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Descartes has justifiably been called the father of modern
philosophy. He lived in a period which marks the threshold of
these last three centuries whose inner unity and coherence have
caused them to be given the common designation of “modern”.
This inner unity and coherence can, to a large extent, be traced
directly to Descartes himself; although when we read him today
we find it difficult to catch the radical note which this statement
would imply. This is only further proof however, for it indicates
that his philosophy has become so much a part of our present way
of thinking that we are not able to see it in its full and indepen-
dent significance. It is only by using the historical perspective
that we are able to judge Descartes fairly in terms of the chal-
lenges he had to meet and the obstacles he had to overcome, We
must be concerned not only with the technical, but also with the
human aspects. This tells us something about the man and of his
philosophy as a living force; and further, there is the question
of what his philosophy ¢an mean to us today. An honest evalua-
tion demands that we employ both the historical and the con-
temporary perspectives. We are rewarded with the observation
of a remarkable similarity, at least in certain key respects, which
leads us to conclude that the voice of Descartes well deserves to
be harkened to in this the twentieth century.

A glimpse of the intellectual atmosphere of the early seven-
teenth century reveals to us the daring advance which the phi-
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losophy of Descartes represents in the intellectual development
of man. The Europe of his time was harassed by prejudici and
bigotry of a religious nature which inhibited and indeed sought
to p.revent, the growth of free scientific inq’uiry There s ;

Par.ncular example of this attitude which is often'. cited. - Itljs (:Ee
incident in which Galileo invited one of his learned coilea e te
look throu.gh his telescope to observe the newly-discoVergel; P
quts. This distinguished doctor emphatically declined the -y
tation on the grounds that Aristotle had never mentionedmw-
spots and therefore they must either be in the lens of th t lsun
cope or in the imagination of Galileo. ‘ o e

1

Su?h an event reveals to us the practical consequences of
dogmatic outlook. There is a reluctance to incorporat 'oh'a
the reaches of one’s established knowledge anything whieh th bt
serve to challenge the foundation upon which it resfs A :::halrlmght
that involves a critical examination of basic tenets. is som tenhige
t?lat a dogmatist can never accept without ceasing to be a df) .
tist. Descartes lived in a period whose intellectual atmo ima-
was permeated by the dogmatic attitude, wprere

Aristotle, as the source of inspirati i
tury thtaology of Aquinas, was referedogyf(:;a:xl;‘: ctll'xurl"t:ienth -
level with Augustine and other Church Fathers T11151 Gy
u;:tj'lal sanctity to aristotelian philosophy and causedS i?:'a‘:e ;ﬂ
.:lned and protected by officialdom. Evidence of thj ° o
z)rourvtxe ::11 tt;lvlhen an :jxttempt was made in 1624 to debate pl:blﬁs
for .eses a.lgamst the philosophy of Aristotle, O e
st halls in Paris had been secured for the p o and e

urpose,
: tl:'aousand persons attended. Just as the program wandbalmost
begin, an order came from the government to dj as about to
ing. Shortly afterwards, another order was issued forbidding

on pai .
pain of death — any teaching against the ancient authors

There was one European countr

this state of affairs. Holland had come. under the influence of .th
ce of -the

cic?nce, and one could find there

vy which was ap exception to
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could complete it, he was distracted by the news of further astro-
nomical discoveries and he shifted his attention to the study of
these phenomena, This led to the writing of a comprehensive
work on natural phenomena which he called Le Monde (The
World) when referring to it in his letters, However, before it
could be published, a crisis emerged out of the conflict between
the rising tide of scientific inquiry and the intransigeant attitude
of those authorities who sought to protect the established dogma.
Giordano Bruno had already been burned at the stake for holding
views inimical to the Church. Then, in 1633, Galileo was con-

‘demned by the Inquisition for the book he had written on the

Copernican theory of th#uhiverse, .

~ Descartes’ first reaction upon learning of the condemnation
of Galileo.was to drop all thought of circulating his recently com-
pleted treatise, Le Monde, and he even went so far as to resolve

upon the general principle of publishing nothing. Fortunately,
this frame of mind did not long endure, and within a few years

he produced a book containing essays on Diaptrics, Geometry and
Meteors, which were intended to serve as demonstrations for a.
new method set forth in the preface, The first part of the book
was later detached, and forms what we today know as the Dis-
course on Method. It is an eloquent plea on behalf of scientific
inquiry struggling in the face of unrelenting dogma. '

As the author himself indicates, the Discourse on Method

" may be divided into six distinct parts, each treating of a different

subject matter. Together, they are intended to form a continvious
argument, but the continuity is not nearly as evident as in the
Meditations. This is due to the intrusion of certain extraneous
material, for the most part exiracts from Le Monde, which De-
scarfes wanted to make public on a trial basis, in order to deter-
‘mine the propriety of releasing the full body of the text.

In miost philosophical swritings of worth, we npte that the first
sentence is highly significant and serves as a key to understanding
the whole: This is certainly the case with Descartes. His first
sentence in the Discourse is the well-known, “Le bon sens eést la
chose du monde la mieux’ partagée....” (Common dense is the
most equally distributed thing in the world), upon which he con-
cludes that all men. have the capacity to distinguish between the

" . true- and the false. Differences of opinteri tome about only

because men use this faculty to poor advantage, choosing to thipk
‘about different things and to conduct their reasoning about these
things in diverse ways. Error is not inherent in man's thinking,

b
pY3
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it comes from the abuse of his powers (i.e. common sense which
is the capacity to know the true from the false).

This provides us with the central motif of the Discourse. I
man has the capacity to know the true, and if differences in opi-
nion are due solely to faulty reasoning, then the task at hand is

Mathematics reveals to us that uniform conclusions can only come

athematicians use the same

method, and regardless of who they are or what the circumstances

may be, they always arrive at the s
is universal and necessarily valid.
must be devised and applied to scie
tion of such a method, and not the
o determine the relative merits in
Ptolemaic and Copernican theories,

A method of similar validity
ntific questions, The applica-
Inquisition, is the proper way
such disputes as between the

In the second part of the Disec
.rules to serve as a basis for such a
similarity between these four rul
blished by Bacon in his Novum

ourse, Descartes suggests four
method. There is a remarkable
es and the five principles esta-

Organum which was first publi-
shed in 1620, or about seventeen years before the -publication of

the Discourse. There has been considerable attempt to demon-
strate the dependence of the latter on the former, but the evidence
seems to indicate no such relation. In fact, if the rules did have
their origin in the short metaphysical treatise that Descartes
started to write while on his trip to Holland in 1619, then his

a comparison of the two, that there is g fundamen
ble distinction between

Descartes, as also Bacon, makes a fresh start and then resolves

“never to accept anything as true which [ did not clearly know
to be such ; that is to say, carefully to avoid haste and prejudice,
and to include in my judgments nothing which is not so clearly
and distinctly presented to my mind that I can have no occasion
to doubt it”, Just as a house that is no longer habitable is nor-
mally torn down completely in order to make room for a new one

to be constructed from the very foundation, 'S0 too, our confused

.and obscure ideas must be completely

: ' e g recognize
ame conclusions. Their method “example, for today we

.
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removed in order that we
ildi terials ”
i in with only sound “building ma Tic
able to '?'ffsmisai?ll:ﬁv:“ rule. Actually, it can be d;\luded
or fcrue _ldeaS- o parts, each of which raises its owr: p:o ujlx::; |
into two sepa: tells us ‘never to accept anything .as Eu e
The first -y it is so; which leads to the guestion of whether,
we are sure that It ¢ 5 that we know something as true.

e 2 ssible to know R - ths
and o, bably had in mind the kind of self evuien‘; truths
Descartes % in Euclidian geometry, such as tha_t the shor -?ﬁ =
that we fin ,-mtwo points is a straight line.. But the. vah‘ ty o'
tance ‘betweel_ld ¢ truths” is not absolute, as shovyn in this very
such # self-eviden that the shortest distance between

ine, This tempfs us to accuse
"y - 1l be a curved line.
two points may we

Descartesof violating
he only thought to be such.

may be able

i hich
i rule by accepting as true that w
e ownThis gets to the heart of the problem.

‘Descartes believed that such “ self-evident truths”, obtained by
‘Descartes

s . the true and the false, reveal.ez:l a
our ability to judg;tbiesmi:;:mble and which he call.ed iptuztz.on.
r;ais; f;eﬁﬁ’;io have such intuitions, or the immediate grasping

£ a truth without reference to any criterion other than its own
. O

i Descartes called the faculty of comrnon
sense of tlcler:;aal;atzi’;l:ztjudge between the true and the f.a]se. T.he
sen'sef:;a tesuch a way of knowing does exist is the basic premise
bel;:e ' ;ﬂbsophy and is the assumption implied in his.ﬁrs? sen-
o mmon sense is the most equally distributed thing in t.he
t'en‘;lfi (00) This notion is both the key-note of his method and _1ts
orer t t .\;re.akness. At no time does he furnish us witl.x .conclusxve
gziifeihét man is capable of knowledge through int.umw.e truths.
?Ie accepts it as “self-evident” and proceeds to build his philosophy.

The fact that Descartes does not really introduce anyt-hmgfn&lw
by his method is further demonstrated m t.he second part (i te
first rule where he names haste and prejudice as the obstac e; z
truth. The significance of this statement can be understood ﬂf:t
in the light of the'fourth meditation in which Descartes states b
God cannot be a deceiver, and therefore error comes about l()) y
because man makes improper use of the faculties which have (:;n
so generously granted to him. Man has the ff’eed.om todkno‘;ak e
truth, but he does not use it propgrly, .choosmg mste:lll to r:
hasty’ judgments about matterg.w?nch are only part;:”111 y o}:-i C;O -
fusedly conceived. The fault lies in rfxans perverse Thz ich
always leading him astray, and not with the Cx:ea:lt.or.t. }; :,’Z
shadow of augustinian theology is rfot .the only in al;:a; ion wn:’ Bave
that Descartes wanted to remain within the general framew
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Christian tradition although striving to modify the rigidity of its
position, :

The second of the four rules prescribes that a] difficulties
should be divided into as many parts as possible, and ag may be

hecessary for a better solution, This is the Cartesian analysis. As
the well-known french philosophe

bis commentary on this work, “Une difficulté, au sens technique de
ce terme, est done un complexe de questions, d’ou la nécessite pro-
clamée par le deuxiéme précepte de la méthode do Je ramener &
une question simple.” (A difficulty, in the technical sense of the
" word, is a cluster of problems, which is why the second rule de-

clares that we must go back to a simpl
elementary or simple problems which are seen in their combined
form produces confusion in the perceiver until he is able to sort
out the separate parts, whose individual

or division is made, the task is to reassemble the parts in such g way
that the combination will be equally self-evident, )

This is the concern of the third rule which advises us to con-
duct our reasoning step by step so that from the knowledge of the
simple we may arrive at a knowledge of the more complex. Once
again Descartes has resorted to mathematics in forming this notion
of serial progression. His logic consists in sequential reas

based on the atomism of ideas. The first step must be a wholly
self-evident truth in the light of what has preceded. The passage
frém one to the other, from simple to more complex, is made by
intuition. This kind of logic. suffers from what we shall call the
“geometrical fallacy”. It is the error of assuming ideas to be simple
absolute parts or substantial entities, a prejudice which inclines
towards the adoption of methods used in mathematics. The study
of geometry is based on the notion that each given entity has cer-
tain fixed and invariable relations, which can then be generalized
into universal propositions. But ideas are not substantial entities,
and do not have such fixed relations, and therefore cannot be treated
in the same way. Ryle, in his recent book Concept of Mind, has
shown the difficulties involved in the Cartesian theory of mind as
a substantial entity. The same criticism needs to be levelled against

Descartes’ treatment of ideas. Once it is clearly established that

ideas are not substantial entities, the whole notion of reasoning in

r, Etienne Gilson, has written in

e problem). A plurality of

R
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serial progression (or what the french call enchainement des idées)
is#endered invalid. Reasoning is not an additive process, it is a
creative synthesis of experience. Curiously enough, Descarte.s als‘o
lends himself to this interpretation. The greatest “_reak.n.ess in his
mathematical-type reasoning is his employment of intuition. How-
éver, intuition can also be understood as.an act f’f .creatxve: synthe-
sis. Thus, as a means for obtaining certainty l:t.ls faﬂgcmus .an.d
deceptive, but as a means to enlarge our cognitive horizons it is
fundamental.

t

The “géometrical fallacy” is the tendency to liken thinking to

. the piling ,of blocks on top of one another, as children do to form

towers. Although the blocks are soon conceived to be parts of

the tower, they may still be distinguished as individual entities, The

fourth rule that Descartes gives us indicates that this is analogous
to his conception of the relation between simple ideas and the whole
argument. To avoid error in our reasoning we should make enu-~
meration so complete, and review so general, as to assure that

'nothing has been omitted. This reference to enumeration means
* that once we have reduced the complex problems to their simplest

parts, we should give to each simple idea or self-evident t?uth.a
numerical designation in order to facilitate the re-grouping in
serial order, The review should assure us that each idea or S?lf-
evident truth is in its proper place. This notion of- resgrOt.xprxg
ideas, as well as the belief that they can be x.mmencal!y distin-
guished, is clearly based on the fallacious notion that ideas are
substantial entities and thus have the same character as physical
things.

As Descartes candidly states, in geometry and arithmetic we
discover relations which permit us to move from any one part to
ahy other and it is only plausible to assume that the same is true
of knowledge. If, however, as we have tried to show, ideas are not
quantitative, then they do not possess relations analogous to geo-
mefry and arithmetic. Yet we continually find ideas treated as sub-
stantial entities with the accompanying effort 10 move among them
as though they were connected with fixed and determinabl.e rela~
tions. In fact, we are able to distinguish two distinct fallacies, the
geometrical and the arithmetical. The “geometrical fallacg’?.is the
tendency to spatialize ideas and deal with them as substantial en-
tities; the “arithmetical fallacy” follows from this, and is the at-
tempt to organize the ideas in serial order. These two fallacies
have been responsible for considerable obfuscation in metaphysical
inquiry, particularly since the time of Descartes, Tluswu his -
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most unfortunate contribution and one from which we must now
strive to liberate philosophy. ‘ ' A,

The general application of Descartes’ method begins in the
fourth part of the Discourse. In accordance with the first rule,

which holds that we should never accept anything for true which
has not been clearly shown to be such, Descartes asserts the neces-
sity for doubt as the starting point of his meditations. However,
the very act of doubting makes clear and evident to him his own
existence (je pense, donc je suis). This is a truth which is so
clearly and distinctly presented to his mind that he can have no
occasion to doubt it, that is to say, it is the perfect intuition. It is
the simplest element of human knowledge (ego cogito, ergo sum,
est omnium prima et certissima) and hence provides the archi-
median point upon which to construct his universal metaphysics.

The logic of this argument has been seriously questioned. In
the second objection to the Meditations we find the statement that
the activity of thinking itself does not indicate the nature of the
source of that thought. The thinker might just as easily be all
body, of which the movements comprise thought, such as Hobbes
would have us believe. In other words, logically, thinking as such
does not give us the grounds for concluding the existence of the

ego or of a mental substance. The correct form would be “think.
ing, therefore thinking exists.”

The second step towards the more complex is the proof of the
existence of God. For this purpose, Descartes employs two prin-
ciples which he accepts as self-evidently true. One is that every
effect must have a cause, and the other is that the cause must be
at least as great as the effect. Of all the ideas he has, there is one
that is distinet from all the rest, and that is the idea of g perfect
Being. This idea must have a cause, just as all the others, but it
cannot be the mischievous demon, Since it is an idea of perfection,
the cause must likewise be perfect, and therefore God exists. The
fallacy in this argument has been repeatedly demonstrated. It
hinges on the distinction between the idea of perfection and a per-
fect idea. The former is imperfect because it is in a finite mind,
and the latter is not knowable by a finite mind. In addition, the
two supposedly self-evident postulates upon which this argument
is based have been seriously questioned. Once again Descartes
resorts to intuition as his ultimate criterion. '

The third step towards completing his philosophical system i
the proof for the e

xistence of material things, This js summed pp

X

v
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i ﬁe Fifth Meditation with the argument thajc, “after r:;cognl?_ngh;;l
in there is a God, I recognized that everythmgﬂdelpenals: og o
nd’ cann i and consequently I realize
‘ t he ot be a deceiver, nse .
maryt:;ing that I conceive clearly and distinctly cannot fail .to .be
evee » Hence, error can only be attributed to haste al.ld pl:e]udlce
tl.utl.xe pervers,e use of man’s free-will. The weakness in this argu-
orent is readily seen. The existence of God has pot been Prov;n,
II:.)r have the attributes been logically derived. No solu'uonGr a:ls
been given to the problem of how everyltlhin%hcan o;ilepenis;r)xle, doe,
i free-will. e only po -
hile man continues to employ _ .
ane is another resort to intuition. This we can now recogfuf; t;r
be nothing more than the “spontaneous” entry of our preju ices
and preconceived notions in such forceful mann:r }:51 t;) c:.onvsx‘xil:::le1
i i to accep efs in
1s of their certainty. The tendency acce :
:an(;ler because they are emotionally satisfying has been sub
jected to very competent criticism by Charles S. Peirce,

i i hy of Descartes is concerned
The remainder of the philosophy . : :
with developing our knowjedge of physical and mental things into

the various sciences. The metaphysical foundation for these

sciences is summed up in the various Principles, some of which a:i
;s follows: 1. In order to examine the. tru.th, it is nect:;ssarytent
least once in our lifetime to put eve.rythmg in doubt fohine exhi N
possible. 2. It is also useful to consider as false everyt ng ;;vs u‘in
we can doubt. 6. We have a free-will which enables usfrto al st
from believing doubtful things and thu§ prevent.s us oant h:ini
deceived. 7. We are not able to doubt without eX}s,tmg in . i
the first certain knowledge we are .able to acquire. 14, ; aref‘
able to prove that there is a God Ju.st because the r}ece;; 32; od
being or existing is included in the notion we have of him, 29. thiz
cannot be the cause of our errors. 30. Conseq.uently, everything
is true that we know clearly to be true, and this delivers us from
the doubts proposed above. . )

In conclusion, we observe that the met'c?physms of Descartes is,
based on his theory of knowledge (in \thch he attempts ?o d.e-
monstrate that we are capable of know.mg the truth), whl_ch in
turn rests-on his theory of intuition. This latter we h?ve re]ectefi
as being a subjective criterion, and the .former we reject for this
reason and for being based on faulty logic.

If we are to refuse to accept Descartes’ metaphysics or his.

‘method of reasoning, what is left in his philosophy? A division

i he human aspects. We
an be made between the technical and t e h
gave subjected the former to critical examination and find it yn-

. 2 v
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v

satisfactory for reasons of a purely technical nature. On the other
hand, we have indicated at the beginning some of the motivation

. which led Descartes to philosophize as he did, and this leads us to*
the human part. Descartes the man vigorously attacked the
dogmatic attitude, and this attack is required once again in the
contemparary world where religious, social and political dogmas
are becoming more and more rigid. Again today we experience
another Inquisition, but more subtle and efficient; and more than
one condemnation of a Galileo has occurred in this the twentieth
century. The future of free inquiry, and with it the future of
civilization, today hangs in the balance. It remains to be seen
whether we shall fall back in a “blocked intellectual universe”, or
whether we shall move forward towards greater and broader
heights of cultural achievement.

