing is dearer or more
beloved of us than the Self. It is the pure image of love. All
other things are dear to us for the sake of the Self. The Self is
not dear to us for the sake of anything beyond Itself. We like
certain things; and when tired of them, we can also throw them
away. They are like-able only as long as they serve certain pur-
poses of the self. The Self on the other hand is loved for its
own sake, Its very being is joy. We can never therefore cease
to love the Self; and when there are appearances to the contrary
as in suicide, or even in martyrdom, the same absolute love of the
Self inspires our actions. We want the Self to be freed of certain
unpleasant or even unbearable experiences, and to attain to the

peace and the pure joy of its own being without physical or worldly
attachments. We all want to be. Nobody ever wants not to be.

Being itself is joy. It is the only lasting or perennial joy. It is
also the purest joy, for it has none of those selfish or immoral
mctives attached to it that belong to the finite and limited sclf,
Even moral motives have the stamp of human frailty and finitude.
The Self is thus the very image of pure Eternal Bliss, It realizes
all those characters which man desires and which Brahman alone
is supposed to have. The Self is what Brahman is.

13. Those who have followed this argument can easily see
that the conclusions of Vedanta, however paradoxical and opposed
to common-sense thinking, are hased not upon any mystical and
so unavailable intuition, but upon a certain analysis of common
universal experience. If there are any differences they are differ-
ences as to the way we analyse this experience. i%ut are the con-
clusions of Vedanta rational ? That depends upon what one
understands by reason. And then there are levels and levels of
reasoning. What is a problem to me may not be a problem to
iou; and s0 the‘ reasoning by which I resolve my problem will

€ no genuine piece of reasoning for you, but so much meaning-
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less verbiage. The truth is that the problems of philosophy are
so personal that it is not always easy to have identical problems.
Indeed, we often couch our problems in the same identical
language. But we by no means mean the same thing by that
language, and we do not, in real spiritual content, ask exactly the
same identical questions. Language can be a hindrance as well
as a help in achieving general agreement.

We reason on the basis of a problem; and the problem arises
on the basis of certain presuppositions which we take for granted.
We cannot possibly question all along the line. We must accept
certain propositions as true before we can formulate a question.
And the best way of achieving agreement in philosophical reason-
ing is to lead back the question to those propositions and to
examine their validity in a wider context of experience. Most
often it will be seen that we are putting wrong questions; because
they are based upon wrong presuppositions. Philosophical reason-
ing is thus no easy matter. It is too personal for general agree-
ment. It requires great sympathy and power of understanding to
see another’s problem and to appreciate the way he reasons in
order to solve that problem. Since to establish agreement as to
the problem and its solution is not easy, the way is open to mutual
disparagement and bickering. There is no common and fixed
pattern for philosophical reasoning. It depends very much upon
the nature and the level of the question. What wonder then that
every philosopher thinks himself right and the other fellow wrong !
The real truth of the matter is that no philosopher has ever proved
another wrong from the latter’s point of view. We all stand on
different levels and reason from different sets of presuppositions.
What we need, in order to get at the truth, is to ”liquidate all
kinds of pre-suppositions, and to see that truth which has no sup-
positional element in it and which is direct and self-revealing.
The real spirit of Vedantic philosophy lies in this direction. Its
reasoning has no arbitrary character. It liquidates every position
through an analysis of its presuppositions, and shows it to be self-
contradictory. It itself holds no position, but takes its stand on
truth which is self-evidently true, and which has no formulation
that is literally valid. We may indulge in logic-chopping even in
connection with Vedanta, but that will not serve the interests
of truth.
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Let us start with a brief statement of the views held on this
question.

The common-sense man of course, as we know, is a privileged
person, and he can advance just any view he likes as suits him in
any particular situation. In his opinion, when he is in a critical
vein, philosophy seems to deal with mere words, it is engaged in
mere logic chopping without any reference to facts, with a hazy
super-sensuous world consisting of mysterious entities like soul,
god etc. When, on the other hand, things perhaps have gone wrong
with him in life and have puzzled him, he credits philosophy with
the capacity to solve all the difficulties of life and science satis-
factorily. The scientist, who began his career apologetically and
as a subservient camp follower of the philosopher, soon gained
such ground in prestige and popularity that in his opinion, whether
always frankly expressed or not, the knowledge which philosophy
professes to supply does not have either the prevision or the
certainty or the utility which real knowledge (as pursued by the
scientist) possesses. It is according to the scientist a study on the
borderland of ignorance (or knowledge if one wishes to put it
constructively), and while in our weaker moments, and in the
absence of anything better, recourse to philosophy may be under-
stood. It is true that in recent times some eminent scientists have
expressed views which are more friendly to philosophy; but with
great respect,I think that there is reason to believe that their
support of philosophy reveals a misconception of the characteris-
tic position both of science and of philosophy; and in any case,
even today they are not in accord with the bulk of scientific
opinion. The artist, being admittedly a man of genius who
recognizes and respects no laws or ends but those of his art, con-
siders that philosophy is' a study with a marvellous gift for making
simple things difficult, and everything dry as dust and lifeless.
The moralist is puzzled at, and feels impatient with, philosophy
for he suspects that under high-sounding and often incomprehensi-
ble names the philosopher creates uncertainty about matters which
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are and ought to be clear and certain. He is therefore unwilling
to let the philosopher loose among unthinking common men, for
he is afraid that far from making them more steady and earnest as
moral agents, philosophy often unsettles them and thus affects
their practice undesirably. The shallower among men of religion
make fun of philosophy as they do of most other valuable human
activities. The earnest man of religion accepts philosophy with
tolerance, often as a kind of innocent pastime for those so inclined,
or at the most as a secondary and less certain approach to the goal
of life than the one which religion provides.

