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The Role and Method of Metaphysical Psychology
by

J. DE MARNEFFE, S.J.,
De Nobili College, Poona

There seems to be a return to philosophical psychology.! But to
speak of a metaphysical psychology must appear completely obso-
lete to most contemporary psychologists. Before we attempt to
indicate the réle and method of the metaphysical psychology
which, I think, still deserves our attention, we must first define
what we understand by metaphysical psychology, in contrast to
empirical psychology.

Types of Psychology

It is not easy to define psychology. Indeed when we look into
the history of philosophy for an exact definition of the word, we
find it used for the first time only by Goclenius; a lecturer at Mar-
burg in the 16th century. Etymologically it means: “the science
of the soul,” but evidently the word has come to signify something
completely different in our age, since the recent Encyclopedia of
Psychology, edited by Philip Lawrence- Harriman2? has no article
on “Soul”. v o

1. See, for instance: J. F. Donceel, Philosophical Psychology, New
York, Sheed and Ward, 1955; H. Reith, An Introduction to Philosophical
Psychology, Englewood Cliffs, N. J., Prentice Hall, Inc., 1956.

2. New York, Philosophical Library, 1946,
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Fortunately philosophers had not to wait for the name of this
science to appear hefore they spoke of the soul, and we can to-
day still enjoy Plato’s Phaedo, without doubting in the least that
we are introduced to some basic problems of psychology, Aristotle
had a treatise De Anima, which he considered as a part of physics
and, among other scholastic writers, Thomas Aquinas followed him
in this division of the fields of knowledge? Modern philosophy,
with Descartes, accentuated the division of body and soul, and the
study of the latter alone was called psychology. Christian Wolff
(1679-1754) was the first to distinguish rational from empirical
psychology. Kant kept the distinction, but he modified it to fit
into the pattern of his transcendental philosophy. “The expres-
sion, I, as a thinking being, designates the object-matter of psy-
chology, which may be called the rational doctrine of the soul,
inasmuch as in this science I desire to know nothing of the soul
but what, independently of all experience (which determines me
in concreto), may be concluded from this conception I, in so far
as it appears in all thought.”....“If the smallest empirical element
of thought, if any particular perception of my internal state, were
to be introduced among the grounds of cognition of this science, it
would not be a rational, but an empirical doctrine of the soul”4

This is a very sharp and clear-cut distinction. Though Kant
himself did not elaborate an empirical psychology, the results of
such an emnirical psychology would be admitted as objective in
their own line, according to the conclusions of his Critique of Pure
Reason. if the categories of the understanding were applied to a
content coming from sensibility. By taking this standpoint Kant
drew the chart of all future empirical psychology. According to
him, in psychology as well as in other empirical sciences, the same
data form the basis of a necessary and universally admissible
knowledge, though a knowledge of appearances alone. But, while
rational psychology was obtaining its own separate field in Kant's
system, the I which it considered, was denied all ontological value
on account of the alleged paralogism of Pure Reason.

We need not recall at length the attempt at restoring meta-
physical psychology made by the great idealist systems such as

3. Cf. Aristotle’s DE ANIMA in the Version of William of Moerbeke
and the Commentary of St. Thomas Aquinas, translated by K. Foster and
S. Humpbhries, London, Routledge and Kegan Paul, Ltd., 1951, pp. 41-50.

4. Critique of Pure Reason, Transc. Dialect, Bk. II, Ch. 1, London,
J. M. Dent and Sons Ltd. 1940, p. 234,
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Fichte’s and Hegel’s. We know also how empirical psychology took
either a more objective form in experimental psychology or a more
subjective form when it gave more room to introspection. The
Gestalt psychology and the contemporary phenomenology seem to
aim at a synthesis of these objective and subjective trends.®

Now if, in order to define metaphysical psychology as con-
trasted with empirical psychology, we wish to ascertain what
is common to all forms of subjective or objective empirical psycho-
logy, we shall have to admit, I think, that it is its intrinsic depen-
dence, either in its starting point or in its development, on parti-
cular contents or types of contents of consciousness or perception,
as such. None of them, I believe, pretend to work independently
of all experience “which determines me in concreto”. From this
we conclude that the Kantian definition of empirical psychology
remains valid and is perhaps the readiest to start with in order to
define metaphysical psychology by contrast with it.