Another lasting contribution of Descartes lies in the stress he
has placed on the individual. Although we may not agree with his
logic in establishing the individual as a thinking being capable of
knowing the true from the false, still we must approve the results.

~ Descrates has clearly shown that, regardless of how we proceed, we -

must begin with the individual. Indeed, the emergence of the in-
dividual out of the dark night of universality is the salient feature
of modern history. It remains to be seen whether the emancipa-
tion of man as a being of independent value will be preserved and
enriched, or whether he will fall again into the obscurity of the
mass. '

The struggle against intellectual frigidity, and for the deve-
lopment of creative individuality, is the supreme challenge of our
time. We can look with profit on the humanistic achievements of

- Descartes and the lead he established in this endeavour.

* Note: All quotations have been translated directly from the ‘ -

¢

‘The Concrete Universal and Bosanquet’s
S - Critics
BY

P. S. Sastri, M.A, M.L1rr,,

University of Saugar
Saugar (M.P.) India

The doctrine of the Concrete Universal propounded by Bosan-
quet was originally formulated by Hegel under the influence of
Kant's distinction between understanding and reason. It was

" taken up by Bradley whose restatement forms the starting point

»

for Bosanquet. Bradley’s discussion centres round the question,

. what makes an entity real. He tells us that “the real is self-

existent. And we may put this otherwise by saying, the real is

_what is individual ™ Individuals for Bradley are not simple, in-

divisible entities. They contain diversity and complexity and are
yet single entities. They are universals since they retain an iden-
tity amid differences. And he proceeds to show thet there are

no particulars, if * particular ” means something that would be
simple, indivisible, and exclusive of other particulars.” We are

" never aware of particulars as totally distinet from universals.

Thus we are never awhre of patches that have no qualities. That

i, if there dre particulars divorced from universals, we can never
‘be acquainted with them. It is unthinkable that there can be

particulars with no qualities. Such a particular which is an un-
qualified particular cannot exist. It is therefore not essy to say
what a mere particular is, Every entity, on the other hand, occu-
ples some space or time, and exists in more spaces or times, re-

. taining its identity. And since it is characterised by identity in

difference, 1t turns out to be a universal. The abstrict particular

 then eannot and does not exist; and nothing that exists is so

simple or atomic, This denial of the simple entities is fatal to the

theory of external relations. , .
Sometimes a universal is taken to be abstract. It is abstract

i it involves or stands in need of a particular or individual for its

4"@: Principles, p. 45.
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manifestation or existence,

for it is a quality and therefore abstr
H act, Abst i i ips €X-
clusion which is untenable, g : raction implie

existence? Bradley himselt came : e tract oot
of his Logic that everything cop,
sense.”? If the abstract Universgl
type of objects as individuals, g

ceivable hag existence -in some
S exist, they are not the same.

ut how i ‘
constitution of the world ? © they enter ato the

Abstract universals
existence, It is also evident that

) Not unaffecteq by the indivi-
duals they belong to. As Bosanquet puts it, “the S;mmallf; of
man is quite different from the animality v

to a class. That is, there can be no abs
they must exist, since they are conceivable, This
only implies that we are making g superficial
universals for purposes of formal classiﬁcation.
for purposes of knowledge we have to recognis
Pendence upon contexts, The smaller the depe
the greater the abstraction,

application of the

e degrees of de-
ndence we effect,

Bosanquet argues that thought has a tendenc
versal. When we find that a particular object has g certain pro-
perty, we try to discover other objects having the same property.
Then we formulate genera] rules and link them tagether. This
endeavour might result in the ‘ discovery ® of abstract Universagls,
But it is a result of the tendency of all experience “ o :
beyand any given piece of itself by exhibiting a character which
throws light upon further and different contexts, and receives light
from them "4 These general rules or abstract universals repre-
sent only the uncritical stage where one is lured by the recurring
similarity to the exclusion of all difference, This process of ah-
straction is gradually corrected and supplemented as we proceed
in knowledge and experience. But as our knowledge becomes
more general, it gets out of touch with the real. On the other
Jand, the real is that which is given in experience with all jts rich
meaning, gathered from its infinite ramifications in the context in

which it is placed. But “a general statement is an extract or an .

2. Thid. p. 195,
3. Logie, I. 58
4. Principles, p, 31. \

It does not have a substantial being,

concefvability

In other words,

y to bebome uni-

T a
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abstract”S 1t is a bare identity with no x;aning, fo.z;u thterensls nI:
ty that i t things or situations,
i that is ‘common’ to differen s
:(;.;tsitinlty 8 bare knowledge of the classes, where we or.mt.; th'e
individual differences that are more important than thfa smula‘n.
\:I'l W’I'he knowledge of a ‘class’, then, tells us very little of its
en bers. As a result the schematic pattern reprgsented by the
mexr'lric c.oncept is spoken of as “a mere individuality .6 '?o —
ieareell-knovm phrase, the abstract universal is the real universal
in the making. ' | " fﬁegt' -
i Smith questions the right o anquet in identi-
fyi Pl;;)xfe fb:?rzct universal with the class concept. The abstrac't \
ul:al?ir ], he argues, is a character that is “ applicable as a predi-
¢ tvtos‘aa;;y and every concrete existence in which ‘I.:he, character
isafiund »7 We do not select the character for classificatory pur-
pdées but. oniy for investigating the character in and for itself,

“hi i ceeds on a misinterpretation of Bosan-
quet?ljpisict?:r:exgnenﬂ?inean uzjustiﬁable .coz.lclusion. The class
concept does facilitate classiﬁc‘::\tion, and it is usual to regar@
classification as one of the special forx?s of logical thought. Bu;,
Bosanquet observes that this appears “to be }nerely an ;xtenll:
consequence, reappearing in every kind of universal, of the rela-

~ tion between universal and differences”® It is an external cqn-

in so far as it presents extreme diversity and absence
:?:ﬁl'lcc:m?ecsgd;”betwgen;the t’h_ii;gs wherein it is found. This
feature of the class concept is the same as that of the abstract
universal which offers a monotonous uniformity of recurrent in-
stances, for it stands merely in external relation to_xts! differ-
ences. It refers to a class, and the character or property repre-
sented by it has no existence in and for 1t§eH.\ It a]“fa_ys stands
in need of an embodied state where alone it becor?es mteﬂlg}ble,
To investigate such a character, we have to examine the objects

in mutual relation. But such an examination refuses to yield the

abstract universal, since the character is intelligible in terms of
the differences that penetrate the identity and in terms of the
differences that are controlled by the identity, In other words.
the abs'tract universal is essentially a class concept and is usefiil

-for’ classificatory purposes. The moment this classificatory nature

».

st p. m,
6. See B‘:)lanquet: Logic, 1. 229, cp. L. 135, II 257

. N. S. 36. 149,

Logic, II. 198,
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is amended and corrected, it ceases to be abstract® To put it in
another way, if the meaning of a genus-name omits the properties
in which the species differ, it is no longer true of the species ; for
by omiiting these properties, it is compelled to omit all other pro-
perties, But humanity, for instance, is more rich in content than
Frenchmanity. In the idea of humanity we do not omit all refer-
ence to the qualities of the English, the Greek, the German and
the like, to their mutual differences, and to their hearing and in-
teraction on one another® Thus properties which may be absent
in some of the particulars or subclasses are at times included in
the concept; but in those subclasses or particulars these proper-
ties have a zero value. It is only on this principle that the straight
line and the circle are taken as the limiting cases of the ellipse.

Prof. Kemp Smith argues that Bosanquet’s argument conceals
three distinct contrasts. One such contrast refers to the abstract
universal. According to him Bosanguet uses the distinction of
abstract and concrete to suggest the contrast between the umity
of particulars in a class and the unity of elements within a sys-
tem.! The former is only a formal unity based on the omisson
of differences between the things that are classed together owing
1o some common feature. The latter refers to the concrete universal
which is a system. In this system each element has its own specific
function. The parts mutually imply .one another, they belong
together. That is, the abstract universal is adjectival to its differ-
ences, while in the concrete universal the differences are adjectival
{o the identity. The latier is a self-conditioning being, and it is
{He subject of all the judgments into which it is seen to enter, But
nowhere does Bosanquet imply that these two are mutually ex-
‘clusive. On the contrary, he msmts only on the supetficial nature
of the abstract universal. When we make an unnatural severance
between the existence and the content of the concrete universal,
we get at the abstract universal which has no being of its ownt?

The second contrast assumed by Bosanquet, according to
Prof. Kemp Smith, is the distinetion between abstract and con-
crete within the domain of the abstract universals. A universal
is said to be concrete if its content is complex. This implies,
according to Prof. Kemp Smith, that the generic universal is con~

9. See Logic, I. 58-59.

10. See Eassentisls, pp. 95-96.
11. Mind, N. S. 36. 147-150.
12. See Logic, 1. 230.
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crete. ﬁutlwhen its content increases, it becomes more schematic
and thus moves farther away from sensible reality, The richness
and complexity of the generic concept may then vary directly
with its extension. This generic concept being abstract, Prof.
Kemp Smith argues, “we find him constantly contrasting what he
entitles the ‘merely absiract’ with what, though covered by the
phrase ‘concrete universal’, is really the genuinely abstract.”ss

We should not forget that for Bosanquet ‘ concrete ’ is not the .
-correlative opposite of ‘abstract’. All concepts have a content.
The wider concept may have a richer content. In other words,
there is no merely abstract universal. A universal is necessarily
concrete. This concrete universal has greater complexity which
may appear to be more schematic. But the schematic nature is
not one of formal classification, but one of systematic coherence,
With reference to such a systematic coherence, no abstract state-

‘ment can be made, since such a statement is a hald generality. Of
course, it is true that even the baldest generality illumines the dif-
ferences of context which it includes. But it does so by ceasing to
be bald; for the most general knowledge is complete emptiness,

" and hence least instructive. It is empty since it departs from the

given in experience and thus abandons fact¢
"So far we have assumed that the concrete universal preserves

~-&n identity amidst differences. In establishing this Bradley and

Bosanquet reject the formal identity on the ground that nothing
can be asserted where there is no difference between subject and
predicate. Identity without difference is abstract identity and it
makes judgment impossible, according to this logical theory. On
this basis alone, so we are told, we can avoid extreme philosophical
atomism or pluralism. Each entity is not only self-identical but
inclusive of the rest; and any form of identity involves also dif-
ference and vice versa. On the basis of this principle, the concrete

- universal turns out to be a system. Now, objects are inter-related.
They form & totality and breathe the spirit of the whole; for selt-

4

transeendence is the mark of 41l finitude which the members of
any totality exhibit, Quite apart from the totality, we cin at times
thirk of an ‘aspect of something. But this does not mean that this
aapect can exist apart from its totality and yet retain its full signi-

e. Thagis, it is the system called the concrete universal that
h capable of determining its own specific determinations, When

L300 Mink N 8. 30, 20, See also pp. 150155, 200-273,
Sy, &e?ﬁmipbl,pp.sz-m.*
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the universal is taken to be determining the particular being of the
separate instances of the Species, it is concrete, In other words,
the concrete universal renders the sensible world as penetrated by
-thought, It determines its own specifications and accounts for the
unity of the world. In the absence of such a system, the world
would be lost in discrete particulars. But the ideal of all know-
ledge is the apprehension of such a system. ‘

The highest degree of intelligibility is represented by the orga- "

nic unity that characterises this system, and the ultimate tendency
of thought is to move towards this whole. It is only “the nature of
a comprehensive indjvidual system of Reality within which other
individuals fall” that can offer a satisfactory explanation of all
instances including the fresh ones.’>  No finite entity, then, is
knowable in and by itself. It can be understood only through
understanding of the context. The context refers to the place and
the function within the system. The kinds of individuals wherein
the system is to be actualised are determined by it. Here we have
to note that the specific character is related to its individual in-
stances as the abstract universal to its particulars. But in relation
Lo its species, the genus is concrete; and in relation to its particulars,
the species is abstract, The generic concept determines the species.
If we know the species to which a given object belongs, then on
the basis of our knowledge of the generic nature we can predicate
of its specific characters. This knowledge extends only to the
specific characters of the objects, not to its individual characters.
Thus knowledge of a generic concept is a ground of hecessary pre-

Here the species is a differentiation of the generic nature; and
it is the generic nature alone which determines other characteris-
tics whence it is called concrete. Now this generic nature can be
expressed only as a system which is always a real individual system.

By this Bosanquet means that the species are not simple thought-

determinations but actual existents.l”  The genus exists, and it is

a real system of species. Each member is an actual member of the '

actual system. Here Bosanquet asge

-»

. »
15. Logie, 1I. 169. .

16. Logic, I. 212-223; 11, 86-108,
17. Ibid, 1. 225 &

ris that necessagy connection -
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implies an articulated system or a totality, and that such a s'ys.tem
has a historical existence in the real world. Both these assertions

‘are misunderstood by Prof. Kemp Smith.

Let us take the first assertion. Necessary connection means
that every particle of the universe is closely related to every o‘ther,
Prof. Kemp Smith states that “it is seemingly a system so highly
uhified that a child’s shifting of the sand on the sea shore alters the

"centre of gravity of the Milky Way”.'®* He then argues that the

unity of the physical order is not of thfe more comglex kind exhi-
bited by an organism. But this connectxox} df)es not imply a sysfem
as-Bosanquet understands the term, for it is r.xot a morp.hologmal
unity, By a system is meant that in which a smgle.genenc nature
gets itself differentiated in its species. T.he Physmal‘ syster.fx, to
which reference is made by Prof. Kemp Smith, is not differentiatad
in its instances and it does not influence the other characte.rs that
coexist in its instances. In other words, it is an .ab.stract universal.
On the other hand, the necessary connection exhibited by the mor-
phological unity is real and operative. If so, how can we prf)ceefi
from this necessary conftection to the articulated system whxch is
its ground? The knowledge of the generic chamFter alone enables
us in determining the further features of a subJe'ct. As such th.e
ground for necessary predication about the subject is only tl?xs
knowledge. This knowledge is the knowledge of the sy.stem. of 1t.s
differentiations. That is, the ground of that necessity is this
system. Prof. Kemp Smith therefore errs when h? co.ntends that
according to Bosanquet’s theory a necessary predlcatlxon. may be
based on a character of the subject which is not a generic character.
And the instances quoted by him only represent that form ?f nec-
cessary connection known as causal connection. Bosanquet’s con-
cept of the individual system is an attempt to go beyond the causal
law. :

The second assertion of Bosanquet refers to the historical
existence of the system. The Universal is embodied in space and
in time. This might appear to be reducing the universal to the
level of a particular. But it is not exactly this that is achieved herg.
‘Thought arises from a contact with the given, and therefrom it

" goes on developing. One of the conditions of this development is
"'to divorce thought from reality and to bring it back to reality ap-
_ prehended as a whole. In such a case it might be dificult to expect
', the ideal system to have an exact counterpart in reality. However,

18. Mind, . 8. 3, p. 275,
.3,
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as Bradley argued, in order to make logic possible, we have to
presume it. That is, the ontological argument for Bradley is no
better than a postulate.® But if the jdeal system has no counter-
part in reality, the former cannot actively determine the latter.
The ideal system is the generic concept which in the absence of

its counterpart in reality cannot determine any particular reality,

cannot pass into the domain of reality. In other words, the onto-
logical argument must be and is more than a postulate. With the
help of this argument we can arrive at the principle of the deter-
mining activity of the generic concept, and thus set at rest the
clamorous doctrine that physical causation is the only active de-
terminant. It is thus that the ideal system turns out to be an
historical reality. Thus when Bosanquet started with the ideal
system of determinations and began predicating reality of it, he’
was only emphasising the development of the species through actual
generations. From the organised complexity of the system, he
proceeds to argue the necessity of its real existence, This is the
ontological argument presumed by him throughout® He dis-
tinguishes concreteness as meaning real existence from concrete-
ness as signifying articulated content. The former is said to follow
necessarily from the latter. That this distinetion is emphasised by
him is clear from his Logic.2!

The next argument advanced by Bosanquet is that judgment
and inference are rendered possible only by the coherent system.
Judgement, inference and recognition are impossible without the
concrete universals. He argues that the close connection between
inference and concrete universals accounts for the superiority of
the concrete to the abstract universals, ‘

The system is a group of members who are related to one
another in such a way that any change in the properties of one
member would bring about changes in the properties of all others.
Each member, then, is significant or has a value to every one else
in the system2 Such a system is a perfect one, and this means
that there are degrees of perfection among the various systems.
From such a perfect system alone inference becomes possible, since
-all genuine inference is a form of implication; and this implies the$

the members of the system are not self-contained, that the mem- -

19. Principles, I ii. 4,

20. Logic, 1. 225,

21. Thid, 1. 214.

22. See Implication, pp, 7, 8.
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béts exhibit self-trariscendence without losing their identity, for
that would violaté the close connection. ! : o

Howevéi', Mr. H. B. Acton argued that “what has made philo-
sophers believe that there are universals is the fact that many dif-

+ . ferent individuals appear to possess the same quality, and this fact

.has no direct connection with inference.”® But is not inferenee a

. -mere child’s babble in the absence of any difference entering into the

identity, in the absence of any implication from a coherent system?
Prof. Kemp Smith states first that “the universal is in all its various
forms abstract”; and then in the same paragraph he observes very
complacently that “it is not identity in difference, but relatedness
within a system, which is the more ultimate category”#, = But

- what is a system if it is not based on identity in. differefice? Prof.
.. Kemp Smith himself observes that “system conditions both charae- ,
* ters amd relations, and therewith the types in which they recur;”?

and he concludes by saying that Universals are in all cases eon-
ditioned modes of existence. It is clear from this that Prof. Kemp
Smith has no objection to propounding a view which he will not
allow others to enunciate. Bosanquet's concrete universal is a
system which “leads us in thought towards the unity of an ordered
and variegated system."'? ‘ .

Anothér curious ctiticism comes from My R, E. Stedmégn who
argues: “So long, therefore, as the conditionedness of 4. beirig is
16t forgotten, and we do hot judge of it as &f 4 bemty sel-sxistent
arid self-misintainitg, but with due regard to the sybtemusifisther
spetial; #iofel of sothe other-vwithifi whick # standb, we' éan dlaith-
to’ malce assertions which are ulthisetely true or falee: The st
jeot of eur peedication is rét reality, no# the systent with which the
being i¢ conneoted; but the: being itsel™™ Buk Fow du' thdse' as
sertions: Beooisie trise or false whetr we exchide the: reality of thi
system? If there is & total sevérance of the system from being or
existence, it .is no longer a system, The refusal to recognise the

, ontological status of the system leads Mr. Stedman to contradict

hiniself. He admits that each member of a system is conditioned,
that it is not self-existent and self-maintainin, , and that we judge
it with dué regard to that system. In other words, our asserti ion

Misd, N. S, 46, 6.

- Mind; N. S. 36, 260,
Ihid, 38, 422,

- Principles, p. 37.
Mind, N. 8. 49, 170.

NERES
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refers to the system with reference to which the member exists.
Then the subject of our predication is bound to be the system
which is real and which therefore exists. This system is concrete
since it is a comprehensive and consistent unity.