Passing now to the philosopher’s opinion about himself —his
view about the task, motive, scope and standpoint of philosophy,—
we find that like the sciences philosophy began its career at the
behest of practice. Our own philosophers of almost every school
tell us repeatedly that the study of philosophy is pursued by those
who feel the distress of life acutely, and who are so dissatisfied
with the remedies which the sciences and the arts seem to suggest,
that they are in search of a master-key to the problems of life. In
the west, after a brilliant adventure into cosmology, philosophy
came to be recognized, with and after Socrates, emphatically as a
way of' life. Both Plato and Aristotle accepted a very intimate
connexion between life and philosophy; and although neither they
nor Socrates can be described as pragmatists, philosophical theory
was cer?ainly recognized by them all to have very close connexion
to Practlce. During the last stage of Greek and Roman philosophy,
Philosophy was even more emphatically practical, and it was un-
dou‘%)te.dly so during the middle ages under -the .influence of
Christian thinkers. Among the founders of modern philosophy,
Xve k.pov,v that Spinoza actually calls his great work on philosophy

EFh'Jcs .. Hume among the Empiricists following Bacon defines
validity as utility, and thus practice becomes in a sense the sole
test of. a theory. Kant considers his critique of Practical Reason
more Important than his epoch-making critique of Pure Reason.
The Hegelian Idealists, the pragmatists, the positivists, the
Bergsonians and the modern realists are too near us for ,us to
point out their different positions on this point. I would here only
refer to the most recent tendency in European Philosophy in this
matter. In recent contributions to Philosophy, we find that in the
Hibbert Journal as well as Indian Journals devoted to philosophy
emphasis is being laid on the distinction of philosophy from science’
?nd on the possibility and need of utilizing philosophic achievement’
or the real betterment of life. This is hailed in India as a long
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needed correction of the Western point of view, such as expressed
in Bradley’s description of metaphysics as an ‘intellectual game’,
and the definition of metaphysics as ‘a gearch for intellectual
satisfaction’. Several Modern Indian students of philosophy have
suggested that this is a triumph of Hindu wisdom and that after a
travail of 2500 years the west has come to realize the real value
and nature of philosophic knowledge.

In my opinion, while there is some truth in each one of the
views advanced above, and while in philosophy like everywhere
else we have been progressive on the whole, none of these views
really defines the philosophic standpoint correctly. I would in one
word describe the standpoint of philosophy as the standpoint of
Reflection or self-conscious experience. This gives us at once
what is distinctive or characteristic of philosophy and what is not
quite common to philosophy and other studies, and it also gives
us its limitations as well as excellences. Excluding commonsense
of which it is difficult to give the scope, nature or motive specifically,
we find that sciences pursue truth or knowledge, art pursues,
beauty, morality good, men of religion God. Philosophy may in
this way be described as pursuing wisdom.

This explains how philosophy is described as a study which
deals with the whole reality, but from a different view-point.
Whereas science pursues truth and knowledge, it never thinks
about truth or knowledge; philosophy alone does it. The philo-
sopher does not tackle new provinces of experience, but reorganises
the provinces of experience annexed by science from a point of
view which is wider and higher. Its subject-matter is not different
or separate from that of the sciences, but its point of view is. It
is analytical as well as synthetic, critical as well as creative and it
deals with facts as well as values. Whereas in the different sciences
one or the other aspect of the method is relevant, in philosophy
the method is characterized by all the qualities revealed in the
different scientific method. This is how it comes about that
whereas it is true that philosophy must base itself on sciences,
and is not true philosophy without such a basis, it is also true that
philosophy is not just science.

As I understand the matter, philosophy is not directly con-
cerned with any part of practice, although it is concerned in-
directly with all experience including the physical, biological,
intellectual, aesthetic and moral. A good deal of confusion has
arisen within philosophy because the claims of one or the other
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of thesg have_ l?een. accepted at their face value; and we have
naturalism, spiritualism, and pragmatism of various kinds
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1 need not cite instances. The Karmayogin who acts with detach-
ment, the Platonic philosopher who ° should have been the king’

are two of the best illustrations of this belief,

It appears to me that while in God-head it may be possible thus
to combine perfect wisdom with great and intense activity, it will
be rare indeed to find the combination among human beings. Our
powers and aptitude as finite beings are limited, and usually if we
do one thing well, we have to do it at the cost of other things which
other people do well! In the circumstances, it is wrong to suggest
that one can be at once good in philosophy and a very active man
of action. This is true even of science. Great scientists have sel-
dom been great inventors, not to speak of successful professors or
men who got on well in life! It is even more true of philosophy,
just because of its wider scope, and the greater complexity and
generality of its problems. It is only unthinking rashness there-
fore that makes people imagine that they can cultivate philosophy
well and at the same time do well as men of action. Not only is it
true that you cannot at the same time care for Caesar and for God,
the flesh and the spirit, but you cannot at the same time care for
all aspects and needs of the spirit. The best way is to loock after
one aspect well, bearing in mind of course the limitations of one’s
course of action. All roads do meet at the summit; let us therefore
follow our own path to the summit and keep to it scrupulously and

watchfully.

That is why, Bradley tells us, although there probably are
better ‘approaches to the real than metaphysics, such as Religion,
yet while one is a metaphysician one should not seek anything else.
It is common in this part of the country to misunderstand Shankar’s
philosophy and hold it responsible for all our problems. Shankar’s
philosophy makes as much room for action as any other philosophy,
but Shankar points out what many other people do not, namely the
fact that psychologically the dawn of wisdom is a task so absorbing
that it leaves little room for anything else, such as action. It may
be, and it is indeed the case, that most of us are men of action

_rather, than of thought; but to the extent that we are men of
thought, it is impossible for us to be zealous men of action.

The direct practical utility of philosophy consists in its being
itself. Indirectly, it is of great use in enabling one to avoid intel-
lectual errors arising out of narrowness and lack of openminded-
ness, and moral errors arising out of vanity and lack of sense of
proportion. As to the direct utility, it consists in the training of
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one’s understanding so as to make it truly detached. From my
limited personal experience, I can say that contrary to what people
imagine, a good student of philosophy is not useless for everything
else, but is on the contrary good at everything because of his train-
ing in philosophy. Philosophy was rightly considered by the Greeks
as the science of sciences. It is the culmination, and organization
of all scientific experience; these sciences include the ethical,
the historical, the social as well as the physical sciences.