Are we to call then “metaphysical” Kantian rational psycho-
logy, though Kant himself denied all ontological value to its conclu-
sions? The answer to this question which I wish to put forward
is (1) that any metaphysical psychology which really deserves this
name should be as clearly distinct from empirical psychology as
the Kantian rational psychology is distinct from what he calls
empirical psychology, for then alone it would have a really distinct
“formal object” or a way of poceeding proper to itself; and (2)
that metaphysical psychology can be defined as the Kantian
rational psychology, if, while agreeing to proceed according to the
transcendental method of Kant, it still manages to vindicate an
ontological status for its findings. A metaphysical psychology is
thus a psychology which considers man as a thinking being, inde-
pendently of any particular content of experience, and yet derives
conclusions about man, which are both rational and ontological.é

Is this metaphysical psychology possible? Before we come to
this question we shall briefly indicate the réle it must play, for

5. Cf. Paul Foulquié and Gérard Deledalle, La Psychologie contempo-
raine, Paris, Presses Universitaires de France, 1951.

6. The words “thinking being” do not imply on my part a negation of
man’s corporeality. The presence of the soul in the body, their mode of
union, etc, can be derived, according to the method which we shall indicate
later, from the nature of our thinking process. '
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many might a priori consider our attempt as useless and uncalled
for.

The Role of Metaphysical Psychology

The vindication of metaphysical psychology should in no way
imply any repudiation of or discredit to empirical psychology. The
Hegelian elimination of the “common sense” or even “scientific”
way of thought is to-day almost universally rejected. Neither is
metaphysics made by blurring science into higher generalizations.
If it is based only on a greater audacity to generalize than the
scientist, who knows the facts, would admit, it would contradict
the very desire for objective truth which should animate the meta-
physician.” Yet empirical psychology has its limitations, The way
of considering its object is relative, Being a science, empirical
psychology proceeds as sciences do: by observation of contingent
facts and attempts to explain them. It speaks of things as they
appear and tries to say why they appear so. Even if the unconsci-

ous is appealed lo, it is not to say what ultiinately man is, but
to explain how he can act as he does. ’

Might not this relativity be enough for the tasks which psycho-
logy has to perform? It may suffice, if one looks only to psycho-
logy for the improvement, for instance, of industrial work and
exterior behaviour, or even for techniques of memory and thought.
This role is of no small merit already, if well performed. But there
are problems connected with psychology, in which the limitation of
the empirical method is immediately felt. If one aims at using
psychology for the internal development of personality, for psy-
chiatry, or to find a basis for ethics and religion, then, the need
of more ultimate answers about man’s nature, his true well-being
his true vocation and destiny, becomes imperative. What is the:
point around which true personality must be built? Is it the body?
And, if so, which of its functions? Or is it some higher principle.
as the soul, if there is any? Psychiatry must have also its stand—’
ard of well-being, and a well-being which is favourable not to one
aspect alone of man. Ethics may get its norms from some revela-
tion; but even without revelation man should find in the study of
his true nature some light for the orientation of his conduct. And

7. Cf. H. Bergson’s sharp criticism of this concenpti ics i
. ; ption of metaphysics
The Creative Mind, New York, Philosophical Library, 1946, Pp. 154-}146 "
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if he also comes to know his relation to God, his duties towards
Him will be dictated by the nature of this relation.®

Now, as I already said, I do not think that empirical psycho-
logy, on acocunt of its relativity, could give a decisive and absolute
answer to the questions which we have raised, while a metaphysical
psychology is the discipline which should attempt to do so. To sue-
ceed in this task metaphysics will have to offer a greater certi-
tude, and this on account of its very method. We must now exa-
mine the possibility of such a method.

The Method of Metaphysical Psychology

A metaphysical psychology is possible if, and only if, there
is an aspect of man which is necessary, ontologically objective and
yet different from the one spoken of explicitly by science. Fur-
ther this aspect must be accessible to our knowledge.