Such a system exhibits conscious purpose which is-the highest
conception of the mind or spirit. Carried to its logical conclusion,
this theory lands us in Spinozistic Reality which is consciously re-
jected by Bosanquet but which is unconsciously accepted by him.
The concrete universal as a spiritual reality has serious conse- -
quences which are repugnant to the spirit of British Idealism, but
which are of utmost importance both for Logic and for Ethics.
Bosanquet appears to be conscious of these now and then. In the
first instance, there cannot be a plurality of spiritual realities when
the universal is declared to unify differences, and when the mem-
bers of the universal are stated to exhibit the tendency towards the
whole, Ultimately there can be only one concrete universal, one
self-identical being, one consciousness, which is coextensive with
its differences and which is manifested in the differences as such.
This consequence tends to eliminate all differences as differences
and explain them as the manifestations of the activity of the con-
scious being.

The second consequence is more serious. Any system is re-
lational, and relation is riddled with contradictions. This implies
that any system is a self-contradictory type of unity; and as such
the system cannot be ultimately real. Bosanquet writes: “I quite
see for myself that (identity in difference) must go ‘in the end’,
that is to say, in any experience for which objects are self-con-
iained and cease to transcend themselves. Undoubtedly the Real
is self-complete and self-contained. But I insist on the words ‘in
the end’.”2 That is the ultimate concrete universal does {ranscend
the all-pervading Hegelian identity in difference.

Identity in difference cannot be the nature of the real, for
reality cannot be both is and is not. We cannot even say that the
apprehension of identity in difference is a fact of experience and
therefore real; for in such a case we cannot account for the reality
of an erroneous perception. The universal is apprehended only in
a medium in which it is supposed to be implicit, and in such cases
it is the medium that fulfills the function of a universal. The
medium varies from class to class; and from particular to parti-

28, Logic, 11, 279,
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cular of the same class too it varies pre§erving a specific iden‘tity_
If the universal were to be treated as different from the medlun?,
_ it is impossible to relate the medium to the umve'rsal. The uni-
versal must be the same as the medium or 'the i:imte centre ; .and
" the medium is not a quality which is a qu‘ahﬁcatzon per proprium,
but a qualification per accidens which while ?resent dxstmg.mshes
without any syntactical relation to the predicate. That is, @e
universal affirms itself through names and forms, th.'.rough. parti-
culars, It does not mean that the universal is something different

from, and something that runs through, the particulars.

The independent reality of the universal is monstrous. If it

has an existence of its own, it cannot‘ apply 'to object.s that hav.e
not yet come into existence. The umYersal in an e:u§tent parti-
cular cannot be related then fo @ partxcu.lar that has just sprung
into existence, for activify can be p.redlca_ted of the individual
alone. Moreover, if the universal is to be present in the
second particular, the former may _have to lose its universal
element. Nor can the universal divide itself infinitely since
there can be no parts in it. The universal, being real, cannot
come into existence at any moment; nor can it disappear when
all the species become extinct. Hence, devoid of a relation to a
particular and devoid of a locus or a medium, .the universal is a
non-entity. The universal is differentif\ted neither in itself nor
in its parts. Each class.of objects has its own universal and ‘the
universal is here seen to get itself limited or restricted. That is,
the upiversal is a limiting concept. It is finite since it is embodied
in the form of the finite. ,

In this context Sankara has something remarkable to say.®
‘We hLiave the object moon which is one and indivisible. The word
refers to the object. It cannot refer to the universal moon be-
cause of the absence of the alleged necessary particulars. And yet
it is clear that no word can denote a particular directly. Hence
we bave to take it for granted that by moon we mean the object
which occupies a definite position or place, which place or station
provides. the key to the nature of the object. The word moon
reveals the object as’ manifested through an embodiment or

medium of articulation. Here it is evident that the universal has

no need to repeat itself. A single individual can afford to be a
universal so long as the true universal is taken to be appearing as

29. On Vedanta Satras, 1. iii, 28.
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conditioned. or determined. It is the imperfect and inadequate
universal that is satisfied with repetitions. The concrete universal,
then, is always one and it is the individual.

The concrete universal which is an individual is apprehended
by that activity which comprehends both thought and sense.
Bosanquet observes that the best example of a universal is not a
quality but a person® Now Julius Caesar is a universal, since
he is the same individual whatever he might be doing. Apart from
his activities he is nothing. But to speak of these activities as the
differences that make him identical with himself is to use the
word ‘ difference’ equivocally. These are not differences but the
manifestations of his spirit or individuality, This equivocation in
the use of the word *differences’ is at the basis of Bosanquet’s
identification of the system with individuality. Individuality
transcends all differences, while in the system unity is achieved
in and through differences, Individuality alone is the ultimate
category of thought. However, Bosanquet states that system and
individuality are only different degrees of one and the same ulti.
mate type. The system is no doubt a wider whole ; but it is not
a higher type of unity than the individual 31

Much of the trouble in Bosanquet’s theory arises from the
word ‘difference’. If the true universal is best described as a
world or cosmos because it is a meeting point of differences,
Bosanquet can only say that to constitute an individual, differ.
ences of kind must meet, But as Mr. Stedman asked, how is

difference of kind compatible with the continuum of the whole 2%
We may get an answer from a careful consideration of Bosanquet's

doctrine  of negativity. Negativity, he says, “is fundamental in
all that is real. Tt is the same characteristic which has been' de-
scribed as the fact that experience is always beyond itself — the
character, indeed, which we have described from the beginning

whole 738 Thjg self-transcendence means that here differences
are assimilated to the unity of the individual; and the differenti-
ated wholeness is that feature of individuality which rejects all
differences of kind. Al difference is only a difference of degree.

30. Sce Principles, p. 40; Logic, II, 257.
31. See Kemp Smith, Mind, N.S. 36, 275,
32. Mind, N. S. 40, 302,

33. Principles, p. 231.
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The reality of which every difference is a degree is really continu- -

i i 1 is actual except as

s or homogeneous. That is, no universal ‘
::xbodied in particulars. These embodied units are not tr1.1e uni--
versals. When they are absorbed in the whole, they realise the

 universal. The differences characteristic of these units are merely

differences of degree in the same scale. And the doc.trine of nega-
tivity proves that the category of difference is apphcai?le ,or.ﬂy to
finite entities. It is a vanishing form, for it merges., in {dentxty as
and when the existence and the content of individuality realise
a mutual harmony.34

Now we can have only one type of iden?:ity and this is thz
concrete or lateral identity. It is expressed m‘the thrz;:t:; u:]
the individual. It is the identity of the co?tmuant in vf ol
where differences are assimilated or absorb?d in the ‘.'lmty. o _
whole. But when differences tend. to dominate _the 1d.ent11;yf, t‘;vl:
have the lower form which is an mpeﬁec}_ maplfestatlo; £ the
true form. It is here that Prof. Kemp Srmtl‘:u d‘xscovers the ” .
hidden contrast in Bosanquet’s theory. This is the dlstn.lc on,
he says, between “identity of character as. foux}d recuml;ug in
numerically distinct particulars, and the Sfelf-ldentlty of ‘eac;:. . ;3:;;
tinuant thing or self 735 The concrete universal as the in w:,
represents “the self-identity of ea'ch continu.:mt thing or self ”, :nr
“the continuant as found in things, and in selves and in ‘

change "% |
To this charge two answers are possible., In the first instance,

i -that changes,
4 does not mean the particular substance
: ﬁwﬂiiu&mrical individual that is capable of development, That

i universal of Bosanquet includes both essence and
:;b?etan(;? crI.eIie nowhere identifies substam.e with essence, as
Prof. Kemp Smith imagines. In the second instance, Prof. Kemp
Smith has drawn a distinction between identity of contmuant; and
identity oi‘type,\and has remarked that *the problem of umyer.
sals bears only on the latter, and not on the fo?:.ner type of
identity ”37 The latter is the abstract universal ,wluc!; we have
already disposed of But Mr. Stedman, who too considers these
twe idéutitiés, observes that “ neither can be ignored in an ade-

quate theory”, and adds that “this is the popular attitude the

u.‘ Thid. pp. 230239,
§5. Mind, N.S. 36, 266.
87, mhd, ' ] -_,
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distinctions persistent in language between thing and character
certify 738

But if both are identities, there should surely be something in
common between the two. Do these two identities present dif-
ferences in kind? They differ only in the degree of complexity,
comprehensiveness, and unity. As Prof. Joachim argued, the
identity of the continuant qua identity has to be the same as the
identity of type qua identity. Thesge presuppose a common uni-
versal identity, of which they are the forms, So did Prof, Joachim
ask: ‘What is this identity which, being itself neither concrete nor
abstract, is divided or differentiated into the two types?”3® If they
differ in kind, one identity must be totally and utterly other than
the other identity. Then the term identity is used equivocally. The
truth, therefore, seems to lie in the fact that the abstract identity
presumed by the abstract universal is a lower form of the concrete
universal considered not as a system but as an individual.

Prof. Blanshard argues that “the idea is its object partially

realised”# This doctrine might be interpreted to mean that the
idea is a simple abstraction from the given. This is precisely what
we reject. The idea is that which is faintly embodied in its object,
whence we are able to speak of a

certain universality of the idea.
Prof. Blanshard himself happily rejects the reality and existence

of an abstract universal. A true genus cannot be abstracted from
its differentiations, nor can it be embodied in characters alien to it.
In other words, there can be no generic quality that can be said to
run with unvarying identity through all the species of one gdhus.
But can we not form the idea of it? Prof. Blanshard as a strict
Hegelian tells us that they neither exist nor can be thought.it
Here he admits that he parts company with Nettleship, J oseph and
Bosanquet. And he believes that the inability to conceive an ab-
stract universal proves its non-existence. This takes ys to the
question whether there can be a complete severance of the idea
from its symbolic presentation in fact. What is it to which an
abstraction like triangularity can refer?
about its reference, are we not entitled to say that we do have such
words and that we do mean something by them? If they do mean
something, they undoubtedly refer to something; and this takes

38. Mind, N.S. 40. 300.

39. Ibid, p. 533.

40. Nature of Thought, I, 581.

41. Thid, 1. 600. ]
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ﬁs to the view that identity in differences exists in v.anoui d?gnzfs:
The real existent universal may be one of perfect 1den;1 y in -
ference; but at the bottom of the scale there. can be., an Bl:; a:; u:;elt
versal wherein the differences are a't a minimum; ;1: ' thisqne- .
would say, the differences are negatively present. is

o ativity that is for the time ignored in Prof. Blan.sharr?’s view. i:lnd
: ﬁegafivity tells us that there can be no absolute identity of an idea

with its object. This factor must be reckoned with in any theory
of the universal. |
We cannot dictate the way in which a universal should be

embodied; and Joseph seems to be essentially ;:orreclf m mzl;ltatt?&
ing that generic identity is a matter of degree? This is a

by Prof. Blanshard himself when he says that any theory of the

universal should give an account of the t?vo f.acts, viz. that;ntl;e &1:;
ferences of a universal do have something in comrflon,th et
this common essence fails to appear v{hen we ex.am.medi&e o ]teica-
of the general idea# The universal is p.res-ent in n:sthe ererllt -
tions, is identical with them and is )-'et distinct from bs;,ls . :s |
said to be something like the potential power that su . mhi:h
actual species. And there are then a variety of degre'es in w )
it is manifested. There are various degrees 9f pel:fect'lon amongs
the universals. An imperfect universal carries w1.th ft an nnp«;r-
fect particularity; and a perfect universal' carries with it, as Nettle-
ship said, its possible modiﬁcations.. I‘t is ths th.at dri\.res l?osané
quet to the conclusion that all distinctions in Logic are in the en
distinetions of degree. This is absolutely true of the various fornfs
of the universal. At the very beginning we have an abstract uni-
versal which we can conceive and which does have some meaning
for us. Next we arrive at the differences which certa'inly .ex_lst not as
mere differences but as the modifications or specifications of the
identity. It is unique and completely determlnate. only when there
is the fullest development of the individual entity. The fullfest
development is all-inclusive and specific. Even hez:e that wluf:h
is emphasised is essentially a unification or synthesis of tpe dif-
ferences in terms of a pervading identity. We may classify the
universals into abstract, generic, qualitative and Spec1ﬁc, But we
cannot deny existence to the first three, for we can and do ha}ve
various degrees of existence; and it may be that only the specific

Volume XI .

. Arigtotelian Society Proceedings, Supplementary ,,

(mag :e:ﬁ. See also Blanshard’s Nature of Thought, I. 606-7, SR
43. Nature of Thought, I. 610,

P. 4 ‘ e -
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universal has the fullest existence,
the specific universal cannot in the

s

end remain.

In this connection there is a significant passage in Prof. Blan-
shard’s “Nature of Thought”

where he seems to urge that the par-
ticular and the universal are '

4

ique wisdom which only Socrates
Bosanquet’s argument about the

but I predicate that specific or uyn
has in him. This is similar to

roapacter o o o]rone of these characteristics are also
ound in Bosanquet's theory: ut there we gre able tg separate
them from the real doctrine, fo sepa

The concrete universal coincides wi

th ©oae o
duality, with its two correlati \ the individyal, Indivi

44. Nature of Thought, I. 641,
45. Ibid. 1. 635-642,

46. Ibid. I, 645,

Yet even the differences of .
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d in need of repetitions,
as f%rt' Reh‘gaiﬁn’ : rirli‘t(:’:l..ﬂ Iit c(}t(;::rn:ri:?: it is selfaconsciousne:q,s_
ox essent;etywell)l put it, it is natural “to suppose that our brief
AS' Bosanq‘ the temporal appearance of some character of the .
e o llj in any case, constitutes a very great part of the
wr}o}e,' S;.c ‘dasa,l’s reality as experienced in the world. For what
B a8 ssage in time, the Absolute bas need to e?:pz:ess
:-,lppeal‘s asg; i as very subordinate units. And there are 1}1d1ca-f-
lt';self th;?uh point in this direction, and suggest in wha'at kind o
tlonls y : higher complexes, we might find our cqmpletton. While
O e as units, to speak the language of experx‘ence', the Abs;;
e ves i us a iit’de and for a little time; when its life d.eman
o h‘{es m n 1onge,r we yet blend with it as the pe:rvasxve fea-
fure emste?xce ac:ers wh’ich we were needed for a passing m:;xgent
:ur:;;:xa‘;isf and 1;1 which our reality enriches the universe,

0o ’

The universal is a substantive. It gets itself hm.\sifl(: !:\1’ :: %111;
bodiment. 1 o e, ?p?nairs :S p?ra;;lilZullgll‘wif the universal
o po‘lt"h:zrism:htzn::nf objes;t can belong to many univer-
Sumstan. niversa’l can become a particular by becon%mg a mem-
e e comprehensive universal, thereby ceasing to be a
bel" e m'i‘ll.xe true or the concrete universal is one and eternal.
universel as many because of the manifesting media.. There ar;
. ap:near;edia as there are, and as there can .be., partxcu.lars; ;nhe
ili:n mez.'xbers of a class have more or less a sxmﬂ:rre The:;urﬁe The

i asses are no m
diﬁerencgse:’e;:\::e&eth;;;t;ﬁgdﬂm&& Hence a universal whic}‘x
fi:r::}ietfve to one class is a specific medium, and ut:ierefmie a c;(,;rs:.

it is vi i ion to the one versal, -
9ular e 1'st:"sa;«lel-:‘WE(:ll'flst':feoioxbjet:tive entities must he ma‘ny
?uenﬂy’ thet u?nswar to the various classes of objects. But bea.ng
g ar':;icomodiﬁcations of the universal, they are not m reality
oy spe';'heir multiplicity is only an appearance. The dlfferer-xces
i st the various media are essential in this manifestation ance
e ovide the degrees of revelation; and all these revelations
:k;zyuf:i'ted by a common foundational principle.®

The Universal is strictly objective, and is a unifying principle
sssuming specific forms. Thus the apparent universal number can

47. See Principles, pp. 62-63, 120, 121.
48. See Science and Phﬂosc_:phy.
49. Bee Vedanta Paribhash, pp. 69-71.

".
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be only either odd or even, Iig
dissociated; and so is its reality
ences between its species are re
then makes out that the univer:
embodied particular, and re

umty.from its species cannot be
from its particulars, The differ-
solv.ed within it. This doctrine
. sal is felt in apprehension as an
ballsed in thought® When Antisthenes
Ut not horseness”, Plato well replied

50. See Apohasiddhi, p, 12.

51 See Citsukha: Tattva Prad;
_Se : adipiks
184, Principles; and Bradley: Prhcipries, ’pplli'-z5303-303; Bosanquet: Logic, IL
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that the; may not make any unwarranted claims about their meta-
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There being an interre'latio
logy, philosophers have given
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Just as ‘Social determination of knowledge’ is the postulate

of social epistemology, ‘Ethical determination of knowledge’ is °

the postulate of ethical epistemology. But while the social theo-
ries of knowledge are deterministic and relativistic, the ethical
theory of knowledge gives free scope for independent progressive
acquisition of absolute truth. Again, while sociological epistemo-
logy is historically descriptive in its results, ethical epistemology

is both autobiographically descriptive and ideally normative in its

suggestions, in so far as its object is to search for an ideal method
of the acquisition of knowledge as well as a method of idealising
the knower.

While psychological epistemology studies the origin and deve-
lopment of knowledge in the individual knower by following a
plain historical or genetic method, ‘the sociological epistemology
too studies in the same manner the origin and development of
individual knowledge as determined by the socio-historical forces.
Logical epistemology, again, studies the conditions of the validity
of knowledge, and attempts to define truth and error. Its func-
tion lies in evaluating knowledge rather than describing the origin
of knowledge. Ethical epistemology, on the other hand, concerns
itself with the problem of the right method of getting at truth.
It defines the qualifications of one who can know the truth, and
lays down a process as to how he can acquire those qualifications
and how he can know the truth. In this, unlike the previous episte-
mologies, it is dynamic in its conception ; for it is not content with
showing the limits of human knowledge, but suggests a method
of overcoming them.

The old epistemologies were concerned with the sources and
means of knowledge. Their attention was shifted from the object
to be known to the ways and meanes of knowledge in the cognitive

situation, and its interpretation of the status of the object known, l

whether it is dependent on knowledge or independent of it
So too they speculated about the criterion of truth,—whether it
consists in correspondence, coherence or successful activity, etc.
But they did not take into consideration the most significant part
played by the knower himself. The moral and spiritual character of
the subject influenced the possibility of his acquisition of truth, What
in most cases we have is opinion which cannot be ultimately and
absolutely regarded as true, because the knower is incapable
morally and spiritually to know the absolute truth, The history
of philosophy brings out the medley of opinions held by various
philosophers on various different topics of philosophy. Where is
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the truth ? Is it in all of them or none of them ? In any ‘case, it
points to subjectivism and relativism and scepticism. The history
of philosophy is ahistory of illusions, which points to the ‘ Poverty
of Philosophy’ as Marx has expressed it. I do not want to say
that it is all an illusion and a dire poverty of philosophy ; there
are elements of rich truth in -the philosophy of the. past; yet the
diversity of philosophical interpretations, the diversity of methods
used, and the diversity of conclusions reached is so vel:y flabber-
gasting that it would not be too much of an exaggeration to say
that each one has his own absolute philosophy, as if there are
‘many absolute truths. It behoves us, therefore, to see whether
instead of studying the measures or praménas of knowledge, we
should not measure the measurer of knowledge. The Prameya-
siddhi is said to be dependent upon the pramdnas, but much more
is it dependent upon the pramitd. The probler'n of intere:st for
the epistemologist now is this praméta or the philosopher himself.
Once our attention was shifted from the object of knowledge to
the means of knowledge. Now we must again’shift our attention
from the means of knowledge to the knower himse.lf. Instead of
losing ourselves in the meshes of diverse philosophies, we.should
concentrate upon the philosopher, and study why he fails and
how he can make himself equal to the task of knowing the indubi-
table absolute truth. If Descartes has laid down the subjective
trend of modern philosophy, the task is not yet complete. It is
no use indubitably establishing the existence of the self as the
knower ; if we are to make the right use of this firm foundation
of knowledge, we must further ask how we can make this- self or
subject of knowledge perfect, so that he can know everything else
in the same indubitable fashion. Self-certainty must pave the
way for self-realisation which, in fact, consists in the idealisation
of the lower into the higher. Such an ideally perfect philosopher
alone can give us an indubitable truth. All others can give us
nothing more than mere opinions, and therefore, only doubtful
knowledge. Shaftesbury says, “ To philosophise in a just signifi-
cation is but to carry good breeding a step higher.” This evidently
means that morgl and spiritual idealisation of the philosopher is
a condition of his justly philosophising about the Ultimate Reality.