This takes me to the last point I wish to deal with in this paper,
the correspondence between Philosophy and Religion. It seems to
me that while Philosophy organizes all our theory, Religion simi-
larly organizes the whole of our practice. Like Philosophy, true
religion is catholic in outlook. Toleration bordering on mildness and
weakness, appreciation bording on uncritical credulity, characterize
the psychology of the religious-minded man. Sometimes we find
that the moralist in him or the scientist in him insists on one parti-
cular theory with zeal and obstinacy, but as a religious-minded man
he is not given to any exclusive insistence.

Religion like philosophy has been mis-understood both by its
critics and its friends. India is often described both by Indians and
others as a deeply religious country. And on this mistaken assump-
tion regarding our religiousness, it is argued that our failure as a
nation is due to our other-worldliness, which in its turn is due to
our Advaita Philosophy.

My reply on behalf of religion would be that it is a libel on
religion to mistake it for passivity and narrowness in any form.
It is clear to any one who reflects even for a moment that not Islam
or Hinduism, but politics, economics and material things, places
of power and prizes are dividing us and leading to the grievous
spectacles of mass frenzy. It is equally true that no truly religious
man is other-worldly in the sense of neglecting this world and its
calls. He is a man of God, and loves this world as the work of
God. Only true religion can lead to wise activity in any sphere.
Like all other things, religion has a negative aspect; but the positive
aspect is the fundamental one, and that leads not to an other-world-
liness in the sense of negativing this world, but gives us two worlds—
this and the other; or better still, this world itself as the other,—the

clouds of dust become transformed by the love of God and become
golden!

Philosophy an('i Religion as attempts in their respective spheres
(theory and practice) to organize the whole of experience corres-
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pond a great deal, and have similar tasks to perform with regaﬁ“d
to their subject-matter. No one can therefore l?eco¥ne hphll(g()Pﬂic
unscientifically nor religious by and through failing in life. .n 1-f:
other hand, mere science is not philosophy, nor mere success in 1
religiousness.

As to the relation between Philosophy and Religiqn themselves,
it is the general relation between theory and practice. Both ax‘-e
in a sense abstractions, and there is no mere philosophy or mere
religion. Truth, Beauty and Goodness may be ul‘umately' C(l)ne,
but the higher and wider things which co,rrespond are wis 1m
(represented by philosophy) and Love of God (repre’sented thy
Religion). Spinoza seems to combine these in his notion of e
Intellectual Love of God, for he means by it that the phllO‘SOPher ;
knowledge (wisdom) is Love, that real love is understanding, an
vice versa.



The Theories of Drishti-Srishti and
Srishti-Drishti
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Drishti-srishti and srishti-drishti are two different views,
within advaitism, in regard to the ontological status of the world
which we experience in our wakeful states. Broadly speaking, the
theory of drishti-srishti maintains that the esse of the world is its
knowledge, while the theory of srishti-drishti holds that it has an
existence which is different from and independent of its knowledge.
Since it is a fundamental tenet of advaitism that the world neces-
sarily depends, for its existence, on the Absolute which is of the
nature of knowledge, therefore, every advaitist must support the
theory of drishti-srishti from this fundamental standpoint of advai-
tism. However, the word “knowledge” stands in common discourse
not for the Brahmic knowledge which is eternal, but for such par-
ticular and finite mental acts of cognition as the perception of a
table; and it is by reference to such finite cognitive acts that the dis-
tinction between the two theories in question is to be understood.
While the theory srishti-drishti says that the things of the world
are independent of the mental acts by which they are known, the
other theory maintains the contrary thesis that they are not so.

Srishti-drishti: Obviously, the first theory seems to have the
support of commonsense. The table which I am seeing now existed
even before I saw it, and will exist even when I shall not see it.
Besides, it is outside, while the act of seeing is inside, my mind.
The table, therefore, must be different from and independent of '
the act. This view seems to go counter to the advaitic doctrine that
matter is an appearance and dependent on intelligence; for if the
table were real apart from its perception, it could not possibly be
an appearance, since an appearance must not be supposed either to
precede or succeed the consciousness to which it appears. The theory
of srishti-drishti meets this difficulty by contending that although the
table has an existence which is independent of its perception, still
it is not independent of that eternal and transcendental knowledge
which is the ground of the world and, which reveals it as long as it
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exists. It is true that when I saw the table for the first time. I did
not feel like having seen it formerly in some other way. I éo not
seem to be conscious of the table except when I see ity;)r know it
jby some similar mental act of cognition. But the reason for this
is that the transcendental knowledge of the table is not explicit and
determinate, like an act of perception. Really speaking pit is the
same eternal intelligence which knows the table sometin’nes t
cendentally and sometimes empirically, i.e., with the hel I:fns-
mental act. The two modes of knowing the table are differeri f .
each other; yet both of them are modes of knowing. The tabl ;om‘
not come into being with the particular act of seeing it n(;r deoeoefi
depend upon the act. Still, the table should be dee’med n ap
pearance. For although it exists even when it is not the ob?ectalc:;

any cognitive act, still it never exists without bei
, st: out bein
by the transcendental intelligence. 8 apprehended

N tD{)zlshtz-sv:zshtz.—But t%le theory of drishti-srishti maintains that

e table which I am seeing now is not different from my act of
seeing it. It neither precedes nor succeeds the act: nor 1 yﬂ: 0‘
and the table differ from each other. o o fhead

Are :;ynreinb? ob:.ected a}gainst this that since the table, as has
a mental phenonen loned, is an extra-mental object and the act is
granting for ar nﬁenont,’ so the one must differ from the other. Even
are the onl efi dmen s sake that. cognitive acts such as perception
there is no Sg,roungr;ce for thfé existence of the table, and therefore
perceived or s or.assertmg‘ that the table exists when it is not
conceds that 41 wn in some other way, one must nevertheless
at the table is different from jts perception,