My claim is that there is such an aspect, and that in psycho-
logy we are in a privileged position to atlain this aspect more
directly than in cosmology or theodicy.

First we must forestall a question or a doubt; I have affirmed
more than once that empirical science was relative, and now again
I say that I am looking for an aspect which would be “ontologi-
cally objective”; do I imply that science is not objective? I mean
only this: because science considers sensible determinations, or
things as we perceive them in our sensibility, science speaks of them
in so far as they are relative. I admit thus something of the Kan-
tian distinction between phenomenon and noumenon? But on the
other hand, I disagree with Kant’s view in that I recognize in the
affirmation of the scientist or even of the common man, a claim to
objectivity which has some ultimate validity, though it is not

8. I realize that in connecting ethics and religion with psychology, I
have ventured into highly controvertial fields. There is little doubt that the
question of personality is one which is quite legitimately raised in psychology.
(Ct. M. B. Arnold and J. A. Gasson: The Human Person, An Approach to
an Integral Theory of Personality, New York, The Ronald Press Co., 1954;
and specially J. Nuttin, Psychoanalysis and Personality, A Dynamic Theory
of Normal Personality, translated by G. Lamb, London, Sheed and Ward,
1954). The link of ethics with psychology is justified, in my eyes, by the
fact that our moral action has to be ruled not only by what we appear to be,
but by what we are ontologically.

9. Cf. G. Isaye, ‘La finalité de Pintelligence et l'objection kantienne’,
Revue Philosophique de Louvain, Tome 51, 1953, pp. 46-49.
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the task of the scientist or of the common man to vindicate it. Episte-
mology or ultimately metaphysics and a metaphysical psychology
(since I do not believe that epistemology could fulfil its task inde-
pendently of a metaphysical and psychological approach) will try
to do it. This epistemology will peer through the trappings of
ordinary or scientific thought and discourse in order to discover
the core of necessity and ontological objectivity concealed within.

If one keeps on the level of the external observation of our
actions and behaviour and tries to synthetize the resulis of one’s
observations under some laws, one might be said to be “reflective”
in the sense that one stops and considers. But, as many would
readily admit, elements of necessity are nol ipso facto discovered
by this process. (The attempt we just described is roughly one
of experimental psychology.) Again, if one tries to deseribe man
phenomenologically under all his aspects, one might also be said
to be “reflective”, in the sense that he communicates the results of
prolonged thought. But again necessity is not involved and the
reflection as such (viz. the coming bhack to the self) | is still ele-
mentary. Now if one begins to practise introspection, paying
attention to the various contents of one’s thought or past mental
life, one is definitely “reflective”; and from the accidental contents
or even from regular sequences of contents,one could infer per-
haps to some complexes, or to some laws of one’s mental life. But
again the implied necessity is not thereby shown to be metaphysi-
cal. It might only involve the willingness to abide by the
“Principle of Laws”, viz., that “the same causes produce the

same effects”, which is nothing else than the admission of scientific
induction.

But, if introspection, which reveals the contents of our
thoughts, supplies only the basis for an empirical knowledge of
elements to which we do not dare to attribute ultimate necessity,
is there any hope of discovering in any way this elusive necessity?
There is, I think, more than a hope. There is even an unimpeach-
able evidence for one who places himself in the right perspective.
To discover this evidence we need not wait for some special experi-
ence. We can take the only narrow path which the “Criticists”
leave open. They admit that we cannot help affirming. None of
us can deny this without claiming that something else is the case:
and thus without affirming again. But what is it to afirm? It i;
to acknowledge otherness, and with the assurance that the other
which is affirmed to be, cannot, at the same time and under the
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same aspect, he other than it is. We have here a necessity which
is unavoidable, and the one who denies it, reaffirms it, because he
puts an absolute counter-claim. Now that we have caught an
element of necessity in an activity which is unavoidable, we are
close to the solution of our problem regarding the possibility of a
metaphysical psychology. How can this “other” be affirmed
absolutely and really as “other”, unless the subject exercises a
knowledge of itself in its affirmation of the other? We have here
an g-priori condition of the possibility of an action which is itself
necessary, and this condition implies both the self and a necessary
cognition of it, thus a “reflection” which we can call metaphysical
to distinguish it from all its other forms and specially from intros-
pection.