The postulate of ethical determination of knowledge signifies
that the ‘ethos’ of the society in which the individual is born and

. brought up, and the formation of a unique character by the free

agency of the individual himself, are the chief ethically determi-
nant factors of his opinions, Whatever beliefs the individual holds
are the product of the two factors of social and cultural back-
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grounds, which have no meaning apart from the ethical ideology
of the social group, and the moral character of the individual him-~
self, who determines himself from within as much as he s deter-
mined by society from without. The social and other environ-
ment has an influence upon the formation of the individual cha-
racter as well as his opinions and beliefs, The Marxian and other
social theories are deterministic in their conception. But there

is something in the individual which is irreducible to the infly.

ence of external circumstances ; in fact, nothing is a circumstance

to the individual which he does not recognise as such, His inde- -

pendent activity of selection and rejection, his allowing the cir-
cumstances to influence him or not, in short his free will is an
important condition of the formation of his unique moral character
This individual character too determines his philosophy, his o i-:
nions and beliefs, his knowledge in general. ’ °

The beliefs of society as of the individuals are merely opi-
nions and not knowledge or truth, though subjectively they may
be regarded as true; for, they vary not only from individual to
individual, or from moment to moment in the same individual. but
also from society to society in the same time. We cannot légiti-
mately say that all these beliefs and opinions are trye - possibly all
these are false. ’ Y

Now the most important question is, how is true knowledge
determined and acquired ? Whatever other conditions of truth
there may be, the most decisive condition seems to be the moral
and spiritual perfection of the person who is intent upon the
knowledge of the truth. He alone has the capacity to know what is
real from what is illusory who has built in himself an ideal
racter. All that is conditioned by passions, sentiments preju-
dices, inferests and such other falsifying and divergent e’lemez]xts
in human personality cannot be true. The soundness of the sense-
organs, the keenness of intelligence, the various weapons of know-
ledge and of methodology play their part in the acquisition of
knowledge, but at the root of all these is the knower, who can
make a good use or a bad use of them, and thus att’ain either
truth or falsity. The weapons of knowledge in the hands of an
immoral and imperfect knower would lead only to false know-
ledge. The same weapons would yield correct knowledge in the
hards of the knower with moral and spiritual integrity, Purit
of the self is the arch-stone which supports all other ﬂ;ctors my-
volved in knowledge. A morally and spiritually imperfect knower
is a great falsifier, and therefore most unreliable in the ﬁelc;” of

cha-
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knowledge as he is it the field of practice. The height of his
audacity is that he should claim to have known the truth inspite
of his living under an illusion. The whole history ‘of philosophy

. bears this out.

. The knower, to begin with, is full of imperfections, limitations

‘and ignorance. Whatever he knows and does would have this im-
‘print of imperfection. The problem is: can such an imperfect

knower be the cause of perfect knowledge ? The process of know-
ledge is fundamentally a process of idealisation of the knower,
In this sense, true knowledge is essentially a process of becoming
or being. The process of realisation of reality is, in essence, the
realisation of the self. For, to realise is to make something real.
The ignorant, the imperfect, the limited, and so far unreal self
undertakes, in the process of knowledge, the activity of making
bimself more and more real. In the long and incessant physical,
intellectual, moral and spiritual effort, there is a process of the
realisation of true being of the knower. There is in fact a trans-
formation and purification of the whole original being. This seems
to be the meaning of the terms Satvasamshuddhi and Vishuddhatma

in Geeta; Dhituprasad, Dnanaprasida, Vishuddhasattva in Katha

and Mundaka; Vaishdradya, Adhyatmaprasida and ashuddhikshaya
in Yoga. The purport of all these terms is that knowledge in the
ultimate analysis is a way of being.

Now the question is: Is all knowledge ethically conditioned?
Or there are only some fields of knowledge which rquire ethical
gualifications in the knower? There is ordinary empirical know-
ledge which is the basis of our ordinary conduct of life. Take for
example the proposition, this is a paper. It does not seem to need
any moral training to assert the truth of this proposition, There is,
again, the field of scientific knowledge about physical reality such
as the propositions, ‘heat is a form of energy’, ‘oxygen is essential
for life’, etc. Here, too, it seems that moral preparation on the
part of the scientist is not necessary. But it must be said in this
connection that though a morally and spiritually imperfect scientist
may discover a truth, it cannot be said that a research worker in
the scientific field does not require some sort of moral diseipline,
Hard labour, sincerity, impariiality, even a sort of asceticiem ave
essential ‘on the part of the scientist, at least in his own fleld,

though his conduct otherwise may be objectionable. Biographies of. .

the great scientists will bear out the truth of their strong character. - -

A sort of disciplined life is indispensable for the discovery of s’

unknown trath or for the conception of a great idea,
PS5 ' '
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What, again, about the knowledge of social phenomena studied
in the social sciences? What about the judgments of an economist,
a politician, a lawyer, a judge in the court of law, a sociologist and
the like? In many cases, here, the judgments may be true inspite
of the moral imperfections of the persons who pass these judgments.
Yet the differences in the judgments in the social field are mostly
due to moral imperfections of the workers in that field. In this con-
nection I would like to quote at some length a passage from an
article entitled “Towards a Theory of Social Knowledge” by Mr.
W. Stark of the University of Edinburgh.

“It proposes, first of all, a clear consciousness of the fact itself
in the spirit in which Goethe calls self-knowledge the beginning of
all improvement. It demands, next, a much higher degree of care
and attention in the handling of the materials of knowledge than
naive, philosophically untutored approach will ever deem requisite.
And it also calls for an unrelenting self-criticism which constantly
keeps an eye, not only on the object of study, but on the student
himself, to prevent his accustomed modes of thought from sur-
reptitiously slipping into the mental image he endeavours to build
up. For one who is aware of the necessity of a social theary of
knowledge, and of a philosophical critique of social perfection, a
historical, anthropological, or even merely sociological investiga-
tion can never be anything but a very painful understanding. In
other words, all social study requires a moral as well as an intel-
lectual effort, and to that extent it is decidedly more difficult than
purely scientific research. It necessitates—if it is to be successtul
—a large measure of -genuine good-will towards the outsider, and
his strange, apparently so often irrational and even uncivilised
world, which is more difficult to provide than many will realise. It
is possible only through continual self-conquest and selfdenial.”

The whole passage is very eloquent from the point of view
of moral and spiritual equipment indispensable for the student of
social sciences, who is interested in the true knowledge of societies
and social phenomena. Similarly Professor E, E. Evans-Pritchard,
President of thé Royal Anthropological Institute, writing on
“Social Anthropology: Past and Present”, has criticised all func-
tional determinist theories of society which reduce knowledge or
truth to a mere function of the social organism, expressible in
terms of natural law. He says, “In its extreme form functional
determinism leads to absolute relativism and makes nonsense not
only of the theory itself but of all thought.” Then he makes a plea
for “the thesis that social anthropology is a kind of historiography,
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and therefore ultimately of philosophy of art”, which “implies that
it studies societies as moral systems_gnd not as natural System.s,
that it is interested in design rather‘than in process, ar.xd that it
therefore seeks patterns and not scientific laws, and interprets
rather than explains. These are conceptual and not r.nerely verbal
differences.” It is clear from this conception of soc1et3.r as essen-
tially a moral pattern that its phenomena have a n;oral 51gmﬁcanct.e.
Social knowledge, therefore, in its last analysis is morally condi-
tioned. |

What now about the highly philosophical knowledge?' W.ha‘f-
ever speculative and interpretative elements are involved in it, it
could hardly be doubted that high moral and §p1r1tua1 integrity is
necessary on the part of the philosopher.. .He isa spef:tator Pf all
times and all existence, and has an ambition qf gra_\spmg ultimate
and absolute reality. If he lacks in these quahﬁc.atlons, he car.mot
overcome his prejudices, partial interests, selfxshpess, e.gotxsm,
passions, fickleness and a hundred such deﬁc1enc1es' wlucl} are .
bound to vitiate his knowledge of the real. Hence Indian Phlloso:
phers have stressed the need of dehanachatush,tayasampannafw
before one launches upon the mos.t difficult of all tasks. A strict
moral and spiritual discipline as is laid down in Yoga alone wou}d
qualify anyone to become a philosopher.. Qne wel%—versec} in
Ashtangayoga attains Ashuddhikshaya which tesults in Jnyana-
dipti as the 28th Sutra of Sadhanapéda of 'Y‘ogasutras says.
By the gaining of Victory over Samyama, consxstmg. ?f Dharana
Dhyéna and Samédhi, one attains what is craue'd prajia f”hmh is
the ipstrument of indubitable knowledge of ultimate reality.

But have we left any sphere of knowledge beyond the ken of
moral qualification? We have made reference to judgme?xts of
ordinary empirical knowledge and of scientific knowle(¥ge in 'the
physical sphere, judgments of social sphere and of philosophical

" sphere. We have exempted ordinary knowledge from moral de-

termination, and have allowed the other spheres of physical and -
social phenomena some amount. of knowledge independent of
moral determination, though, there too, we have seen that more
and more moral qualifications are necessary for the knower. And
finally we have concluded that philqsophical knowledge worth the
name must absolutely be conditioned by perfect moral and spiri-
tual integrity of the philosopher. But it could be pointed out that
all kriowledge without exception is in its ultimate analysis philo-
sophical. - Whatever statement made inh %Whatever sphere, if it
claims absolute truth for itself, is philosophical in its signiﬁcance;
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and hence must be ethically conditioned. If the statement is only
relative, made from a definite point of view, its truth is relative to
that point of view alone. The statement, for instance, ‘this is @
paper’, is a simple case of perception, and true as a matter of fact
from the practical point of view. But if it claims absolute truth,

it becomes a philosophical judgment, and therefore questionable.

For the problem of perception is itself philosophical, and it involves
~many interpretations. What happens in perception? There may
be physiological and psychological and logical solutions of it, and
many diverse views may be held. The judgment itself may be
pulled to pieces, and, various theories about its import, about the
 relation of the subject to the predicate and of both to reality are
there. There is an idealistic logic, a realistic logic, a positivist
logic, a symbolic logic, a pragmatic logic and so on, In the end, it
is the most difficult of all tasks to decide as to what ultimately is
true about the fact of perception. If this is the case about the
“simplest of perceptions, how much more variety of philosophical
views there would be about all the rest of the judgments whether
made in physical, social or philosophical sciences? Which is the

most rational view? Is it not true that to be rational is to be moral?
The basis of rationality is in morality,

The case of ethical knowledge is most convincing in connec-
tion with the ethical determination of knowledge. Only a man of
a dutiful character like Kant can advocate a theory of duty for
the sake of duty. Only a Charwaka given to a life of pleasure can
advocate a hedogfst theary of morals. They cannot exchange their
theories and stffl retain ‘their character. There is & consistency
between the life and the theory of a moralist. It follows, there-

fore, that at least in the ethical sphere of knowledge there is an
ethical determination of that knowledge.

But to admit this is to admit ethical determination of know-
ledge in all spheres. For, it is a historical fact borpe out by all
the self-consistent philosophies of the various philosophers, that
there is a certain internal harmony in the views regarding various
allied spheres ofknowledge. The hedonist in ethics, broadly speak-
ing, will necessarily be a materialist in ‘philosophy, and an em-
piricist and a realist in epistemology. The idealist in ethics will
also be usually an idealist in metaphysics, logic and epistemology.
If it is not so in somp pgfses, there surely is inconsistency in their
doctrines. If now tHl ethical life of a person determines his ethi-
cal theory, and if all other philosophical knowledge. is In harmony
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spontaneous purification and elevation of their inner being. Just
as virtue is conditioned by knowledge and is itself an index to i,
knowledge too is conditioned by virtue and is revealed by a
virtuous life. It is in this sense that in Gita there is a description of
the virtues that are the true external index of the soul that is in
possession of absolute truth.

Virtue is, then, the alpha and the omega of a philosopher’s life.
Knowledge has its origin in virtue and its culmination too is in
virtue. It is my belief that instead of giving barren philosophies
to the world, the philosopher should look within himself, and make
sincere efforts to idealise himself and to know himself, before he
utters a word.

‘Studies in Tagore’s Aesthetics

By
Dg. Supair Nanoi, M.A,, LuB., D.PamL (Can),
' Sahityabharati (Visvabharati). ;

Avanindranath Tagore is primarily an arti.?t and only secon-
darily a critic of art. However, his Bagisvari Le?tures are an
achievement in the field of art-criticism and ‘certamly. a cox?tn-
bution to the literary world. He lacks the consistent logical think-
ing that we can expect of a Hobhouse or a Dewey. Here. and t.here
even a casual reader may find fault with his Way.Of puttl'n'g things,
But that does not in any way affect his position as a eritic of art,
much less as an artist. |

In the present paper we are consemed.with. his _Phﬂ.OSOphy ?f
beauty, His notion of the ‘supremely’ beautiful’ is ob;ectxve. and in
that sense somewhat Platonic! It is absolute beauty, and its faint
adumbrations are to be found in the beauties of nature and
art. Our enterprise is to approach the supremely beautiful. The

- attist’s pilgrimage is towards this goal. But the pilgrim’s progress

always falls far short of the ideal, and this truth was reeflised in
Greece, Egypt, China and India2 Everywhere the notion of the
Absolute Beauty guides the destiny of the art-movements. When
an artist thinks that he has reached finality in form, he has touched
the supremely beautiful through his art and sits contented; the
dynamic movement of art led by others overtakes him. He be-
comes a back-number. This is how Direr could lead the art
movement in Germany when it had a seemingly final shape in the
hands of Leonardo. “Diirer had much of Leonardd’s scientific and
intellectual equipment. On to his harsh native German, realism
he grafted something of Italian scholarship.”® Like the Flemish
artists, he had none of the Italian grace, but unlike them he tried
hard to catch at some of the Italian nobility. In most of Diirer’s

“work one feels the mediaeval world is not far below the surface,

though it rarely breaks through. The movement did not stop at

C that; old forms gave place to new ones. New schools developed,

1. Rips, p. 335 (Bagisfwari Lectures).
2. Seundsrjer Sandhén p. 85 (Bagifveri Lectures).
3. Ruropean Painting and Sculpture, p. 1268 by Eric Newton,
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agreeing with and differing from the older schools. The mediaeval
world peeped through Direr’s work. “Monet, at the end of his
life, was producing work that had a strange resemblance to Tur-
ner’s, though he arrived at it by a different set of means.” Monet’s
‘Rouen cathedral’ is an instance in goint. The west front of the
cathedral, seen through the red haze of sunset by the analytical
eye of Monet was very like the same scene viewed by the romantic
eye of Turner. These glimpses into the history of art amply justify
Tagore’s remark that man’s imagination and with it his art-crea-
tion are ever-progressing towards the supremely beautiful,—one
movement leading to another, a great wave culminating in a greater
one. This lure of the supremely beautiful inspires the artist to
create new forms, wherein it is sought to be adumbrated.

Tagore’s notion of the supremely beautiful mainly helps him
in explaining the evolution of the history of art. This objective
notion of the absolute ‘beauty is not consistently maintained
throughout. His utterances’ go to show that he believes in the

subjectivity of beauty.i;‘;Begﬁ‘ty deperds on the individual’'s mental -

make-up. Our gducatiﬁ@,’ culture, taste, in a word our personal
disposition, determings what i beautiful. The idea of beauty is
always accompanied by an agreeable feeling® We never call any-
thing beautiful which does not agree with our mental preposses-
sions. Our attitude towards the beautiful
Herbert Read stresses this aspect of pleasure in our appreciation

of the beautiful. That can never be considered as ‘beautiful’

which grates our imagination. To quote Read: “But all artists-

have this same intention, the desire to please; and art is most
simply and most usually defined as an attempt to create pleasing
forms. Such forms satisfy our sense of beauty, and the sense of

beauty is satisfied when we are able to appreciate a unity or har- .

mony of formal rf'lations among our sense-perceptions.””?  This
element of harmony is of primary importance in the appreciation
of any beautiful object. Alfred North Whitehead defines beauty
in terms of such harmony. “Beauty is the mutual adaptation of
the several factors in an occasion of experience. Thus in its pri-
mary sense Beauty is a quality which finds its exemplification in
actual occasions: or put conversely, it is a quality in which such

’

European' Painting and Sculpture, p, 15), by Eric Newton.
See Bagisvarl Lectures, pp. 203, 93, 328, and 373.
Ibid,, p. 82,

The Meaning of Art, p. 16,

[ oE e

. or nature should be a mere replié'g e‘ij.t‘}'iéi'-jd
ful, the Absolute Spirit, or of the pantheistig deity of Wordsworth.

must be a pleasant one. .
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occasions can severally participate.”® This adaptation or harmony
conclusively leads fo a subjective philosophy of beauty. But as
we have already noted, his notion of the “supremely beautiful”
speaks of an objective entity, lying outside and independent of us.
The glimpses of this objective beauty, contends Tagore, inspire the
artist to perpetuate them in the works of art. He chooses suitable
forms to enshrine these temporary glimpses for ever? Here there
is an apparent conflict between the subjective and the objective
notions of beauty. If the beautiful be a mere adumbration of the
‘supremely beautiful’—whether it be in nature or art—then cer-

-tainly it canmot be characterised as subjective. = The notion of

beauty becomes determined from without. What we call beautiful
in nature is a faint copy of the ‘supremely beautiful’ that dwells in
the arid region of intellectualism. The beautiful in art becomes
‘a copy of a copy’ as the artist follows nature in his own way. This
copy theory holds good if we tonsider the ‘supremely beautiful’ as
objective in the sense of the ‘Platonie Idea’. Then the charges
levelled against art by Plato that it is‘iﬁg‘xp 2tif become substantiated
and the value of art as creation is totally Jjghored. But this was
far from Tagore’s mind. He did net teakyfilichn that beauty in art

‘!i'xe supremely beauti-

It should neither symholise the ‘supremély beautiful nor hint at
that. The absolute that is colourless, shageless and formless is not
the subject matter of any real work of art. - Nor is it the business
of the beautiful in art to be a mere symbol of this absolute spirit.1®
The pervading thought of Tagore throughout his writings is ‘sub-
jectivity’ in,art. Art is subjective,~it is the desubjectification of
subjective feelings. Beauty is subjective and it is relative also.
There is no absolute standard of beauty. It depends on time,
p'lface and the person who enjoys beauty®* It is our subjective
reaction that determines the beauty or ugline§s of a particular
object. Only our minds are competent to say the last word in mat-
ters of such aesthetic evaluation.l? As has been rightly pointed
out by Prof. Collingwood,’® beauty has always a subjective refer-
ence, and if anybody asks for an objective standard, he may get
anything but a proper aesthetic evaluation. S