The theory of drishii
out that just as there is
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e . . it must necessarily be di
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. ct o
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for instance, cannot cut itself but only such a thing as a
dvaitism believes that no mental act
can exist even for a moment without being known. But the know-
ledge of the act is mo finite and particular act, but that eternal
and transcendental knowledge which is the Absolute. It may be
contended that the Absolute consciousness reveals not only the
mental act but also the distinction of the act from its object. But
from the standpoint of advaitism this contention, even if it be true,
cannot be accepted as a valid proof for the distinction of a cognitive
act and its object ; for what the transcendental absolute conscious-
ness reveals may, according to advaitism, be false. Thus no evi-
dence can be cited for proving that the table which I am seeing

now is different from my act of seeing it,

cutting,
piece of wood. Of course, a

It may be contended that the very nature of knowledge is such
that it must have some object which must be different from itself.
A piece of knowledge which has no object is a mere idea and has
no basis whatsoever in actual experience. Every piece of know-
ledge which forms part of actual experience is found to have some
object. If this were not so, we should have failed to distinguish
one cognitive act from another. But as a matter of fact, the know-
ledge of the table is felt by us to be different from that of the
chair. Every act of cognition has a specific and determinate
character of its own. Yet knowledge as such should be the same
everywhere. Its specific and determinate character must, there-

fore, be due to its object.

The theory of drishti-srishti removes the above difficulty in the
following manner. By saying that a piece of knowledge must have
some object which is different from it, is it suggested that unless
there be some object to a cognitive act, it is incapable of originat-
ing at all? This suggestion must be rejected for the following
reason. A cognition comes into being as soon as all its precondi-
tions are fulfilled ; and the object of a cognitive act is not found
to precede the act invariably. For it is admitted on all hands that
the apparent object of an illusory piece of knowledge is not a
precondition of that knowledge. Besides, it is possible that an act
of cognition is self-differenced, and does not depend on any object
which is different from itself in order to maintain its distinction
from other acts of knowledge. The knowledge of the table can
well be supposed to bave a qualitative distinction which falls
wholly within its own nature and is not relative to and derived

from its object table. Thus this vast world with its diverse ob-
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cealing the true nature of the Absolute, that is, they are illusory,
‘being products of nescience. Therefore, there is no sense in saying
that they are concealed by nescience ; for illusory objects can never
remain unknown ...... as long as they exist, they must appear
to some consciousness. Moreover, since the esse of nescience it-
self is its percipi which is the Absolute, it follows that the esse of
tables, chairs, etc. which are the products of this nescience is their
percipi. This implies that if there could be anything at all in re-
gard to which the sense-organs could function it would not be
nescience or any of its products, but the Absolute itself. But
advaitism holds that the Absolute is essentially free from all attri-
butes and parts, and the sense-organs cannot be supposed to func-
tion in respect of such an attributeless and impartite entity. Thus
although we usually believe that things like tables, chairs, etc. are
known with the help of sense-organs still this belief must be reject-
ed by advaitism. For sense-organs, tables, chairs, ete, and the
functioning of the sense-organs in regard to tables, chairs, etc.
are all illusory and should therefore be understood on the analogy
of dream-experience. Their “being”, too, just like the “heing” of
dream-objects depends on their knowledge. :

It may nevertheless be objected that the above view does not
accept the three-fold distinction hetween the iltusory, the empirical
and the transcendental grades of veality ...... a distinction which
is usually maintained by the teachers of advaitism. For it does
not grant that there is any object other than the Absolute which

can ever remain unknown.

But this objection is not tenable. Granting that the table can
exist without being knowm, it still cannot have that grade of
reality which is possessed by the Absolute. If the monism of
Shankara is to be maintained it would therefore be necessary to
ascribe, to the table, that grade of reality alone, which is possessed

by illusory objects.

It may still be objected that a grade of reality, simply because
it is different from the transcendental grade, need not be identical
with the illusory; for it can differ from both the transcendental
and the illusory grades; and this would amount to the admission
of a third grade, namely the empirical.

. But this objection too cannot bear scrutiny., For before accept-
Ing such an empirical grade we must first be able to show some
actual experience where the concept o£ empirical (as distinet from
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both absolute and illusory) reality is illustrated. It would not be
proper to point to our knowledge of objects like tables and chairs
as an example of such experience. For commonsense considers
them to be absolutely real, although advaitism cannot accept this
common-sense view. Being concerned just now to ascertain the
grade of reality of these very objects, an advaitist, before he applies
the concept of empirical reality to them, should know where else
within our experience this concept is applied. But no such ex-
perience can be pointed out. The only objects within our
experience which we consider to be not real are those which we
find to be illusory. So if after rejecting the absolute reality of
objects like tables and chairs, we seek to ascertain their grade of
reality, we have to do it on the analogy of that of illusory objects.
It would appear, therefore, that objects like tables and chairs
which we experience in our wakeful states have the same grade
of reality as illusory objects, if advaitism is true.

Ordinarily, no doubt, we employ the “term” “real” to indicatc
‘r(naterial objects such as tables and chairs, while the term
apparent” is used to indicate imaginary things like those which
are apprehended in illusion, dream, ete. These are the only two
kinds of object which we recognize in ordinary life. And by the
word “real”, in this connection, we mean what is wholly real.
But the wpanishads declare that the word “real”, in the sense of
“absolutely real”, is applicable only to the Absolute. Those, there-
fore, who accept the authority of the upanishads must not helicve
that the word “real” is rightly applicable to things like tables and
chairs to which we usually apply it. But the only other kind of
objects to which the word “real” in some sense is applied by us
is illusory objects. So the table should be considered to have the
same sort of reality as illusory objects. The distinction. therefore
between a real table and an illusory one has to be r:egarded a;
§uperﬁcial ...... we regard a table to be real as distinct from
illusory only as long as its illusory character is not detected.