I have presented a kind of deductive approach to the reflection
which is presupposed by the necessary affirmation of objects. But
the deduction was in a way superfluous for a reflection is self-
revealing, at least when it is perfect and total as in the case of our
own intellect. The eye sees the object, but it does not see that it
sees. Our intellect, on the contrary, knows the object and at the
same time knows that it knows. We thus know directly too that
we are reflective. The immediacy is itself the criterion of our cer-
titude and eliminates all relativity, because the knowledge is not
obtained by reference to an other. Further this reflection dis-
proves the Kantian claim that valid knowledge is available only
when the a-priori forms of the understanding inform a sensible
content. For we find, as implied in the affirmation of the ohject,
not only the static suhject of apperception (a formal center of all
forms or categories), but the active subject reflecting and exercis-
ing a knowledge of itself in order to know and affirm any ohject.
While a transcendental center, where all forms find their unity,
might still be denied an ontological status, the active subject know-
ing itself as such, has the guarantee of its reality. For something
can appear other than it is, but an action is or is not; thus the
self-knowledge which is implied in objective knowledge, is; other-
wise objective knowledge itself would not be. And we have seen
that the fact of the latter is admitted by all, even by the “Criticists”.

In his chapter on “Self-Knowledge” in The Concept of Mind,
Professor Gilbert Ryle has made several attacks on the concept of
consciousness. Some of them cannot be answered unless one
discusses the parts of truth and of error in the whole of his book.
But there is one objection which seems to stand by itself and to
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forbid all idea of “reflection” on the ground of an alleged infinite
process which is involved in the guarantee of self-consciousness.!?
Professor Ryle had seen already that the defenders of reflection do
not consider it “as requiring a separate act of attention, or as con-
stituting a separate cognitive act”.! This is right. The metaphysical
reflection which is a self-intimation, is inherent in the direct know-
ledge of an object. Yet, this metaphysical reflection, when spoken
of, is distinguished from the knowledge of an object, because it is
a knowing of the subject as subject and not yet as an object. In this
way alone direct objective knowledge and reflection are compati-
ble, and the supposed infinite process preceding the knowledge of
the object, is cancelled. To know the object as object, I must also
know the subject as subject. The whole operation is complete with
that. All that we can concede to the objection is this: if, besides
this operation, I want to practise what Professor Ryle calls else-
where a ‘“retrospection,”2 I could in fact take myself or my previ-
ous acts and know them explicitly as objects, and begin to say
successively: “I was inferring,” “I was conscious that I was just
inferring,” and “I was conscious that I was conscious that I was
inferring”. Clearly this process in infinitum is not presupposed
for the first objective act; further it is not contradictory in itself;
the two first steps may even serve some purpose; but the rest
of the process could only lead the person who would not stop it
to an “idée fixe”,

I have indicated how there is an aspect of necessity in our
activity of affirming, and how this element is accessible by a reflec-
tion which supplies the starting point of a necessary knowledge
of ourselves as seen absolutely in the ontological order. Further
implications could be derived from this necessity of affirming, or
be deduced as a-priori conditions of the essential feature of this
affirmation. Metaphysical psychology is thus possible. We have
already the existence of the Ego; from the nature of our activity
and specially of our capacity of reflection, we could also, I hold,

10. Professor Ryle writes: “....what I am conscious of in a process of
inferring, say, is different from what the inferring is an apprehension of....
If so, then it would make sense to ask whether according to the doctrine,
I am not also conscious of being conscious of inferring....And then there
would be no stopping-place....” (The Concept of Mind, London, Hutchin-
son’s University Library, 1949, pp. 162-163),

11. Ibid., p. 162.

12. Ibid, pp. 166-167,
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derive the proof of the nature of this Ego, its spirituality and even
its immortality. But this is beyond the scope of my paper. The
psychology which can be evolved along these lines, would not say
so many things about man, as empirical psychology can say. Yet
it would say things which, defining man’s nature in metaphysical
terms, would fulfil the réle so badly needed which we assigned to
metaphysical psychology.t?