© 8, The Adventures of Ideas, p. 290.
9. Baglévari Lectures, p. 82. :
10. Bagidvarl Lectures, p. 244 (Arup na Rup).
11. Sundara, p. 203.
12. Saundarjer Sandhin, p. 84.
13, Vide his Principles of Art,

P4
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Tagore in his numerous papers told us repeatedly that beauty
is subjective. Mind is not a camera, and as such it never cares for
an exact imitation of what is there in nature. It always looks at
things from its own point of view. If there be unity or harmony
of formal relations among our sense-perceptions, we experience
what is called the beautiful. So this apprehension of harmony is
followed by the sense of beauty. Here Tagore agrees with Keats.
“It is now elaborately clear that beauty means with Keats not an
externally existent, physical and sensuous entity, Nor does it

mean what Keats calls in one of his letters ‘an exquisite sense of

the luxurious’. It is an act of the mind. It is simply the pleasure
of intuitive apprehension”.1¢ It depends on our way of looking at
things. And our looking at things is always determined by our
personal likes and dislikes. There is always a discrete selection
and rejection. If nature in its entirety were presented in art, it
would have been no better than photography; and photography is
certainly not the best type of art. It is dead, it is a finished pro-
duct. A good specimen of art develops in the appreciator'’s mind.
The play of suggestiveness works there and it is ever developing
like the craggy hill of Wordsworth. A poet’s experience is pre-
sented as unique, though not in content but always so in form.
Tagore speaks of this uniqueness in art and that is why he definitely
tells us that beauty in art is not amenable to rational analysis.1

But Tagore contradicts his own statement and tells us again
that mere subjectivity will make art parochial, and it will lose its
universal appeal. Art, worth the name, should be universal and
all tendencies towards individuality should always be discouraged.16
The really beautiful must always rise above personal likes and
dislikes. 1  Individual taste should not be respected when the
question of creation comes in. We should so create as to satisfy
all, and hence it must not be purely personal. If it be purely per-
sonal, it will fail to be appreciated by all, Moreover, the enter-
prise of an artist should always respect the traditions. No artist
is a Melchizedek. Men must suck at the breast of universal Ethos,
and artists are no exceptions. Rolland also held similar views with
regard to the universality of art. It should not presuppose a high
standard of education and culture in the teeming population who
live on the black soil. That is why he thought of a ‘People’s

14 Keats's Idea of Beauty by Prof. T. N, Sen,
15, See p. 91 (Saunderjer Sandhan)

16. See p. 99.

17. See p. 218 (Asundar).
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Theatre’. The drama that is to be presented there should always

e t man’s struggle with the elemental forces of nature. Thus
re;fresezlit of art, in the vulgar sense, was ensufed at the cost of
O atic Zellence’. And Rolland himself admitted in his older
artlSth texrt if it is to be democratic, is sure to lose much of its
B ad’ randeur, We would like to point out to Tagore also
nObﬂLty ?nllurges universality in art at the cost of its excellence. The
fihxsalt tlelai suits the taste of all, the reﬁne'd and the vulgar alike, is
sure to lose much of its flavour and nicety. A peasant and an
sntellectual aristocrat should not be asked to dine from the same
n;ate There is nothing like universal taste that can be taken as an
pb' :tive standard of beauty. Taste is always personal, and uni-
. ]::l taste is a mere abstraction. This was realised by Rolland
:fetl;grwards and that is why we hear him say that art is not the

18
common ren-dez-vous of all.

with him and believe that universality in art
doesvxtfrlﬁ(le:;nairf:agation of individuality. Nei'fher does .it mean a
ifice of the excellence of one’s own personal ideas and individual
s»acn lest it may not be appreciated by the ‘hewers of wood and the
o rs of water.” Art can only be truly appreciated when t}}e
g;;:-"eeciator can come very near the artist, and can fully recreate in

-his own imagination what the artist once created. If that be true,

i ity i e ordinary sense becomes a misnomer at least in
ltll?elv:::;ll:gcn:mt)};ld. So :r{iversality should always be taken in a
very limited sense whenever it is used with reference to any work

?Zrt It only means that people who are sim.ilarly e‘ndowed as
:he cl.'eator will appreciate him. The apprecmtor’s. mtellectugl
attainments and emotional susceptibilities must be like thos.xe. of
the creator. If we do not appreciate any artlst_ for lack of training
on our part, we cannot blame him for obscurity. We c?.m}ot say
that his art is not universal. Take for exar.nple, a painting b13;
Salvador Dali entitled ‘Landscape:’ the Persistence of Memory
(Museum of Modern Art, New York). Because we do not under-
stand it, we cannot accuse the artist in any way. Tagore t«_ells' us
that it may be that we do not understand the la.nguage of .Pamtu’lg.
It has a technique of its own. And if anybody is n?t fz.nmhar with
the language of the painter, the painter or the artist is not to be
blamed.® If we learn the alphabet only and accuse Shakespeare

, Vide John Christopher.
ig. See ‘The Meaning of Art’ by H. Read, plate 64.

20. See Silpa O Bhisd, p. 53.
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of .obscurity it will be simply ludicrous. The same holds good of
painting. It has a language of its own, and it has developed enor-
mously in recen®years. If we fail to read it and understand it
pro.perly and go on accusing the modern artists for their obscurity
their acceptance by the people who know their language remains’
unaffected thereby. Enlightened contemporaries and intellectual-
. ly advanced posterity will give them recognition which we ma;

deny them out of ignorance. So universality in art is never az

‘unqualified universality’; it is qualified and restricted, so long as

the hole Of nlankind does not r 1 1 e a
'\ eac. th i
. ' pex Of lmeuectual

Origin of the Sankhya*
By

Spurr Manvussa: C. Panoya, MA, LB, B.Sc
Genesig of the Sankhya Philosophy

From references to Sankhya doctrines in the later Upanisads
as well as post-vedic literature such as the Mahabharata, the Bha-
gavad Gita, Manu Smrti and the Puranas, it appears that the
‘Sankhya at one stage was a Very widely influential school; and one
finds a mixture of Vedantic ideas with iddgs borrowed chiefly from
the Sankhya and the Yoga. Modern Scholars however are divided
in their opinion as regards the origin of the Sankhya. All agree
that references to what appear as the Sankhya-Yoga doctrines, such
olution of categories, the three gunas or

as those relating to-ev
i (nature) and so om, can be traced in the

constituents of Prakriti v
the later ones; among them the Katha,

Upanisads, especially
the Svetasvatara and Maitrayani Upanisads. Yet, while some are
of opinjon that the Senkhya system is independent of the Vedas
in origin and almost as old as the Upanisads, others maintain that
it is an off-shoot of the teaching of the Upanisads. There is a
reference in the Svetasvatara Upanisad! to Kapila Rsi, the sup-
posed founder of ‘\ﬁ;‘e Sankhya according to tradition; but both
old Indian thinkers a5 ‘Sankara? and present-day scholars as Prof.
Keith ond others agree that the reference to. Kapila in the said
Upenisad does ot relate to. the founder of the Sankbys, but .the
ed vizard and denotes Hiranyagarbha,

expression there means the r
jed spirit. It may be stated in passing that

embodied
$§atﬁ::;b°mr:y be the true origin of the Sankhya, there was one
stage in the history of the system when its adherents traced it 1o
the Upanisads and evexn prior thereto to the Bg Veda® Badara
yana the author of Brahma Suiras has again and again raised the
question whether the Sankhya is the teaching of the Upanisads as.
stated in the prime facie view, and answered it in the negative.

 The. Indian Philosophicsl Congress, Sther Jubice Prize Essay.
1' SuU' 5'21 |
2. Sankara on Br. 8. 3-1-1
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Badarayana’s repeated allusions in the Brahma Sutrast to the
- prima facie view that the Sankhya doctrines represent the doc-
irines contained in the Vedas and the Upanisads and his refutation
of the same cannot however be satisfactorily accounted for without
assuming that there were Sankhya thinkers in his time who con-
tended that the Sankhya was the teaching of the Upanisads. A simi-
lar view was maintained so late as the 16th century A.D. by
Vijnanabhiksu in his commentary on the Sankhya Sutras. This
may however be due to the later Sankhya teachers trying to find
support for their doctrines in the Upanisads whose authority had
come to prevail. :

Dualistic realism of the Senkhya as a Reaction
against Absolute Idealism of the Vedanta

The Sankhya system seems to have got its name from Sankhya,

number, and meant enumeration of the categories of cosmic evolu-

tion. It was originally nothing moxe than a nomenclature for the
principles of the philosophy of the Upanisads. The Sankhya seems
to have been in its earlier form only a fresh clear statement of the
successive emanations out of Prakriti (nature), the first cosmic
principle,—a precise series of terms to denote the primitive philo-
sophy of the Upanisads. The distinctive tenets of what is now
known as the Sankhya Philosophy are later developments.

The divergence of phraseology must subsequently have led to
a divergence of views; and thus the Sankhya philosophy formu-
lated itself with its repudiation of Isvara as world-projecting deity,
its affirmation of the reality and independence of Prakrti or Prad-
hana (nature), the reality of emapations of Prakriti, and the plu-
rality of Purusas or individual selves. When Sankhya became a
system of philosophy later on, it meant a theoretical investigation
of truth and knowledge by reasoning, and not merely an enumera-
tion of emanations of Prakriti as originally understood. The for-
mulation of Sankhya as a system of philosophy, based on reason-
ing as distinguished from the Vedanta which was based mainly on
the Upanisads, made a land-mark in the history of Indian Philo-
sophy by giving more prominence to reasoning than to Revelation
as a means of knowledge to explain the riddle of the universe and
of human existence. Though by refusing to recognise Vedic Re-
velation or Sruti as the highest means of knowledge and by its

4 Br. S.1-1-5 to 11; 1-4-1 to 6; 2-1-1 16 3; 2-2-1 t6 10,
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disbelief in personal God, the Sa:;khya fa::;d :; Sgleu!; ﬂr:zg;l:;r

i ensured as unveaic ,
SUPP::'!‘- (atx;dv::r:v f;afl:ell:ycexponents of the Sankhya, such as Vij-
i:;:b:ixl?sl:.l and other scholars, to secure popular .support thel.'efor on’
the authority of the Vedas by a new interpretatn:;ln ofd ce:'t?.m te:;t;
of the Upanisads, so as to derive therefrom Sankhya doctrines.
opinion has been expressed by Professor We_bt?r that the Sfankhya
uf)as the oldest of the existing systems of philosophy, which has
been supported by Richard Garbe so far only as the systematic
form of the Sankhya was concerned; but’ ,Grarbe'dﬂ(.ers frfm.‘ We})er,
if we advert to “the fundamental ideas”; for in his opinion, “the
jdealistic doctrines of the Upanisads regarding the Brahm.an-ém;n
—a doctrine which has grown from the Vedas arfd which is the
nucleus and centre of the later Vedanta sysi.;em,.-—ls an older pro-
duct of philosophical thinking than the leadmg. ideas of the other
systems.” Garbe further says that “the four}datxon of the Sax.xkhya
philosophy is to be sought in a reaction against tl.le prop?gatmn of
the consistent idealism which began to be proclaimed with enthu.
siasm”. A similar opinion has been also.expressed by Professor
Maxmullar in his six systems of Indian philosophy. Thus he. says,
“We can understand how out of the seeds .scattered about in the
Upanisads there could arise in course of time the systematic ar-
rangement and final representations of systems such as have been
handed down to us in the Sutras of the Vefianta, the Ss.lnkhya ssnd
other schools. It cannot be denied that in the Upanisad period
Vedantic ideas are certainly more prevalent than those of th_e
Sankhya.” He further adds: “I go even a step‘further a.nd admit
that the Sankhya philosophy may have been a kind of toning fiown '
of the extreme monism of the Advaita Vedanta at least as inter-
preted by the school which was represented rather than f?ur_xded
by Sankara.” Dualism is generally more popular than rigorous
monism; and people readily accepted the Sankhya doctrine of
dualism when it postulated Prakrti (nature) and Purus'a (individual
spirit) as two independent principles and its teaching that one
could secure liberation by a discriminating knowledge of Purusa
and Prakriti. The denial of Isvara or personal God was not a part
of the original Sankhya, but seems to have been a subsequent de-
velopment only. -

- Whether the Sankhya is derived from Buddhism? -

The essential fact of the atheism of the Sankhya in the classi-
cal form as propounded in Sankhya Karika and the atheism of
Buddhism naturally raised the problem whether the view is bor-
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towed by one of the systems from the other. In definitely histori-

cal times there was clearly a lively interchange of views between '

Buddhism and the Brahmanical schools.  Mr. Keith is of the
 opinion that it is most improbable that Buddhism is the source of
the Sankhya, since the divergence of the two systems suggests
that Buddhism represenis a further advance in the disinte, iﬁti n
of the earlier philosophy of the Upanisads, It is true thgat t;e
Sankhya abandons the idea of the Absolute, but it is on the othe
hand careful to retain the idea of spirit as eternal intelligence, i -
dependent of nature. “The doctrine of Buddhism, on the o,tlin-
band, has in effect abandoned both these conception’s and has Ieef:',
itself with only the fleeting series of mental states as a’quasi- realit;
from which the development of the doctrine of the void (sun S)’
is a natural step. It is impossible to prove that from so develoyad
a doctrine as that of Buddhism there could have grown th SP:
khya which does not believe in the Buddhist view that the n?-
gxisting principle is the law of movement.” Mr (':‘:au:‘k.\eef 0hiys
Sankhya philosophy has also expressed the same vi;w and 1112 has
stated that the Sankhya system belonged to the pr’e-Buddhj.st'
age, and that Buddha was dependent on the Sankhya for the o
ral doctrines preached by him. Priority of the Sankhya alsseve-
pears from the fact that Kapila the founder of the S:nkh O/aa::i
the teacher Panchasikha, both historical personages, are meg: ed
as the predecessors of Buddha. In Buddhacharit,a of As K;:‘
there is reference to a meeting between Buddha and hisv: e
teacher Arada, who held Sankhya views based on theism Ol'mef
ﬁec.i by the belief in the supreme personal divinity of th :; Y.nOdl'
Xalta Vedanta. “It appears” as observed by Siyr Rad}?akrlfs‘lsmta:;
that the earliest Sankhya was realistic theism like the qualified
monism of the upanisads.” It had not attained the foqu £
regular system until after Buddhism, when a challenge s given
by the Buddhists to the realism of Purusas (subiecl;s)g w;s g}ven
evolved from Prakriti (nature). The Sankhya took ' a"nthOb)::s
lenge and argued for the reality of these two principle‘gp 6n :t:i tl1 .
rat:opg}ﬁgrqunds. When the Sankhya was developed as cl .
. systemn oF rational grounds, it was obliged to conced l‘akreg“ "
thaththe, existence of God could not be S et
ments.¥ YThe Jain legend pl i B B o
. - gend places Kapila before the time of Buddha
ond Mabavira, mentioning him along with Rsabha, Bharata and

Marichi, who are, of course, persons i
y ! ’ neorpo N
cal traditions. orporated from Brahmani-

5. SS.1-92; 8S. 8 to 11
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Kapila the Founder of Theistic Sankhyo

Kapila is the reputed founder of the Sankhya which was at
first a theistic Philosophy, but later on, in about the Fourth century
AD., became a heistic in the time of Isvara Krisna the author of
Sankhya Karika, Kapila was 2 historical personage of an age not
later than 700 B.C. distinguished from the mythical figure of the
same name mentioned in the Svetasvatara Upanisad,6 where it
stands for Hiranyagarbha. In the Bhagavadgita,’ Kapila is men-
tioned as a sage who had obtained perfection and liberation, and as
a Vibhuti or partial manifestation of the Lord. The Ramayana
also refers to Kapila as a historic personage and a great sage. Fur-
ther light is thrown on his personality by Vyasa, the author of the
commentary on the Yoga Sutra} and Vachaspati Misra author of
a gloss on the commentary of Vyasa, both of whom refer to a tra-
dition according to which Kapila the historic personage was called
Adividvan (the first of the knowers) and Bhagvan Paramarisi (the
revered great sage) . Lastly, the Bhagvata? Purana lays special
stress on his being the first in line of the Siddhas (perfected souls)
who had by spiritual enlightenment secured liberation. In the
Bhagvata Purana,l® Kapila is mentioned as the son of the sage
Kardama by Devahuti, who was married to him by her father Manu
Svayambhu. There is an account in the said Purana of the reli-
gious discourse of Kapila the son of Kardama and grandson of
Manu to his mother Devahuti, whereby Kapila imparted .to her
discriminating knowledge of the highest spiritual principle identi-
fied with Vasudeva as distinct from Prakriti (nature), which
teaching was received by him from his grandfather Manu Svayam-
phu. Thereafter Kapila is said to have renounced the world and
retired to a lonely place.