Still another difficulty against the above position is as follows
It has been maintained that no object can ever exist Withotit bein t
apprehended by an act of knowledge. But this cannot be tr .
f’f objects which are beginningless, because no act of knowlecllus
is bc?ginningless; and advaitists grant that certain objects such is
nescience are beginningless. But this difficulty can be removed ik
it be maintained that the theory of drishti-srishti holds good in

the case of all objects except those which have no beginning
P .

v
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A Comparative Evaluation of the Two Theories

Drishti-srishti and srishti-drishti are but different expressions
of the same fundamental doctrine of advaita in regard to the onto-
logical status of the world we see around us. Both the theories
are at one in maintaining that this world is not absolutely real but
only apparently so and that the only reality that there is, is
Brahman which is absolutely simple and unitary in nature. Now
srishti-drishti holds that, within the sphere of this apparent reality,
there is a legitimate distinction between what is empirically true
and what is empirically false, between what persists in time and
what is momentary, what is mental and what is extramental ; while
drishti-srishti maintains that such distinction within the sphere of
apparent rality is not ontologically legitimate and significant, that
appearance and illusion are identical, that nothing persists in time,
that everything is mental, that the entire world of experience is
nothing but a series of successive and momentary mental states.
While srishti-drishti says that world is like a dream, drishti-srishti
avers that it is a dream. Both the views are logically self-consistent
and consistent with the fundamental advaitic position. The merit
of drishti-srishti is that it is simpler, since it accepts only two
(instead of three) grades of reality ...... namely the absolute
reality of Brahman and the illusory reality of the world. It would
appear, however, that it is not quite adequate to the complexity
of human experience, within which falls the distinction between an
illusory snake and a real snake ..... a distinction which is not
contradicted by any other experience except the final and saving
knowledge of Brahman. Of course, if advaitism is true, the word
“real” as an adjective of such a thing as “snake” cannot be under-
stood as what is “absolutely real”. Nevertheless, it can mean
what is “veal within the sphere of appearance”, without giving rise
to any self-contradiction. And since this meaning is compatible
with the fundamental advaitic position and at the same time retains
the empirically valid distinction between a real snake and an illu-
sory one, it is drastic and even unreasonable to ignore and do
away with the said distinction, unless there be adequate ground
for doing so. The main argument that drishti-srishti offers for
rejecting this distinction is that there is no satisfactory evidence
for its validity. But the question is: Is there any satisfactory
evidence for its invalidity ? It would not be proper to urge that
the burden of proof lies on those who want to retain the distine-
tion. For this distinction is not a hypothesis, but is what forms
part of our ordinary experience. On the contrary, the burden

P. 7
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of proof would seem to lie on those who would reject the validit
of Yvha.t forms part of ordinary experience. Nor can it rightl bz
Tnamtalned that advaitism demands the rejection of the distingtion
in question. For although advaitism demands the rejection of the
(,'O'mH‘IOIl-SenSe notion that objects like snakes are absolutely real
stfll .1t does not demand the rejection of a distinction which fall;
w?th}n apparent reality. Moreover, drishti-srishti too. has to ﬁran‘g
th'hm the _domain of appearance, certain objec‘;s SL;Ch as a?)idul'l,
which persist in time although they are not eternal, Finally i1e
who says that the world is no more than a series of successive ,and
momentary' mental states accepts the reality (albeit apparent) of
fECh a. series. On what evidence does he do so ? Evidently on
o esswgzn:zothlzt 1zuch a serigs ac_:tually appears to consciousness,
betwéen 5 u aye no objection to accepting the distinction
ea and thing, or that between an illusory snake and a

real one i 5
: as havm'g the same sort of apparent reality, since it, too,
appears to consciousness,

Philosophy of Shrimad Rajchandra

By

D. M. Pater, M.A. (Bomsay) B.A. (#ons) LoNDon.
, Reader in Philosophy,
M. S. University, Baroda College, Baroda.

Shrimad Réjchandra was born at Vavinid in Saurashtra in
1868, and he died at Rajkot (Saurashtra) in 1901 In a short
span of 33 years’ life he studied the fundamental philosophical
doctrines of the various schools of thought well-known in India, and
his considered opinion was that the philosophy of the Jaina School
of thought was the most rational and the most effective in its sug-
gestion of the method of Self-Realization. He who has controlled
his desires, has attained mastery over his mind and senses, can
utilise his body and its activities, his speech and its reactions, his
mind and its thoughts, for a gradual elimination of all causes that
bring about soul’s bondage. He who has renounced all possessions,
knows, sees and resides completely in his nature as Atman or the
spiritual self, clearly discriminates between the self and the not-
self, hetween knowledge and ignorance, liberation and bondage,
merit and demerit, and activities binding the soul and the means of
release therefrom. He who knows that the pure being of the Atman
is the only object of contemplation is called a Jina.

Shrimad Rajchandra accepts the Jaina philosophy; for, he says,
its doctrines are laid down by the great Tirthankaras who were
twenty-four in number, starting from Rishabhadeva and ending
with Vardhamana Mahavira as the twenty-fourth Tirthankara.
A Tirthankara is a great founde¢r and organiser of religion. By
his teachings he clears the doubts of his contemporaries in matters
of religion and philosophy, and provides an ideal of life and
thought in his own person. Every Tirthankara confirmed the meta-
physical truths accepted by his predecessor, and advised the people
to realize them by a method suitable to the time. A Tirthankara
lays down the path of the soul’s liberation, and advises other souls
to follow the path by which he has himself attained it. He origin-
ates a religious discipline, or reorientates it, or reformulates it in
consonance with the need of the time, according as
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def'eated all his enemies,—physical, mental and spiritual; and so
he is called an Arihanta. Similarly, one who has attained kl;OWled"(‘
of absolute reality, i.e. pure Self or Atman and otler Dx'avy:‘s‘.
one who .abides in Atman only, one who knows Ail;u?“;l and ]iv:;:,j
as such, is called Keval Jnini. Absolute knowledﬂo.of {he 1'ez;l
nature _of Atman is not possible without de[ear,i_:r' c1101ﬁ‘e% of
Atman in the form of ignorance, wrong aclion, infattlation ;g';cecl