ead

13. The reflective method in metaphysicsis not new. Some would see
its origin in Cartesianism. It was used, but for a much sounder realism,
in philosophies of the Middle Ages, and specially in the philosophy of Thomas
Aquinas. Some thirty years ago J. Maréchal showed that the realism to
which this method leads, could stand even before the objections of the Criti-
cal Philosophy. He did so specially in the 5th Cahier of his work, Le Point
de départ de la metaphysique, 2nd ed., Brussels, Editions Universelles, 1949,
Recently the method has been more extensively applied to psychology by
A. Mare, in his Psychologie réflexive, 2 vols,, Paris, Desclée De Brouwer,
1949. The book of J. Donceel on Philosophical Psychology, which I men-
tioned at the beginning of my paper, is inspired by the same principles,
yet his psychology is called “philosophical” and nat “metaphysical”, because
instead of being strictly the metaphysics of organic beings, it is more broadly
evolved as “the science of living bodies which interprets the data of ex-
perience in the light of metaphysical principles”. (Ibid., p. 2),

P2



Some Implications of the Concept of Personality in
Social Philosophy

by

Pror. S. H. KELSHIKAR

“The person is a source of liberty, and, therefore, as obscure
as the heart of a flame. By refusing to be a system of clear con-
cepts, it reveals itself as a source of creation and the
unforeseeable.”

(Mounier : Character of Man : p. 24)

Social Philosophy is not a mere descriptive survey, but rather
a critical interpretation, of the various aspects of man’s social life.
All criticism, all interpretation, implies a certain norm, a certain
directive principle. The ultimate norm in all social reflection
appears to be the concept of human personality.

It is not difficult to see how the speculations of social Philo-
sophers have been influenced by their ideas concerning human
nature and personality. The diversity of their social theories ulti-
mately springs from the diversity of their views concerning human
nature. If the social theory of Hobbes is radically different from
that of Hegel, the difference is to be traced primarily to their
different notions of the human person.

On whatever problem we may reflect in Social Philosophy, we
find ourselves, implicitly or explicitly, referring to the norm of
man’s personality. Let us ponder over any of the social insti-
tutions, Marriage, Family, Education, Religion, Custom, Law,
Industry, State, etc., and then in order to ascertain the proper
significance of these institutions, we have got to see how far they
are rooted in human nature and how far they are needed for the
growth of human personality. For instance, the institution of
Family is nowadays undergoing profound changes and is almost
threatened with extinction., We may wonder whether this insti-
tution should be allowed to move towards its own death
or should rather be rescued from any such unfortunate cala-
mity. We can only settle this problem by working out within
ourselves whether the continued existence or the extinction of
Family would have a salutary effect upon human life and persona-
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lity. The desirability or otherwise of this social institution can
be thus ascertained only with the help of the norm of human
personality.

So too any of the complex problems of Social Philosophy, we
find, can be settled ultimately by referring to this same norm of
personality—whether it is the problem of Law or Justice, or the
problem of the legitimate sphere of State action or of political obli-
gation to obey the State, or the problem of rights and duties or of
social change and progress; every time we make use of the ultimate

criterion of the enrichment and development of human life and
personality,

Thus, the notion of personality is evidently a pivotal one in
social speculation. That is but natural. Social Philosophy is a
distinetly human science; consequently, the ideas of human life,

nature and personality are bound to play a prominent part in its
discussions,

The notion of the Person seems to have gained a greater
prominence in Modern Social Philosophy. The Greek thinkers
attached less importance to the individual citizen as such. They
rather identified the connotation of personality with that of citizen-
ship; and they thought that the highest moral perfection is to be
sought in the participation in the activities of the State. They
thus preached complete subordination of the individual to the
State. In the Medieval Times too people cared more for their
Church and their Monarch, although Christianity laid a wholesome
emphasis upon the purity and nobility of individual’s character. But
Modern Social Systems, on the contrary, lay stress on the moral
worth of the person. As Hetherington and Muirhead remark:
“The growth of Modern Civilisation has meant a growing empbhasis
on the value of the individual.” Similarly, Eucken says, “Modern
Culture favours a high estimate of the individual’s qualities and
seeks to develop them most fully.” James Seth expresses the
Law of Moral Progress as “the discovery of the Individual”. T. H.
Green also, while discussing the various aspects of Moral Pro-
gress, indicates how the individual person has gained greater
appreciation in Modern Philosophy.