The Theistic Sankhya of Kapila based on the Vaismava cult of the
Bhagvatas Developed into the Doctrine of Qualified Monism

Manu ~f$vayambhu, the maternal grandfather of the sage

" Kapila, who, imparted knowledge of the highest principle of reli-

gion and philosophy to Kapila as stated above, seems to hdfsgpen
a peligious teacher of the Vaisnava cult of Bhagvatas, ¥ig bt
lieved in Bhagvat Vasudeva, at first identified with Hari o wykn
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and later on with Krisna-Vasudeva, as the highest deity. In the
Bhagvata Purana there are many stories of devotees of Vishnu
having attained spiritual wisdom through the grace of Vasudeva
identified with Visnu, the Supreme being, The earliest of them
was Svayambhu Manu the grand-father of Kapila, the founder of
the Sankhya. The said Manu was also called Kapila perhaps be-
cause of the brown colour of his skin. But he was a historic per-
sonage distinct from Kapila mentioned in the Svetasvatara Upani-
sad,! where it stood for Hiranyagarbha, a mythological person
who was probably deemed the first promulgator of the Yoga doc-
trine as stated by Vachaspati Misra, the author of a gloss on
Vyasa’s Bhasya on Yogasutras'? of Patanjali of the 5th century
AD. As Kapila the grandson of Manu was reputed to be the first
founder of the Sankhya, which meant theoretical knowledge

based on the Vaisnava cult of the Bhagvata, Hiranyagarbha was . '

believed to be the founder of the Yoga which meant practice of
works, self-discipline, and strenuous endeavour. The Yoga-
Sutras'? of Patanjali tell us at the very beginning that Yoga means
the effort of restraining the activities or distractions of the mind,
and the effort of concentration on a definite object. Manu Svayam-
bhu was later on identified with Vasudeva-Visnu, the Supreme
Deity of the Vaisnava Bhagavatas. He was also identified with
Agni (fire) and Mahesvara. He seems to have devoted all his life
to the investigation of the nature and powers of the Supreme
Deity Visnu, by the practice of deep meditation. His grandson
Kapila on his part devoted all his life to the investigation of the
problem of the cause of evolution of the different species of beings,
by meditation on the Supreme Lord Mahesvara, and became the
founder of the theistic Sankhya which meant theoretical knowledge
of the Supreme Reality, based on the old Vaisnava cult of Bhag-
vatas, to which a belief in the 4 Vyuhas (forms) was added later
on in the period shortly after the compilation of the Bhagvadgita
in the Narayaniya section of the Mahabharata. The four Vyuhas
or forms of Narayana-Visnu, the Supreme Deity, were Vasudeva,
Sankarsana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha, who were worshipped by
the Bhagvata Vaisnavas. From the religious side of the epic, the
Sankhya system is strangely taken up into the Bhagvata faith by
the equation of the four Vyuhas of Visnu to four of the
principles of the Sankhya philosophy, viz., the Supreme Spirit, the

11. 8.U. 5-2
" 12, Y.8.1-1.
13. Y.S. 12,
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Individual Soul, the Mind, and Individuation respectively. The
last three emanate each from its predecessor. The wise reach the
unity with the highest by way of return through Aniruddha,

" Pradyumna and Sankarsana to Vasudeva, and it is stated that the

Sankhyas as well as the Bhagavatas hold this belief. In the Bhaga-
vadgita, the unity of Sankhya and Yoga is insisted upon, and the
Sankhya doctrine is over-laid-by the two-fold doctrine that both
spirit and nature are ultimately derived from the one and the
same source viz.,, Brahman from the point of view of the Vedanta,
and Vasudeva-Krishna or Purusotama from the religious point of
view. According to Dr. Radhakrishnan¢ the earliest form of
Sankhya was realistic theism like the qualified monism (Visista-
dvaita) of the Upanisads. It was not a regular system until after
Buddhism, when the latter challenged the realism of selves and
objects. Mr. Keith!5 in this connection observes as follows: “But
while this system (qualified monism as the basis of theistic San-
khya) can be seen in the Upanigads, it would be an error to sup-
pose that it is more properly the doctrine of the Upanisads than
the illusion theory (Maya-Vada) of Sankara. Neither system in
its completely self-conscious form is to be found in the Upanisads,
but the germs of both are present and both in a real sense can
claim the authority of the Upanisads.” The Vaisnava Bhigavatas
however laid special stress on devotion, with knowledge and renun-
ciation as means, to Divine Grace leading to emancipation. " In
course of time, it developed into the doctrine of qualified monism
(Visigtidvaita), allowing a certain reality to matter and a still more
definite reality to the individual souls. The said doctrine, accord-
ing to Thibaut, forms the theme of the Brahma Sutras of Bada-
rayana. This opinion of Thibaut however is controverted by
Gough and Deussen, according to whom, Absolute Monism which
looks upon the world as an illusion (Méya) is the theme of the
'Brahma Sufras as interpreted by Sankaracharya in his commen-
tary thereon. In the epic of the Mahabharata also, we find pre-
dominance of theistic Sankhya which recognised a 26th principle,
Isvara (God), the Supreme Being and subject of knowledge, in
addition to Purusa (individual spirit) the 25th principle set over
against Prakriti (nature) and other 23 principles evolved from it
as objects of knowledge. It will be thus seen from the above that
Jacobi’s charge of materialism levelled at Sankhya falls to -the
ground, as even eliminating the 26th principle, viz., personal God,

14. Ind. Phil. Vol. IL p. 253.
15. The Sankhya System p. 7.
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there is always left Purusa (spirit) eternal, pure and intelligent,
independent of Prakriti, set over against her, and never identified
with matter.

Doctrine of the Sankhya Teachers based on Vedic Teaching

Kapila has been recognised by tradition to be a historic per-
sonage and founder of the Sankhya, which was theistic at first as
stated above. The said fact also appears from the Mahabharata,
the Bhagavadgita and the Ramayana as constrasted with the San-

khya Karika of Isvara-Krishna of the 4th century A.D., wherein

the Sankhya was atheistic without a belief in God. From a quota-

tion in Vyasa Bhagya on Yoga-sutras,!6 traced by Vacaspati Misra

in his gloss thereon to a work of Panchasikhacharya, it appears

that according to the tradition, the revered great sage Kapila had

out of compassion taught the tantra, i.e., the science of Sankhya,

to his pupil Asuri who was anxious to be enlightened.” Asuri on

his part gave the knowledge to his pupil Panchasikha. The said

tradition of Sankhya teachers in the same order is mentioned in
the Sankhya Karika!” of Isvara Krishna, who derived knowledge
of the Sankhya doctrine handed down to him by a tradition of
successive teachers and pupils as stated in the Karika,® As regards
Asuri it may be mentioned that, he is one of the teachers whose
name is mentioned in the Vansa Brahmana at the end of the 6th
Chapter of Brihadaranyaka Upanigad. All these 3 teachers were
revered by the orthodox Vaidikas as theistic and not atheistic.
Though there is a controversy and doubt among several European
scholars about the historic existence of the said personages, yet
from sources of contemporary literature it appears that there is
no reason for doubting the correctness of the said tradition, and
that the verse in the Sankhya Karika quoted above réiteratirig the
same teachers and in the same order is a merely versified form
of the statement of Panchasikha, whose views were more akin
to the Vedanta of the Upanisads. The original Sankhya, as taught
by its founder Kapila, the perfected sage, as well as the other
teachers mentioned above, was theistic as contrasted with that
taught by Isvara Krishna in the Sankhya Karika known as the
classical Sankhya which was atheistic. The classical Sankhya was
clearly of a later age. It has eliminated the 26th principle Isvara,
God, though recognised in the Yogasutra of Patanjali, and has

' 16. YS. 1-25.
17. S. K. v. 70.
18. S.K.v. 2L
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enumerated 25 categories only, includi eémana Prakriti
(na.tt_xre), and 2 eternal principles dmﬂ (natut::;uazfi Pumsatl
(spirit) se‘t a.gainst one another. Mr. Keith! in this connectio;
;b::es, ‘With this accords the fact brought out by Professo:
acobi, t.hat the.pxuencein the list of Rigis invoked in the Tarpana
.ceremomal (daily religious practice of the Orthodox Brahmanas)
mclufies names of Sankhya authorities (viz.: the teachers Kapila
gs;:z an::anct:lsil;ha), and that at one time the ;
ve. n studied in communities based on the i
as Vedic schools, whose members were united bs;ll::ep;ic:lplz:

Sankhya appears

us

attaining self-perfection by spiritual discipline,”

First Stage of the Sankhya in the Upani ;
7 panigads in the form
fragmentary elements and ideas f

The first stage of the Sankhya is traced in the
where we find some of its doctrines scattered here and gﬁ:?:d:
fragmentary stage, and from which it has grown as g system,
.which was later on built and developed as an extreme carrying
out of the realistic tendency, whose appearance and gradually in-
creasing influence are traced within the Uﬁanisads. Yet it differs
from the Upanisads in respect of its essential doctrines, and even
goes beyond the teaching of the Upanisads in propounding its later
tenets, viz., the reality of the emanations of Prakriti (nature), the
plurality of Purusas, and the negation of an Isvara or world-'prof-
jecting deity. The Upanisads are essentially devoted to the dis.
covery of the highest spiritual principle, Brahman the Absolute,
and the doctrine of spiritual unity as opposed to Sankhya dualism.
“There are, however, (in the Upanisads) elements here and there
.which" mark the growth of ideas which Iater were thrown into
systematic form in the Sankhya, but it is impossible to see in these
fragmentary hints any indication that the Sankhya philosophy was
then in process of formation.™
A brief summary of the leading tenets of the later Sankhyq
| L teaching
It is proposed to give here a brief summary of the leading

points of the later Sankhya teaching contained in the classical
Sankhya, since this is essential for a proper understanding of the

following discussion as to the origin of the Sankhya doctrines,
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The fundamental doctrine of the Sankhya which distingui

it from the Vedanta is the dualism?' of Purusa ,(spir(iitl)sn:ng:l;l:-:

kriti or Pradhana (material nature) as two entirely distinct prin-

ciples, which appear closely connected together from eternity as

knowing subject and objective existence opposed to it. But no

attempt is made to derive them from a higher principle of unity

like Brahman (the Absolute) of the Vedanta or to trace them

back to it. The sufferings of existence are dependent on this

apparent connection, the removal of which is the proper aim of
man as laid down in the Sankhya. This object is attained as soon

as the Purusa recognises its entire distinctness from the Prakriti®
Once this saving knowledge has been gained, none of the suffer-
ings of the universe are any longer its sufferings. Deliverance is
found in the dissolution of the bond between Purusa and Prakriti.
Deliverance does not concern the Purusa but the Prakriti, whence
is derived the strange assertion that not Purusa but the Prakriti
only is fettered, is a wanderer and is delivered.® The process of
deliverance is to be conceived as individual. The Prakriti, in order
to bring about in the Purusa the recognition of its distinctness and
therewith its own release, unfolds itself repeatedly before the eye
of the Purusa. This unfoldment consists in the evolution® of the
Mahan (the great i.e., the intellect) from Prakriti as the first move;
and thereafter, in the evolution of Ahankara (individuation) fron;
the Mahan, and from the Ahankara on the one hand Manas
(mind) and the 10 Indriyas (organs of semse and action), and
on the other hand the 5 tanmatras (subtle elements) and’from
these finally the 5 bhutas (elements). The 18 first products of
Prakriti viz, Mahanp, Ahankara, Manas, Indriyas (10) and Tan-
matras (5) form the subtle body (lingam),2 which envelopes the
soul and accompanies it in all its wanderings until there is spiritual
knowledge or discrimination of Purusa and Prakriti.® All lingas
originate from the one Prakriti, which consists of 3 Gunas (which
means constituents or factors of Prakriti and not qualities) viz.
Sattvam (the light which reveals and causes pleasure to man)’
Rajas (the active, the strenuous, the emotional which impels ami
moves) and Tamas (the dark, the gloomy, the inert, which pro-

21 S. K. v. 37, 64, 68.
22. S.S. 6-67 to 70.

2. S.K. v. 62

2. S.K. v.3,22 S.S. 1-6L
25. S.K. v. 40; S:S. 3-4, 5, 9.
2. S.K.v. 83, 64, 68.
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duees indifference and inactivity); and the different qualities of
the lingas depend upon the different combinations of the three
gunas. Every life-history is a pew self-unfolding of the Prakriti
before the Purusa conceived by means of the lingam. The more
closely this system is investigated, the more unsatisfactory and in-
comprehensible from.a p flosophical point of view will it be found
to be. The whole becomes intelligible for the first time when we

regard it as the final resultant and the blending together of very

heterogeneous ideas which have been handed down from earlier

times and the origin of which is detailed below.

Origin of Sankhya Dualism

As there can be only one God and no more, so it is involved
in the nature of a philosophical principle to be a unity from which
the variety of the phenomenal universe is derived. It follows that
Mouism is the natural standpoint of philosophy. The Sankhya
Joctrine is to be conceived as the consequence of a natural disinte-
gration of the doctrine of the Upanisads.® The main teaching of
the Upanigads consists in absolute idealism, and it establishes the
identity of the individual self with the ahbsolute self, and the illu-~
.sariness of the empirical world of names and forms. In its pan-
theistic form, which allowed a certain reality to the phenomenal
world from a relative point of view, it asserted that Brahman
created the universe and then entered into it? The individual
soul is in no respect different from Brahman, but is the very Brah-

man Itself. Individuality as well as plurality of souls is mere

appearance and not real, from a philesophical point of view; though
it bas phenomenal existence in fact and a relative reality. This
appearance however was transferred to reality, as the method
of empirical knowledge gained acceptance. Pantheism in course
of time became theism, according to which the individual soul
makes its appearsnce over against the supreme soul with a reality
of its own; and the result is the plurality of individual souls,~—the
frst dogma which divides the Sankhya from the Vedanta. A further
consequence of theism is atheism. The division of the Atman
(self) into supreme and individual souls led to the destruction of
one branch, viz., the supreme soul, since it had derived its vital
force solely from the Atman (self) existing in the individual,
Puruga (spirit), which indeed alone exists. After its separation

21, 8. 8. 5-61 to 8.
? TU 28
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from the latter, it could only with difficulty be maintained at all.
No more Was necessary than to transfer the creative powta'rsa (the
lg):nas, viz., Sattvam, Rajas and Tamas) to matter itself, and God
came superfluous. The Svetasvatara Upanisad prote; ’t i i
agams:t the realistic tendency, in vain asserts th.at it is dis's - bower
that lies hidden in its own gunas?® that the threads me;power
;fr the. ‘.P.radhana proceed only from God,3 that indeedo thee v‘:’eb
Whaknu is onl.y an illusion (Maya) wrought by Gods! (Mahes::r;r)e
en the existence of God was no longer certified by the indi:

vidual spirit, Purusa, the attestation of Him in general ceased £5"

be strong enough to prevent his bei

p\flo'us realism of the Sankhya. ;1:1 ih?:a;i;nefiog tt%:e ‘ncient
trlmt-y of God, universe and soul as aspects of’ Brahm: e&anm?nt
was in reality a unity, a dualism of Prakriti and Punlsaan" ’WhICh
g ;Sk;l.'l.?e tha.t the dualistic conception of Purusa (sub]:ec;:)-rslegllfl;aiencfi.
: :ﬁrelh é;)slzec‘: orIfnot-self) is natural; yet really the tw;vo are not
et y distinct. 1 the .tw.o are really independent principles, a
ertium quid, a third principle, would be required as edi’
tsoa :Ighn;ect the.e two, but for which no provision is mailemin ::ll'xnel

a; nor is any satisfacto i i

of movement or activity in czafitlian;ﬁ:nrggern?tsht? tlfle °l‘i8§n
tl.le Vedanta which asserts that the two seemingly o o 0:11 nd‘m
czp?es of Purusa (subject) and Prakriti (object) are a:) pOS: F one
ultimate consciousness called Brahman, the Absolute pe;‘asﬂ:iem:;z

recognise this ultimate unity i i
AN ity is a fundamental mistake of thé

Origin of the Evolutionary Series

As early as the cosmogony of the Ri

appears at the head of the development of thgev:i?:re:::re tt:u;n £
first principles. Thus it is stated in the Purusa Sukta, l; 1:ha ?f
Veda¥ that (1) the primal being, all-pervadi.ng spirit 0(Pure iy
fevolves from f)ut of himself (2) primitive matter, (Nirat ufua)l;
is a female principle); and (3) himself takes form ,in the l;t:.ve .

the first born of creation (Adi Purusa, Hiranyagarbha, Brah iy
The same three principles are called in the Nasadiya S;;kta o;n :h)e.

29. S.U. 1-3. ¢

30. S.U. 6-10.

31. S.U. 4-10.

32, S.U.17, 12

33. Ind. Ph. by Radhakrishnan vol. ii, p. 328,
3. R V. 10-9.

ORIGIN OF THE SANKHYA -our
Rig-Veda® (1) Tad ekam, (that one jmpersonal Primal Being),
(2) Apraketam Salilam (indistinguishable water, i.e., primitive
matter), and (3) Tadajayataikam (that one who was born, ie,
Hiranyagarbha). This series of the three first principles is the

-ultimate basis of the three highest principles of the Sankhya, viz,,

(1) Purusa (spirit), (2) Prakriti (nature), and (3) Mahan, Bud-
dhi (intellect). It may however be stated here that the Purusa
in consequence of its division into supreme and individual souls,
and the subsequent inevitable destruction of the first, ie., the Pri-
mal Being, God, continues to exist only in its derivatives, the indi-

‘vidual souls. The individual souls, being derivatives, are no

longer the first principle, but appear contrasted from Prakri}i.
An early foreshadowing of this view may be found already in the
Brihadaranyaka Upanisad,® where it is said: “This only ‘food’
(Anna) and “Eater” (Annada) is this entire universe”. These
words are interpreted as Prakriti and Purusa in the oldest exposi-
tion of the Sankhya philosophy known tfo us. This origin of the
three highest principles of Sankhya explains also the phenomenon
which was formerly unintelligible, that the intellectual element
after having been assigned to the Purusa (the knowing subject), .

‘and thereafter apparently dissolved, reappears on the objective

side as Buddhi or Mahan, the great. This term appears to be

‘masculine and is found as early as the Upanisads, being called

«Risirbrahmamayo Mahan,% “Atma Mahan”% and “Agryan Puru-
sam Mahantam” ¥ meaning «The First arisen great Purusa” identi-
fied with Hiranyagarbha,®®, Risim Prasutam Kapilam Agre Jaya-
manam $ and the Brahmanam,$ to whom the Primal Being deli-
vered the Vedas, and from whom ancient wisdom has issued forth.
Hiranyagarbha- is further described in the Rigveda®® as the first

born from the primeval waters. A comparison of these pass-

ages proves that Hiranyagarbha, the first horn, the intelligent prin-
ciple of the universe, the mind, as sustainer of the phenomenal
universe and divested of the mythological form, comes forth in the
Sankhya as the Mahan, the cosmic Buddhi (intellect), from the

- 38 R.V.10-129.
36. B.U. 1-4-6. s
- 31 ‘Kau'. U. 1-1.
- 38 KU.3-1,13 and 6-7.
8.U. 8-19.
S.U. 3-4, 4-12.
S- Uo 5,"2.
S.U. 6-18.
R.V. 10-121,
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Prakriti. {From this, Ahankara as the principle of individuation is
evolved, on which again depend the organs of knowledge (Manas
and ten Indriyas) and their objects (five Tanmatras and five
Bhutas, elements). By its entrance into the lingam (the psychical
organism), the Mahan or Buddhi acquires a psychical significance
as the organ of judgment by the side of its original cosmic being.
Thus we have 25 principles for cosmic evolution in the classical
- Sankhya.# This evolution proceeds from Prakriti or Pradhana,
the first principle, by union with Purusa which is never evalved
from Prakriti but independent of it. The mind is the first emana-
tion aut of Prakriti.

Whether the Sankhya Prokriti as an independent first principle,

Avyakata, is derived from a Vedic text in the Katha Upanisad

The Sankhyas deny the existence of the Supreme Spirit, and
propound the view that it is not the Supreme Being of the Upa-
nisads but Prakriti or Pradhana (nature) called Awyakta in the
Upanisads, an independent first principle, which evolves the world
by a series of emanations twenty-three in number. They rely on

the following passage of the Katha Upanisad® in support of this
thesis: —

‘The objects are beyond the senses, the mind beyond the

objects, the intellect beyond the mind and the great soul
beyond the intellect.” ’

“The undeveloped principle is beyond the great soul, and
Purusa the self is beyond the undev ’

4 elo inci
Beyond Purusa there is nothing; that is thzecgloa]pnfhiflz
the final term”. , ’

The Sankhyas hold that the undevelo
is their Prakriti or Pradhana. Sankaracharva in hi
on Brahmasutras,% after critically examiningat,h?a}]::v::::;;m
view, has controverted it, and proved from the context that the
undeveloped principle (Avyakta) in the Katha Upanisad is not the
Pradhana of the Sankhyas, but Maya which is the subtle cosmic
body of God, out of which all things emanate. The Upanisad
age gives an allegory in which the sou] is compar o

ped principle (Avyakta)

4. S K.v. 3 22 88 1.61,
45. K. U. 3-10, 11
46. Br. s 1-4-1 to 7.

ed to a passenger
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seated in a chariot driven to reach the goal of Ii‘fe’s‘joumey, iden-
tified with the abode of Visnu, the Supreme, which is known to be
one and the only self. The body is compared to a chariot and.
stands for Avyakte, the undéveloped principle. It is also called
Aksara in the Mundaka Upanisad, where it means the power of
the Lord to manifest and actualise the appearances of the pheno-
menal world from their unmanifest and undeveloped state. In the
Vedanta, the undeveloped principle or Maya is the creative power

of the Lord. It is never independent of the Lord, nor is it a salf-
subsisting principle as in the Sankhya.