attach‘ment, excitement etc. Here the term knowledge is 'u;ed in‘
a special sense, namely the knowledge of the Jiva or A:tm:m .A'ivw

and the relations between them. When a Tirthankara lcea;/es]thce‘
human body, he is known as a Siddhe. one who has atiained the
state of pure unembodied Atman. An Achirya is one who preaches
and propagates the message and teachings of the Tirthankira. One
who read:q and helps others in reading the Jaina Sastras is l;nown
as an Upidhyaya. One who renounces all earthly attachments and
relations, and concentrates on the efforts at liberation is called a
.Sjadhu. Shrimad Rajchandra insists that for one desirous of libera-
tion, right God, right Guru to lead one to God, and right relidionqc‘)r
a path towards liberation, are very necessary. Of the five t;pes of
grefat soljls-—Arihanta (Tirthankara and Kevali), Siddha Acharya

Upadhyéya and Sadhu, any-one excluding the Siddha can’ be a righ';
C?uru or Sadguru. He says that Atman has three attributes,—
right knowledge of pure existence as pure Atman, right intuiti’on
(Samyaka Darsana), and right conduct (Samyaka ’Charit‘rya).

By ignorance, a Jiva joins with Ajiva atoms, and forgetting his
real .nature, he regards the qualities of the Ajiva or lifeless matter
as his qualities. The composites called Pudgalis of Karma atoms
come and fix on the pure surface of the Jiva or Soul, invited by the
ignorant Jiva; and as a result, an endless chain of merit and demerit
Punya and Papa, is formed which binds the Soul to its worldly life,
and to the cycle of birth and death. By stoppage of the inrush o£
Karx.na atoms (Samvara),.and by gradually removing the alread
admitted Karma pudgalas, a complete purge of az':tachment( osf’
Karmas results in the liberation of Jiva or Atman from th
cycle of endless Karmas and of Swmsara. Bondage is trli1 f
tachment of Karmas to the Jiva, and liberation or Moksh ‘e ti -
separation of the Jiva from these actions. If it is asked asatciS he
and when does the Jiva invite and get attached to these bi :1N y
forces called Karmas, the reply is that this story h N 'm 'mg
and there has already been an endless chainbo(;rgirtis m; Elegmnmg'
rebirth for an infinite number of the Jivas, Accordin?gnto tiaet}.};;:
System, and as accepted by Shrimad Rajchandra, the cosmic exis-
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tence is divided into two parts,— (1) Loka and (2) Aloka. Loka

is occupie& by objects and individuals formed by five bodily forms

called Panche Astikiyas; and they are Jiva, Pudgala, Dharma,

Adharma and Akdsha. This Loka is surrounded by pure Akasha

stretching from the bounds of Loka to infinity, and it is called Aloka.

These five bodily forms called Astikayas are known as Dravyas,

which admit of both permanence and change. That which is

possessed of many qualities and is capable of assuming many forms

is called an Astikaya. Every Dravyais capable of change and evolu-
tion in its qualities and forms. There may be changes in Loka;

but Loka as a whole endures through the changes of time. There
is no pralaya or complete dissolution of the Loka. Kala or an eter-
nal series of moments of time is ever young. It is regarded as real
but not possessing any bodily form. The Jiva is capable of
extension and contraction along with the Pudgalas attached to it.
In all there are six Dravyas capable of independent individuality.
This cosmic reality made up of these six Dravyas eternally exists;
it was in the past, it is in the present, and it will be in the future.
1t is not created by any one personality or by an impersonal power.
It exists in its own right. Jainism does not believe in God as the
creator of the world. God according to Jainism is a perfectly
liberated Atman, and since such Atman has no purpose in start-
ing any activity, the world as an activity could not be the work
of God. While Vedinta of Shankara admits the oneness of Atman
and Paramatman, and dismisses the final plurality of Atmans,
Jaina System and Shrimad Rajchandra admit the eternal indepen-
dent existence of not only the infinite number of Jivas, but also that
of the infinite atoms of Ajiva or not-living or non-conscious reality.
What is common to all Dravyas is their pure eternal independent
existence. Excluding the Jiva, the four Astikdyas fall in the cate-
gory of Ajiva.

The nine fundamental Tattvas are Jiva, Ajiva, Punya, Papa,
Asrava, Samvara, Nirjard, Bandha and Moksha. Shrimad Raj-
chandra arranges these Tattvas in a cyclic order, and suggests that
the Jiva by its attachment to Ajiva collects Punya and Papa; and
there is the problem of Karmas rushing into the Soul (Asrava),
and a difficulty of stopping this rush (Samvara), one leading to
Bandha, the other paving the way for Moksha or liberation. If
the Jiva gives up its attachment to Ajiva and thinks only of
Moksha and meditates on it, then the Jiva will attain Moksha by
adoption of a specific discipline of life and thought. In the states
of self-realization and Moksha a Jiva has omniscience,—a complete
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intuition and knowledge of all the T
g g e Tattvas he relatione
distinctions between them. and the 1e.lahons and

" Eglfgzacltﬁ:.l.chandra ln‘hlS ‘Atrga Siddhi’, a composition of
truths na;r;]el (&'1 ‘""nj‘i explains the six fundamental philosophical
uncrea:ted ancbi/ e )1 t{nan undO}l b.tedly exists; (2) it is eternal,
of its activities; Veilats}t)mg; (8) it is in one sense the originator
its actions; (5‘)’ ta ne therefore (4) it rightly enjoys the fruits of
fr o ‘l 1S ?apabl?.Of liberation or Moksha ie, freedom
om _actxons and their fruition; (6) the way to liberation is the
adoption of right religious discipline. on is

embfzzzn:glulfla]ch}?ndra primarily concerns himself with the
ot Ls in ‘t e form of human beings, and says that a Jiva
cesxrmtls .of llhberatlon must take the human form in order that it
falrll attain right knowledge, the advice of the right Guru, and
follow the path of the self-realized souls. The problem before him
is how tf) attain Moksha for a Jiva in the cycle of birth and death
He.studles the concept of liberation or Moksha as descrihed bs;
varlous philosophical systems, and he concludes that. Iiberatio;’l
;neans- the rfeturn of the individual Soul to its own nature by

reaking all its connections with the not-soul or Ajiva. Shrima%l
says that ’Fhe human soul has had innumerable past lives and
suffe.red miseries, because it could not distinguish between. itself
an.d ljtS body. Now in human life there is a chance for reflective
th.lnkmg on the nature of the real self and knowing it, so that it
‘will no longer be led away by matter and its qualities. Complete
happiness and bliss results from Self-knowledge, and that can be

achieved by going to a right Guru and b i
ad : .
sophy of life. v adopting a right philo-

To those who object to accepting the existence of the Self or
_Atman on the ground that all that exists in the physical e ;’(‘1
is the object of some one’s perception, and that since Atman c);n-
not be seen as we see g jug or a piece of cloth, therefore there is
no Aftman, Shrimad replies that on proper understanding Atmalt;
and its body are found to be quite different, and the are’i tuited
as such. Atman is neither the living body, ng . o e

Seif or Atman outlives all other experiences. While the senses
:;Illoj:;ﬁu:flls;llk;ow their appropriate objects, the Jiva knows
nor breath @ senses. Neither human body nor senses alone

reath can individually know Atman, but it is by its presence
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that they can be known and that the worldly life is possible. Atman
is quite independent in the midst of all bodily and mental activities
and states. . The nature of Atman is self-manifest and is pure con-
sciousness. If you know the objects seen you must accept the
existence of the seer who saw these objects and knew them. Besides,
if the body and the Atman are to be regarded as the same, then
with growth or decay of the human body one will say that the
Atman has grown or decayed. On the contrary, we find the best
of intellect in a slender body and a very shallow intellect in a
fat body. This proves that Atman is something different from
the body. It is strange, but painfully true, that the self
who is to provide a basis for all rational doubt is itself made the
victim of doubt. The conscious and the unconscious are so differ-
ent in nature that to realize them as such is the prime need of
philosophy and life.

Shrimad then points out a clear-cut distinction between the
conscious Atman and the unconscious objects. To those who
argue that admitting the existence of the Jiva or Atman, it is
not necessary to accept its eternity or Nityatwa, since Atman can
only be realized in the living body, and with the death of the
living body there is no means of knowing the Jiva; and since death
and life are subject to limitations of time, the Jiva should also be
similarly limited, Shrimad Rajchandra replies that every living
body is a composition of atoms which are unconscious, an object
of some seer’s perception and having some form. We can see
how a body is formed, how it lives and how it ceases to function
and decay. But we cannot see in the same way the beginning and
the end of the conscious element. The Jiva is the recorder of the
temporal changes occurring in a living body. The Jiva is the
knower of its body, and without the independent existence of the
Jiva such knowledge of the bodies, and especially of the living
bodies, is unaccountable. In brief, the Jiva is not a result, it has
no beginning, and so it is called Anadi and Ananta; while the
Ajiva, the body of the Jiva, has a beginning and an end. None
has ever experienced the creation of the conscious by the uncon-
scious or of the unconscious by the conscious, and therefore
the completely independent existence of the Jiva and the Ajiva

. has got to be accepted. This line of thinking is easily comparable
to the Cartesian definition of the two substances, Soul and Matter.

The Jiva never admits of destruction by any combination of events,
and so it is called eternal or Nitya,

Besides, Shrimad Rajchandra argues that since in living beings
like serpents we find predominance of certain mental qualities



56 - THE PHILOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY

from the very beginning of their life, it is easy to admit that this
is due to their dispositions aquired in their past lives. The exist-
ence of exceptionally brilliant men and women. the e.xtraord(ianal‘y
spark of intelligence in some children, the distin’ctions of status and
disposition , —all these are helps to a logical acceptance of the
past and the future births of the Jivas. The bodiel: (ot'cth(:) Jiva
;n:ag;;aclor;;erizii'Ygo, EUt-the Jiva is the common factor and it has
Geon o cll e. e51des,. at death, we say that the body will
decompe n rgturn to its elements, but we do not say the
same about the Jiva. Hence the eternity of the Jiva.

Shri : .
ac1:ivitiesm;‘rc'l Iii]);}:andrla explains the relation of the Jiva to
dual Jiva (Self as. He says that some hold that the indivi-
activity 5 the ga cannot start any activity; that the previous
Jiva by nature beiESOAOf subnguent activity in the bodily life
not desire anythin g vsvanga, Le, non-attached to anything, would
tution and mental ﬁ'- hat binds the Jiva is the bodily consti-
and since all activitmp'om-lons which are congenital and acquired,
soul will not owr 'ty ' mt,h?r bodily or mental the non-attached
soul by nature f;eI no-ll‘ originate it. If to act is to be bound, the
relation of Jiva te V;’{‘] not fxct and invite bondage. Hence the
by nature activ; 0 Narma s difficult to explain. If Jiva is
be liberated If,tind I.f actlwty is hondage, then the Jiva cannot
if it is not b'y nat .e J 1‘Va admits of liberation, it can only do so
ble either to holdu;e att.achcjd to activity. It is, therefore, desira-
question of hond that Jiva i by nature active and so there is no
automaticall ndage or freedom for it, or to hold that actions are
them; or to i’OIggV;rned, and that the Jiva has nothing to do with
activities, and - t a the great God inspires the Jiva to start some
responsik;le fo a; Jiva acts under God’s inspiration, it is not
liberation ar'~r the results'o{' these activities. The question of
dusl embodilbss only when it is .admitted that the Jiva, the indivi-
for their O;Bd sglf, starts certain activities and so is responsible
and undef adv'or bad e sults, enjoys them, and afler reflection
from all attachlrie Of a rlgf‘lt'C'}uru follows a discipline to be free
path of bodil egt to activities. The Jiva must realize that the
away £ ily anc mex}tal action leads to bondage, and keeping
y from it leads to liberation.