Origin of the Doctrine of the three Gunas and their
- Development in the Gita ‘

The most characteristic feature of the Sankhya systefn is the
doctrine of the three gunas,¥? viz. Sattvam (goodness), Rajas (pas-
sion) and Tamas (darkness), which constitute the very substance
of Prakriti or Pradhana. The Sankhya system attributes the evo-
tution . of Prakriti to the activity on the part of the fchr.ee Gunas
of which it is composed. In the unmanifest they h.e in equili-
prium 8 Set moving, they evolve Mahan, ie., Bud&hx (u.xtellect),
Ahankara (individuation), and the rest;*® and it is their ix.zter-
action and relative proportion in things that cause t!}e manifold
differences of character and function in the world. Gita develio‘p;
the guna idea very completely. It is the gunas I.Jom of Prakriti
that compel all creatures to act® He whose self is deluded by Aeg;;
thinks, I am the doer; the Gunas are themselves the sole .a_gentxi.;
they deceive Purusa®® and bind him to the .body.“ Praerfix which
is the aggregate of the three gunas is in essence nothing but
a germinal principle from which the entire expanse of the pheno-
menal world of names and forms is evolved. The three gunas are
all-pervading and eternal,5 and in a state of perfect equilibrium
prior to evolution® They are involved in all existences whether

4. S.K.v. 12 to 16. SS. 1-6L.
48, S.K. v. 16; SS. 1-61.

9. S.K v.22 S.S. 1-6L ,

0. B.G. 8-5; 13-29; 14-5, 18-40.

5. B.G. 3-5.

52. BG. 3-27.

B.G. 3-29; 7412 to M.

B.G. 14, 5. ‘
S.K. v. 10; S.S. 1-67, 6. ,
S.K. v, 16; S.S. 1-61.
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material or psychical, which are evolved from the various combi-
nations of the gunas. The Sankhyas see in the preponderance of
any one of the three gunas or constituents the first cause of move-
ment and activity in Prakriti, in fact the beginning of creation.
The moral character of a man depends on the expansion of the
Sattva guna, and control of the Rajas and tamas gunas; and unless
one transcends the three gunas by knowledge and renunciation,
- one cannot achieve perfect freedom or a state of aloofness
(Kaivalya). Character and duty according to Gita depend on
them, and vary according to their proportion in each being5" The
Wwise man’s aim is to rise through and beyond the Gunas,58 to live
an eternal life of perfect freedom during life (jivanmukta) as well
as on leaving the mortal body (videha mukta). The gunas are not
what their name might suggest viz., qualities; but they are con-
stituents of Prakriti, which is in essence nothing but potentiality
or active latent force called Avyakta. The gunas have been again
and again explained as Dravyani, ie., the very essence of substance,
quality and what is qualified being considered in the Sankhya as
inseparable. The gunas have played a very prominent part in

Indian Philosophy, and have even entereq into the sphere of

popular thought,

Teleological Conception of Prakrit; Inconsistent with the Sankhya -

Doctrine of Dualism

The gunas are so-called becayse they make a rope (guna) or
forge a chain for binding the self5 This explanation is however
inconsistent with the Sankhya teleological doctrine that Prakriti
not only binds, but also liberates the self from bondage, which is
the ultimate purpose of evolution, 60 This goes to show that the
Sankhya was only a derivation from the Vedanta, according to
which spirit or self was primeval, while Prakriti or Maya made of
the three gunas was subsidiary and means for the purpose of
emancipation of the individual soyl (Purusa),

- How far the Sankhya Doctrine of the three gunag is based on
the text in the Svetasvatra Upanigad with an Imagery of Aja
(She Goat )with three colours

The Sankhyes contend that theiy doctrine of the origin and
evolution of the world from Prakrit; or Pradhana is derived from

5. B.G.4-13; 4-5 0 18, B. G. ch. 17 ang 18 4
58. .B.G. 2-45; 14-20. passim.
59. B.K v. 44, 63; SS. 161,

60. S.K. v. 58 to 60, 62,

vatara 'Upﬂ?‘i,?ad’
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the Upanisads, and they rely upon the following passage from the
Svetasvatara Upanisad®® in support of their contention:— ,

“The one she-goat red: white and black gives birth_to many
. offspring like herself. One he-goat in love,embracetb her, the
other leaveth her when he hath enjoyed”.

Thi sage is discussed by Sankara in his commentary on
the gfalﬁxf::utfw.” He seeks to see in the three colot.lrs red,_ white
and black a reference to the three colours -mentioned in the
Chhandogya Upanisad®® as those of the three elemegts there men-
tioned viz: fire, water and earth, which are pro.duced fr.om -the
Absolute, and which are present in all that exists. Thwblwew
seems to be correct as stated by Mr. Keith because t.he resem a::hce
in point of the colours is too striking to be an accident. Butd e
passage, in the opinion of Mr. Keith, must :%Iso bev adnuﬁ ‘ :cl)
have cl,ear traces of what is later the doctr.me of th.e classic !
Sankhya, for the following reasons stated by him. Th; 1lrlnag:dry };:
the many he-goats and the relation of enjoyment follow . 3;

inquishment is parallel to the simile used in the classica
e to illustrate the relation of spirit and nature. - Moreover,
. t is named Aja, which also denotes the unborn, a.fat:t
the. she-g.oa.des' with the Sankhya conception that the first princi-
;‘;?c(!;am? is not a product. The Sankhya conception of the all-

pervading char f the gunas which in diverse'nr.xeasure are
: :;?rp:oducts of nature is as well suited to the

present in all . she-goat as the view of the
description of the. :’;"gﬁ?f i:;et:l'leefore ozgnly reasonable to assume”
Chhandogya Upafl:hsu.“that we have a clear hint of the origin of
observed Mr. ff;e ' unas in the threefold material of the Chhan-
the doctrme-od and there is nothing in this passage nor in the
dogya Upanisa th as are mentioned, to suggest that the gunas
others,% where t;gunthah, elements as in the Chhandogya
are anything other harya however in his commentary on the

Sl';an;]n”(ie;litad that the above-cited text of the Svetas-
Brahma Sutra @1 giving the imagery of the she-goat and the he-

e s‘v‘ ‘_s‘ . .
Br' s. 1"“3 fD 10'

Ch. U. &-4.
Sankhya p. 12 ,
s% 1-8; 5-7; 6-3, 11, 16; Br. S. 1-4-8 to 10.
Br. S. 1-4-8 to 10.
8.U. 45.
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goats, is sufficient to prove that the doctrine of Pradhana as an
independent first principle has any Vedic justification or represents
the view of the Vedanta. According to Sankara, the one unborn
she-goat is not the Sankhya Prakriti independent of spirit, but it is
Maya or Sakti, the creative power of the Lord, the world-project-
ing deity, from whom it is never independent or separate. The
Chhandogya Upanisad teaches how this creative power of the Lord,
the potentiality of names and forms of the phenomenal world which
is to be evolved, is developed into fire, water and earth, out of
which the bodies of plants, animals and men are fashioned. The
unborn souls are not the Purusas of the Sankhya, but the jivas or
migrating souls of the Vedanta, who identify themselves with

natural products such as body, mind, senses, or external objects,

which are Upadhis or limiting adjuncts, born of Prakriti by their
inborn ignorance (Avidya), which is the cause of their attachment
and consequent transmigration.8® The Prakriti of the Sankhya is
Maya of the Vedanta, which is nothing but illusion produced by
the Absolute or the Lord (Mahesvara) as stated in the Svetas-
vatara Upanisad.®® Maya of the Vedanta is called Trigunatmika,
and is described in the same way as the Pradhana or Prakriti of
"the Sankhya. It is the creative power of the Absolute or the Lord.
It is impossible to have a vision of the Lord until we pierce the
veil of Maya and its three gunas by meditation and self-discipline
as stated in the Svetasvatara Upanisad.” The Supreme soul be-
comes the individual soul, the Vijnanatma or Purusa, when its
essential nature of pristine purity,is reflected in the three gunas
of Maya.

£

Divergent interpretations of the Text by Badarayana
and Sankara

Sankara’s explanation in his commentary on the Brahmasutras
of the term Aja presents no difficulties; for, Maya is Aja, i.e. the
unborn power of the Lord which is primeval and not produced.
On the other hand Badarayana, the author of Brahma Sutras ! feels
a difficulty in reconciling the divergent meanings of the wo;'d Aja
and he says that the word Aja cannot be understood in the sense,
of unborn, because the elements fire, water and earth being the
three constituents of Prakriti or Maya are produced. Hence

G. 13-21.
. 8, U. 4-10.
u.

6. B

69

70. S.U. 1-3.
n

. Br. S. 1-4-8 to 10.
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according to Badarayana, we are thrown back on the Rudha (con-
ventional) as opposed to the etymological (Yaugika) significance
of the word Aja, which means she-goat. But the first three ele-
ments which are produced constitute only a secondary, ie., Avan-
‘tara Prakriti, and not a primeval and unborn first principle called
Prakriti or Pradhana by the Sankhyas. Badarayana,” the sutra
writer, when confronted with the difficulty of reconciling two
divergent meanings of the word Aja opposed to one another, gives
another explanation; and he uses the word Aja for the three gunas
to denote a she-goat in a metaphorical sense, although it is not a
she-goat, and to mean really the causal material just as the word
Madhu (honey) is used in the sense of the Sun metaphorically
though it does not mean & sun, and the word Vak (speech) in the
sense of a cow (Dhenu) metaphorically although it is not a cow.
Mr, Gough™ in this connection observes as follows: “The Vedan-
tins have no motive in identifying the red, white, and black with
the colours of fire, water and earth, rather than with pain, pleasure
and indifference. Sankaracharya’s exposition is certainly the
natural, no less than the traditional and authoritative interpreta-
tion of the text. In fact the teaching of the Svetasvatara is pre-

cisely the same as that of the other Upanisads.”

The Origin of the Sankhya doctrine of Gunas from the psychic
states of individual soul

The Gunas in the Upanisads originally meant nothing else
than elements as stated in the Chhandogya Upanisad. The names
Sattvam, Rajas and Tamas do not occur until the Maitrayani Upa-
nisad which is of a much later date. The Svetasvatara Upanisad
represents’ a definite development of the doctrine of the Absolute
based on the other Upanisads, from whigh in due course, the
classical Sankhya developed. The Sankhya doctrine of 3 gunas
of Prakriti was probably derived from the three psychic states,
viz., happiness, pain, and indifference of the individual soul, enve-
loped in the meshes of Maya or Avidya (ignorance). As regards -
the arigin of the 3 gunas of Prakriti, Mr. Keith™ observes: “It is not
impossible that the subjective side of the gunas (Sattvam, Rajas
and Tamas) meaning thereby Sukha (pleasure) Dukkha (pain)
and Moha (indifference), which is clearly marked in these names

-
72. Br. S, 1-4-10,
73, Philosophy of the Upanisads by Mr. Gough.
74. The Sankhya System p. 12 .
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and which originally prevails in the classical Sankhya® was a
development from the conception that the individual self was the
result of the envelopment of the Absolute in the three gunas though
originally referring to material products. Still the tendency would

" be to see in them psychic states.” This position is accepted by -

Sankara who however identifies the three gunas of Prakriti with
the three constituents of Maya in the Bhagavadgita,’®—“attach-

ment to which is the cause of birth of the Purusha in good and

evil wombs.”

Origin of the Doctrine of Emancipation

Both the Vedanta™ and the Sankhya™ proclaim as their funda-
mental view the proposition: “Deliverance is gained by know-
ledge”. This proposition is in harmony throughout with the
assumptions of the Vedanta, but not with those of the Sankhya.

According to the doctrine of Absolute Idealism of the Upanisads, . .

the Brahman-Atman alone is real, while the manifold universe is
an illusion (Maya). This illusion is penetrated through the
. awakening of knowledge, and it is in this that deliverance con-
sists. Thus all is perfectly -consistent in the Vedanta: -It is how-
ever otherwise in the Sankhya. Here matter is as truly real as
the soul, and therefore cannot be recognised by the latter as an
illusion as in the Vedanta. The illusion which has to be penetrated
is concerned in this case solely with the union between Prakriti
and Purusa. This however cannot be sustained from a philoso-
phical point of view. * For a union either really subsists or it does
not. If it is real, no advance of knowledge can lead to dissolution
of the union, but at the most to a clear consciousness of it, whereby,
however, it isstill far from being dissolved. The keen sword of
knowledge can cleave the mist of an illusion, but cannot sever
an actually existing union. If on the other hand, the union be-
tween the two realities Purusa and Prakriti is not real, it has no
existence at all. It is then not true that Purusa enlightens Pra-
"kriti, nor is.it true that “Prakriti is reflected in Purusa;”® and
this jllumination or reflection may not be employed to explain the
phenomenon of suffering, for it does not itself exist,

75. S.K. v. 11, 12,

76. B.G. 7-14; 13-21. »
0. T.U. 2-3; ch. U. 7-1-3; S.U. 1-11; 2-15; 3-8; 4-18; 5-16.

78. S.K.v. 63, 64 to 68; S.S. 8-23, 24. . . ,
79. S.K. v, 20, 21, S.S. 1-145; 6-27, 28.
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Sankhya Pessimism testifies to the derivative character of its
Theory of Emancipation .

The pessimism also by which the Sankhya system is domi-
nated testifies to the derivative character of its theory of emanci-
pation. Even the ancient Upanishads occasionally refer to the
painful nature of existence; and according to them the possibility
of suffering disappears on knowledge of the unity of the Supreme
Self. This however is still only an indirect result, and the chief
stress is laid on the deliverance from natural avidya by knowledge
of the Atman. In the Upanisads there is no general pessimism
visible in the earlier expositions of the doctrine. The marked
pessimism in the Maitrayani Upanisad®® in the speech of Brihad-
ratha is a clear indication of its posteriority due to the influence
of Buddhism. The underlying view of the Upanisads is that the
Atman (self) in itself is perfect joy and bliss, and that all else is

- filled with trouble, as the Brahadaranyaka Upanisad8! says. There

is indeed no lack of references to old age and trouble. But it is
one thing to admit this, and quite another to hold that the general
tone of the Upanisads is pessimistic. Rather the joy of the dis-
covery of the new knowledge is the characteristic of the teachers,
while they regard the self as in itself Bliss as stated in the Briha-
daranyaka Upanisad.82 In the opinion of Mr. Keith® “since the
knowledge of the self is open to all and since by that knowledge
Bliss is obtained, the older Upanisads could not be and are not
pessimistic.” The climax of the pessimistic movement is reached
in the Sankhya system which regards philosophy as a whole as no
raore than a search for means to avert the threefold misery.8¢ Such

- a stapdpoint is everywhere a sympton of exhaustion. Philosophy

is originally based on a pure desire for knowledge and knows no
other aim than search for truth. Only when this desire is weak-
ened does philosophy become a mere means to an end, a remedy
for, the suffering of existence. This was the case in Greece in the
schools that succeeded Aristotle, and it was so also in India in the
Sankhya system and in Buddhism.

80. Mai v. 1-3, 4
' 81, B.U. 3-9-28, 3-4-2, 3-5-1, 3-7-23.
82. B.U. 3-9-28 .
83. The Sankhya system, p. 19. ¢
84. S.K. v. 1; 8$S. 1-1,
P9
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I

. .
Second Stage of the Sankhya-Yoga in the progress of formation
in the Mahabharata and the Bhagavatgita, midway between the
Vedas and the later classical Sankhya

For the first time we find the doctrines of Sankhya as frag-
ments mentioned in the Mahabharata® in the process of forma-
tion side by side with the orthodox systems. The Mahabharata%
~ refers to the philosophies of Sankhya and Yoga as two eternal

ancient systems (dve anadi sanatane), taught by Kapila the
founder of the Sankhya and Hiranyagarbha the founder of the

Yoga respectively. They were then not separated. The Sankhya

is mentioned in the Mahabharata®? as the highest truth and is
theistic with a belief in God as the 26th principle, in addition to
25 principles as taught in the classical Sankhya later on. The
Sankhya with Yoga formed one comprehensive system called
Sankhya-Yoga in the Svetasvatara Upanisad having the mean-
ings of knowledge and devotion with religious discipline respec-
tively. In the Gita$ the Sankhya method of knowledge with
renunciation and the Yoga method of devotion with self-discipline
are not mutually opposed but are interrelated as theory and prac-
tice, which imply each other. Though the Sankhya method of
knowledge with renunciation, apart from practice and devotion,
is recognised in the Gitd™ as a means to release, yet Krishna
exhorts his pupil to prefer the method of Yoga® (works with
devotion) as the easier and more successful method for self-purifi-

cation, without which the method. of Sankhya-knowledge is more |
difficult. -At one place in the Gita,92 Sankhya has been imerpretéd :

by Sankara as Vedanta meaning by it knowledge which leads to
release. The Sankhya however in the epic and Gita was in pro-
cess of formation only, and it differed from the classical Sankhya
in certain respects as will be presently pointed out.

85. MB. 12, 349-67. .
86. M.B. 12-349-76.
 87. M.B. 12-111-98.
88. S.U. 6-13.
89. B.G. 5-4, 5.
90. B.G. 8-3; 12-3; 4; 13-24.
91, B.G. 5-6; 11-55; 12-2, 5.
92. B.G. 18-13.
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How the Sankhya in the Epic and the Gita differs from the
, Classical Sankhya of later date :

It may be mentioned here that when the Bhagavadgita was
compiled, Sankhya doctrines were afloat but had not been reduced
to a regular system as in the Karika of Isvara Krishna of fater
date. The word Sankhya is.used in the Gita and the epic more
in the sense of theoretical knowledge, and not merely that of an
enumeration of the categories of Prakriti as in the classical San-
khya. Again knowledge in the Gita is of a different kind from
that in the classical Sankhya,® where it means abstract knowledge
of the difference between spirit (Purusha) and nature (Prakriti):
according to the Gita,% jfina (knowledge) was of the spiritual
unity of all, and the identity of the individual soul and the supreme -
goul in essence. The practice of Yoga in the epic as well as the
Gita involved, a belief in the Supreme Bging for whom there was no
place in the classical Sankhya. In the Epic and the Gita there is no
categorical - enumeration of the twenty-five categories. Again,
while in the classical Sankhya, Prakriti (nature) was the first

) principle; it was not so in the Bhagavadgita® which recognised the

Absolute or impersonal Brahman as the first principle from which
all the twenty-three principles emanated. The Prakriti in the Gita
as in the Vedanta meant Maya, which was a creative power of the
Ford, and was never an independent or self-subsisting principle as
in the Sankhya. It is called Apara Prakriti in the seventh chapter
of ‘the Gita® and identified with Maya, which means the power

‘of the Lord; gnd it was differentiated into eight parts, viz;, the

gve elements, Ahankara (egoistic individuation), Buddhi (intel-
Ject), and manas (mind), thus showing that the last three prin-
‘ciples had been evolved simultaneously along with the five ele-
ments. Again in Chapter 13 of the Gita® there is a mention of
twenty-four categories, but they are not the same as the twenty-
fbﬁr iSring;ipleS_mé,nﬁOHEd in the Sankhya Karika % nor are they
mentioned in the order in which they are supposed to have come
into existence. Again no mention is made in the Gita of the
five Tanmatras_(five essences of elements) seen in the Sankhya

-

BIRERE
MWW

7
. . 13'5.‘ ?
v

RN



128 THE PHILOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY

classical Sankhya, is not mentioned in the Gita® except as a female
principle in conjunction with Brahman, from which as a .matrix
the world evolves. All this goes to show that the Sankhya theory
of cosmogony was then in the process of formation only, and had
. r.lot appropriated to itself the meanings of the technical’ terms as
in the classical Sankhya. It can thus be easily seen from the
above, that the Bhagavadgita and the Epic contain an earlier
fragmentary phase of the Sankhya doctrine, from which the San-

khya fully developed as a system in the Sankhya Karika of Isvara
Krishna later on.