Shri : )
rimad Rajchandra’s reply  to  this argument  is  that

the Jiva i o

e - nl:'a is t}'m .sole inspiring agent behind all its activities. The
. SClous is incapable of automatic action y
the will of the mechanic, :

and that is with an intelli

Machines move by
A good machine implies good planning,
gent purpose. Since the liberation for
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y, we cannot consistently say that
ttached to Ajiva and all activities.
Samsara, in the cycle of birth and
e of existence, is the author of its
actions and so a free agent, and by good choice it can pave the
way for the proper understanding of its noumenal nature.
Besides there is no need to bring in God as the author of human
actions. God or Iswara is a reality, but he is pure Atman, self
knowing self as existing and all-knowing. God is the ideal for
the Jiva to be. If God is limited to actions as man is, then where
is the Godhood of God ? God is the Atman who has attained
perfection in knowledge, intuition and pure existence. When the
Jiva turns to its own nature, it is the author of its own nature,
ie. self-knowledge, self-intuition and self-existence. When
the Jiva contacts Ajiva by ignorance, it is the author of its
mental and bodily actions; it has therefore to enjoy or to suffer
the fruits thereof, and finally to think of a release from the cycle
of worldly existence. Activities having a beginning have their
natural termination, and they lose the power of limiting the Jiva
if they are allowed natural termination without any attachment.
It is by suffering the activity throughout its course that the Jiva
can be free from it. Here it is admitted that the Jiva is capable
of changing its states when in contact with the Ajiva. The cause
of this contact is found in ignorance, but such a contact is sup-

posed to Le from endless past.

a Jiva is a philosophical realit
Jiva as a pure substance is una
But we can say that the Jiva in
death, and in its embodied stat

Shrimad Rajchandra holds that though a Jiva’s contact with
Ajiva may be of endless past, it can be terminated with the help
of right God, right Guru and right religion, Complete happiness
of the Jiva lies in its retirement to its own nature, and not in its
attachment to matter or Ajiva. Good and bad actions are both
binding the Jiva; elimination of both of them is required for one
desirous of liberation.

Shrimad suggests that it is only right knowledge of the nature
of the real—the Jiva and the Ajiva,—that will bring liberation
to the Jiva. The beginningless ignorance of the Jiva can vanish
at the dawn of right knowledge as the long enduring dream will
be dispelled by a return to wakefulness. The knots that bind the
soul of Jiva are those of Riga or attachment, Dwesha or malice
and ignorance or Ajiiina. Loosen these three knots, and libera-
tion is attained. The pure conscious eternal existence is the nature
of Atman; it is free from all appearances. We can attain it by
keeping away from all appearances,
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The discipline of selj-liberation

After firmly establishing the six fundamental philosophical
truths about the Atman, namely its existence, eternity, power of
origination and enjoyment of activities and the fruits thereof, its
liberation and the right religion as the path of liberation, Shrimad
Rajchandra proceeds to elaborate the method of self-liberation.
He says that it is no use wasting one’s time after the theoretical
discussions as to which of the many philosophical systems is the
best and most logically exact. What one should do is to remove
ignorance by knowledge, anger by piety and kindness, {alse sense
of honour by humility, attachment to sense-pleasures and sense-
objects by developing an intense spirit of non-attachment to bodily
and mental activities; to quell in one’s being the waves of emo-
tional thoughts and activities, and to fix one’s mind on the nature
of eternal Atman as pure endless unchanging conscious and bliss-
ful existence. No particular sex nor a definite code of external
manners need be considered lavourable for liberation. No reli-
gion should monopolise the exclusive right to speak for liberation.
One who removes all coverings thin or thick, good or bad, right
or wrong, from his self is a liberated soul. One who pines for
liberation is in a mood to approach and appreciate the teachings
of a right Guru. The right Guru will enkindle in the aspirant for
liberation a search for happiness and peace in his own internal
being, and with his help the aspirant will succeed. When the soul
is freed from its bodily attachment, it realizes its real nature and
attains everlasting knowledge, peace and bliss. By this method
one in the end realizes that the pure self is neither the author of
bodily actions nor the enjoyer of the fruits thereof, and so the
bondage and the liberation were the dual facts within the limits
of the worldly existence of the Atman. Srimad Rajchandra says
that one who is an aspirant for liberation must cultivate in him-
self seven virtues, i.e., Dayi, Santi, Samatd, Kshama, Satya, Tydga.
Vairdgya ; sympathy and piety, peace, equanimity, forgiveness,
truthfulness, ‘a spirit of renunciation and self-resignation.

Knowing in the human life that one is only pure self, one
should constantly search for its liberation from worldly entangle-
ments and bodily associations. One should be non-violent and
sympathetic towards all fellow-travellers on the path of liberation.
Then one should find peace in the advice of the right Guru, who
will guide him to his liberation. One should feel tired of feverish
activities and endless pursuits in the external world. With gradual
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development of peace, one can maintain equanimity of mind and
be a Sthitaprajna.

When the equanimity of mind is disturk?ed by adventitious
anger, the aspirant should quell anger by forgwenes.s. Then suc}}:
an aspirant will speak and act upto truth an.(.i noth}ng butc tx.'ut .
Truth in life is difficult to practise. Mahatmaji has r%ghtly insisted
on truth and non-violence as the fundamental virtues a Tnan
should practise both as an individual and as a member of society.

By constantly retiring to one’s own nature as Atman, it will
be easy to be free from worldly deceptions, and find peace and

bliss where they really are.
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