III

The third and the last phase in the development of the later
Classical Sankhya and Yoga

) \

The Epic of the Mahabharata and the Bhagavadgita represent
the middle and second stage from which the classical Sankhya in
the Karika of Isvara Krishna (400 AD.) developed as a regular
system and as the third and last phase. The classical Sankhya was
atheistic and differed from the Sankhya of Kapila, the founder
which resembled the Vedanta of the Upanisads and was no;
atheistic. The original Sankhya of Kapila was embodied in a
smriti work called Kapila Sastra by Sankaracharya, who in the
Gita!® has considered the same ag authoritative, so %ar as it con-
cerns Gunas and their experiencer (Bhokta). The original work
however is not available to us at present, as it was destroyed by
time (Kalavipluta) as stated in the Bhagavatpuraﬁan.ml

The Classical Sankhya as formulated in the Sankhya Karika of
Isvara Krishna and the later Sankhya

With the Sankhya Karika of Isvara Krishna, we emerge from
the region of conjecture and doubt and arrive at the classical
statement of the doctrine of the Sankhya Philosophy. It is the
oldest exposition of the doctrine in a sytematic form. ‘The riod
of Isvara Krishna is stated to be in the fourth century A.D p;hen
his activity finds an appropriate setting in the great !:e\;;val of
Indian studies under the Gupta dynasty, due to an effort to con-

9. B.G. 14-3, 4.

100. B.G. 18-19.

101, Bh. p. 1-3-10.

102, S.K. v.1; S.8. 1-1,
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‘heretic ine of ‘the voi ) of the Buddhists. .

e heretical doctrine of the void (sunya) o ; h
f: teoz;fng' to the Karika, the end of Sankhya philosophy is to
o removing the threefold miseries of the
ligion is insufficient without knowledge

ice of re
world. The practice olution of the Sankhya, and without a know-

— £ evo g
of the principles of € between Purusha and Prakriti1t The union

of Purusha (spirit) with Prakriti (na'a.}lnr::l)1 is bfaliev:d ﬁi;zdbew;tl;e
i i is no -

f transmigration of souls from W o.ne ‘
ziltlsekx(l)owledge or discrimination. The conjunction of th:a t_WO
inciples is essentially not intended to be permanent. It is .hke
fbr;nuxl:ion of a blind man with a lame manl% There are sen;us
difficulties in this conception of the Sankhya. The twenty-five

de up of twenty-three categories

:neivles of the system!% were ma ; i
prl:?ipare evolved from Prakriti in a fixed order by union with
Purushaw . New technical terms and meanings also seem to have
: V to some of these principles. The latest

. . ika
been given in the Kax AD). It is later
ankhya is Sankhya Sutra (1400 AD). .
work.ondtlil : S(13505’1a:x.D.) who has not mentioned the syst:em in
tl}ansaMr‘a, : Sangraba. The ‘sutras differ from the Karika on
his adarsar® ander the influence of the Vedanta.

; ints. The sutras were a .
;;rt:;ngﬁso commentaries thereon, viz., of Aniruddha 1400 A.D,,
e .

and of Vijﬁénabikshu (1600 A.D.)

. . ..al Yoga against the heretical doctrine of
Origin of the Cws;;zzlism of the Buddhists

‘ .a of Yoga was developed in the Yoga Sutras

Thm_lsl_1 the pl;;‘!t;’:t Yoga in the sense of ascetic practices and

of Patanjali late.r "in India in very ancient times and is even
meditations XIS 106 We also find the first fragments of

traced in the' leh Velg:;ha,”’ Svetasvataral® and Maitrayanil®
this system 1B :ise there belongs to the time when the original
Upanisads, and t}ts .cad teaching began to harden into the realistic
jdealism of ﬂ;eth%ya' The Yoga Sutra seems to attack the
phﬂO?OPhy :h Vijﬁénavadi Buddhists (subjective idealists) under
doctrine of he of Vasubandhu and Asanga (400 AD.). It could
the :le‘ad:;‘i:Pbe older than the latter, and probably it is younger,
not ther
' 108. 8.K. v. 2, 64, 68, 68.
14 S K v. 2
105. 8K v. 3, 2.
106, B.V. 10-136.
107. KU ch. 3 and 6.
18, S.U.ch 2andd
109. Mai. v. ch. 6
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belongirig to 500 A.D. The production of the Yoga S\;tra was
more or less directly motivated by the revival of the Sankhya and
a desire of defending its doctrine against the attacks of the idealistic
“Buddhists. :

The Yoga in the Gita based on the Theistic Sankhya of Kapila
distinguished from that in the Yoge Sutras of Patanjali

The word Yoga is derived from the root Yuj, to unite, and
meant at first union; but the word very early began specially to
denote that control, by which alone union with the Supreme could
be attained, as in theistic Vedanta and the Gita;!® and when Patan-
jali (for whom there was no Supreme Being with which to be
united) wrote his Yoga Sutras, he defined Yoga as “restraint
{nirodha) of the modifications of mind”"l as a means to the
supreme end of aloofness of spirit (Kaivalya), of which worship
of God was only one among other modes. The word Yoga in the
classical philosophy of Patanjali and Kapila did not’mean union
- with God as in theistic Vedanta and in the Gita, but it meant sepa-
ration (Viyoga) or Viveka (discrimination) between Purusha and
Prakriti leading to Kaivalya or aloneness as in the classical
Sankhya.

110. B.G. 2-48, 50.
11, Y.S. 1-2

Discussion |
Dr. S. K. Navor, MA,, LLB,, D. P,

My attention has been drawn to the amusing discussion
initiated by Sri P. J. Chaudhury on my article entitled ‘A com-
parative study in the aesthetic theories of Benedetto Croce and
Rabindranath Tagore’ published in the Philosophical Quarterly,
Vol. XXIII. May I crave the hospitality of the columns of your
esteemed journal for extending my thanks to Sri Chaudhuri, a
‘sincere student of Tagore’, for his taking pains in pointing out
that my interpretation of Tagore is ‘overhasty and repugnant to
any sincere student of Tagore’

However in the following lines I will make an attempt tc;'»
answer the questions posed by Sri Chaudhuri in his ‘Discussion’
published in the Philosophical Quarterly, April 1951,

{ wonder that Sri Chaudhuri failed to understand what exactly
super-personal reality means. When man aspires as man, he wants
to be greater than man, ie., he wants to exceed himself as mere
man. He wants to be a super-personality in the sense of reach-
ing out beyond the normal personality of his work-a-day life. The
sense in which I took the word ‘super-personality’ or ‘super-per-
sonal reality’ is very clear, and could be easily understood -even
by a casual reader who chanced to go through my article referred

) Relevant references have been quoted there, and

to above-
Sri Chaudhuri would have done well to read it over once again

before rushing to the press.

Sri Chaudhuri writes : “He (Tagore) always speaks of art as
expression of human personality and human hopes and aspirations,’

Instead of dogmatically asserting that Tagore always speaks of

expression, if he had quoted his actual words it would have been
'molre to the purpose. As it does not appear whether his state-
ment expresses his own interpretation of Rabindranatl’ or presents
o faithful and authentic view of Rabindranath himself, it is not
possible to rebut such statements. I may say, however, there is
an evident suggestion of art as aiming at something beyond the
normal bumdrum personality of man, when one talks of art as

. the expression of man’s hopes and aspirations.
A ’
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Sri Chaudhuri writes : ‘Again, even if a super-personal reality
be the content of art, how does it obstruct communication?” The
supra-personal is necessarily super-normal and can only be hinted
at; it can never be really expressed in human language which is
our ordinary means of communication. In this sense, all mystical
content is unspeakable.

Sri Chaudhuri writes: “This is strange for we all believe that
the universal is expressed through the particular, the abstract is
concretised in and suggested by the sensuous particular.” Does
that ‘we’ in ‘we all believe’ include every philosopher, and of
every school of thought? The Buddhist nominalist or rather the
particularist does not believe in the Universal except as a concep-
tual void (Vikalpa Vrtti). - The Samkarite Absolute is a negation
both of the universal and of the particular and is pure undiffer-
enced consciousness. The universal is expressed through the
particular only for the Aristotelians or a Neo-Hegelian like Bosan-
quet. Even for Plato, the particular is not an expression but only
an imperfect imitation of the umiversal, entailing distortion and
falsification of the content imitated. It is surprising that Sri Chau-
dhuri should make such sweeping observations about universals
‘without reservation or qualification. It does not follow that what
he believes to be the real character of the universal should also
be subscribed to by philosophers belonging to other schools. Even
supposing, however, that the universal is expressed in the parti-
cular, as Sri Chaudhuri says, it does not obliterate the distinetion
between knowing and willing, between contemplation and action.
‘How does Sri Chaudhuri distinguish between the theoretical and
the practical attitudes, between intellection and volition? 1 would
refer him to Bradley’s Ethical Studies which he will do well to
carefully go through, specially as regards the analysis of will in
the chapters discussing the pleasure theories. The psychological
objection to Kant’s good will that wills the law universal is that
a law cannot be willed at all, willing being particularised in space
and time. Knowing is conceptualising the given particular of
experience, it is universalising the particular. Willing is
particularising the universal, the concretising of the abstract idea
into a particular space-time event.

8ri Chaudhuri writes: ‘Moreover, as Croce holds, abstract
concepts may be intuited’. Sri Chaudhuri should have thought
twice before misrepresenting the views of such an eminent
thinker as Benedetto Croce. Croce never says that abstract con-
cepts may be intuited. The a priori Synthesis of intuition may,
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however, undergo a further a priori synthesis of concepts. But
thereby we leave behind the domain of art and enter the domain
of logic. Logic is the categorisation of the aesthetic content

through concepts.

In the opening lines of the second paragraph of the ‘Discus-
sion’ Sri Chaudhuri writes: ‘Mr. Nandi says, Tagore does not
permit the villain to appear in poetry or drama’. Within the small
compass of my article referred to above, I nowhere made such a
foolish statement. All that I wrote on the point is this: ‘lago’,
the villain in Shakespeare’s ‘Othello’ and Brian de Bois Gilbert
in Scott’s ‘Ivanhoe’ are certainly not types of characters that
could be admitted by Tagore in his kingdom of art, if he remained
true to his theory’. The theory referred to in the foregoing lines
has been elaborately explained in my original paper. I request
Sri Chaudhuri to go through the paper once again so that he may

not harbour any wrong impression with regard to my views and
ideas.



Book-Review

Philosophen-Lexikon: Handwérterbuch  der Philosdiihie
nach Personen. By Werner ‘Ziegenfuss and Gertrud Jung. Berlin,
Walter De Gruyter & Co., vol. I, 1949, pp. VI -+ 700, vol. IT, 1950,
pp. 959. Price DM 75.— ‘ :

The German scholar has certainly played a leading role in
modern historiography of philosophy. Even some 17th—and 18th—
century works on the history ‘of philosophy and theology, such as
Gottfried Arnold’s Unparteiische Kirchen-und Ketzerhistorie
. (1699f) and Dietrich Tiedemann’s three volumes on ‘Stoicigin
- (1776) are still readable and of interest. Not only Hegel and

‘Dilthey but also Ernst Troeltsch and Karl Jogl were great ‘historians
of philosophy and of Geistesgeschichte in general. Even works by
Johann Eduard Erdmann, Eduard Zeller, Théodor Gomperz,
Wilhelm Windelband, Paul Deussen, Richard Falkenberg and Karl
Vorlinder, which have more the character of hand-books, are much
read to the present day and some of them have been translated
mito several languages. Especially, however, the latest editions of
Friedrich Ueberweg’s Grundriss "der Geschichte der Philosophie .
rightly enjoy a very high reputation on account of their detailed
historics] analyses and their extended bibliographical appenﬁices.

the five volumes of the “Ueberweg”, the
two portly volumes of the Philosophen-Lexikon just publisked have
_far more limited ambitions. According to the: title of the work,
they do not give gny analyses of historical trends of thought, but
present only short “blogpaphies of philosophess and condensed
surveys of their teachings accompanied by select bhibliographies.
Within these confines, _however, the editors have dope extremely
useful work. As far 88 the present reviewer can see, they have
'the literature mere successfully than have any

In comparisdn with

iRyt

toed a&mi'ﬁ, their work has its sﬁéﬁ.

. As the editors 15 m“‘ mot attainable et all in such an
comings, Perfetica W T L ,p peted scholarly research have
enterprise andl SUHCE L oy Pupink ¢ the last two decades. -
Sertainly not been 3SVRL Ly Jids Het xhibit any of the grom
Bl'lt, f ‘,v 8 ; St .}u‘{im.: N .j e ! w ‘ig’n‘ . ligl 3
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< excelled, although the editor-in-chief W

| , Werner Ziegenfus
| earhtr glemlizg of the party. Even in the first fasciglee's ofsih:a\zoiz
. printed in 1937 no marked traces of Nazi spirit are ascertainéble

Nevertheless, the second vol AT it s
the letters L-Z, contains, on theuv!:;i)lf, tfl;: m[:)i};ﬂ:::; i §°mpri.$ing
and reveals a more mature international outlook tlll:a i
part of the wox:k. Evidently the learning and oth an the first
scholarly qualities of Gertrud Jung, the collabor er re.markable
made themselves more felt in these later articlesator of Ziegenus,

In these two volumes not onl i
y phil i .
sense of the term but also poets, statels)mesxsofsl:rs © the technieal

economists, physicians, theologians and juris onomers, zoologists,

cluded in so far as their work has beari ts are liberally in-
s earing on phi

the selection in this respect is not altogethefhzi):sslziﬁwatura]é}’,

cism. To

speak merely of a few poets, William

Cervantes (whese “Don l‘)Qouix;te” gave 1?51:1:: a\clildemn-imd ver
hteraturfa) are not represented, whereas many rge philosophical
And a similar disproportion exists between thle’ :11210; fgures S
devoted to German speaking thinkers and to thinker of articles
countries. German literature predominates to g larg:r:x:efn:ther

The articles themselves, however i
T.‘hey .try to goncentrate on essentials, ’bx;utegil\r:eg::?l :v ;u o
rich mforn}a.tion, their language being neither toog at:ch:?d o
too.populanzmg. A number of contemporary think cal nor
mainly Germans but also some Americans and R ers themselves—

contributed summaries of thei i . Russian refugees—
“Lexikon”. ir philosophical views to the

Yet there is certainly some n i
in'later editions. As theyeditors :he:mf::l::p::;‘e,::m of thg wo::k
th1.s regard, 1 should like to mention, for instance stllllggefstxons.m
points: there are considerable lacunae in the re, " oll‘owmg
Anglo-Saxon thought. There are missing names sizisentanon %
John Harry Bridges, Richard Congreve, John Grote e
Haldane, R. . A. Hoernlé, Harold Henry Joschy s pr ot
Jones, W. R. Boyce Gibson, Karl R. Popper, Al » Sir Heary
C. D. Broad, E. F. Carritt, H. W. Joseph, Horbert J Dater. st
H. Price, Sir W. D. Ross, L. G. Russell, Edgard -'S 8;)‘}’ Henry
Morris R. Cohen, C. J. Ducasse, Rufus M. Jones Charle.s “;'méxtm;ex;,
_ Cornelius Krusé, John Herman Randall Jr., and H ‘been :
Schneider. No less regrettable is the omiss‘i,on of . rtfrw.
French contemporary literature; neither Emile B::ﬁ:: E“:lﬁ
i3 ? n

. Luis Pereira Barreto,
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Halévy, Etienne Gilson nor ~Afexandre Koyré, Louis Lavelle,
René Le Senne or Jean Wahl are listed. Of Italian contemporaries,

for example, Guido

American philosophy, the Bragzilians Tobias Barreto de Menezes,

Raymundo de Farias Brito, the Cuban
Enrique José Varona to whom more and more attention is being
paid now, Francisco Romero, the leading thinker of contemporary
Argentina, Carlos Vaz Ferreira of Urugu’ay, the Mexicans Antonio
Caso, José Gaos, Adolfo Menéndez Samara, Jose Voscorcelos are not
named. Of the younger generation, phenomenologists such as
Herbert Spiegelberg, the editors of Analysis, A. J. Ayer and A. E.
Duncan Jones, the Brazilian Eurialo Canabrava, the Argentinian
Anfbal Sénchez Reulet and others are not represented,

On the other hand, two articles are devoted to Michael Psellus,
one under the heading “Michael”, the other under “Psellus”, each
of them containing in ormation that is missing in the other. Henry
More’s, G. E. Moore’s and J. S. Mill’s ethics are rather disregarded

in favour of other parts of their theories. Nor is there appropriate

attention given to i
Alexander Bain’s ethics; and Leslie Stephen’s principal work on

moral philosophy, Science of Ethics, is, strangely enough, listed as
ugajence and ethics”. The very short article on Wolfgang Kohler,

. the leading gestalt-psychologist, now at Swarthmore College,

US.A., does not mention his The Place of Value in a World of

Calogerv is not mentioned. As to Latin-

Schleiermacher’s and Schelling’s esthetics, to -

facts, his most important philosophical work. Nor is there a .

" reference to A. E. Taylor’s Gifford Lectures of )_9%9_1@;, The Faith

of a Moralist, 1930. The name of Gustav’ Hartenstein is misprinted
and, as it appears only once in the article in question, this misprint
may mislead the reader. The author of the most recent valuable
writing on Georg Friedrich Daumer is Agnes Kuehne, ne$ Kiihn,
Of Karl Marx's writings his doctoral dissertation on Deiocritus
;md Epicurus (“Differenz der demokritischen und ','epﬂéu‘eischen
Nat hilosophie,” 1841) which is of especial philosophical and
historical interest, is pot listed. There is some confusion in French
and English literature about the date of appearance of Bentham’s
pﬁncipal “work, the Introduction to the Principles of Morals and
Legialation: But' the dates given by Ziegenfuss are certainly
erroneotus. Bentham’s infiuential book was not printed in 1730 and
published in 1780 but printed in 1780 and brought out in 1789, ,

’

Thm]sem of mystlcal gnd romantic trends have generally beeg..
treated with especial perceptiveness in the “Lexikon”. Still, such

articles as M on Meister Eckhart and Franz von Baader are, -

S N

-
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%Wi; opinion, too dogmatizing and have other weaknesses, But
none-of these minor points—some of them very minor ang readil
.. ‘fhiprovable—should detract from the general iti i ;
R ‘ recognition which the
=4 Y exikon” amply deserves.
The Library of Congress Davio Baumoaror
" Washington, D.C. '

2 v

v
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