In this short essay, we bropose to set forth what appear to
be the major implications of the notion of personality in Social
‘Philosophy. Of course different thinkers seem to attach different
connotations to this concept, as is clear from thejr different theories
and “isms”. It is evidently impossible to refer to and criticise the
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various suggestions of the different thinkers concerning th(? humafl
person in this short piece. Nor is it possible to set forth in detail
all the implications of this concept; for, so to set forth ar'ld deve:lop
its implications would be to construct an elabor.ate philosophical
system concerning man and his social life. We intend here only
to touch upon some major implications of this concept.

In the first place, Personality implies self-consciousness; it
implies an agent that is conscious of himself. Consequently, man
alone seems to be capable of possessing a personality. None of the
other animals, intelligent though they are, is capable of becoming
a person. Hence, although some of the animals seem to have a
sort of socially organised life, yet man’s social life is unique on
account of his self-consciousness; and the complexity of the pro-
blems of his social life is unparalleled anywhere in the animal
kingdom.

McTaggart in his article on Personality in Hasting’s Encyclo-
paedia of Ethics and Religion treats the person and the self as
identical, and mainly deals with the problem of knowledge. In
fact, in Philosophy in the past, Personality only signified self-
consciousness; it was simply an epistemological concept. It was
Kant who, for the first time, enriched it with a moral significance.
A person, Kant taught, is a moral agent—not only self-conscious
and rational, but free, responsible, a member of the ‘Kingdom
of Ends’, capable of responding to the call of “Thou ought”. Kant
transmuted the erstwhile moral formula of “Know thyself” into
“Be thyself” or “Be a Person”. The moral ideal of Self-realisation
or Realisation of the Self became equivalent to Development of
Personality. A person is a moral agenf; and a moral agent is a
free agent. The idea of freedom thus became inalienably attached
to the notion of Personality. Freedom is the breatb of .moral
life, a necessary condition for the flowering (?f personality. lefert'y,
therefore, becomes one of the ideals of society. Freedom within
rational limits is to be assured to all : slavery in any forr{n is not to
be allowed in any field of social activity. Rights, the various forms
of individual freedom, are necessary conditions for the unhampered
exercise of a free, rational will. They gain an indisputable. place
in the life of the citizen who is out in search of his personality.

The person, says Kant, is not a thing. The .moral import of
this concept of personality therefore goes emphatically agamst -all
Materialistic interpretations of the Person as a mere physical thing
which is governed by purely mechanical laws.
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Further, this moral import of Personality leads us to Kant’s
well-known principle. - “Treat Humanity whether in thine own
person or in that of another always as an end and never merely
as a means”. All persons thus have an equal value as moral ends.
The notion of Personality comes to suggest Equality : and Equa-
lity becomes another important ideal of society. Democracy
rests primarily upon this principle of Human Equality. All forms
of Autocracy stand condemned by this principle as by the verdict
of History. The sovereignty of the State, it is nowadays almost
universally granted, ultimately rests with its citizens. The State
is obliged to work for the well-being of all its citizens without
any discrimination of caste or creed. Law has got not only to
give impartially every man his due, but also to countv every one
for one and no-one for more than one.

Kant's excellent contributions to the notion of personality
however seem to suffer from an Individualistic bias: and Indi—7
vidualism in Social Philosophy is an unsafe guide. Personality is
not an isolated phenomenon: it is “no cloistered virtue” It 15
not to be realised in mere self-absorption. It is to he achie;zed not
by withdrawing into the recesses of isolated being, but by the
give and take of social activities. Personality implies’the harmoni-
ous expression and adjustment of one's impulses, energies
capacities: this fullness and harmony of being can be achieveci
only through objective pursuits. Personality grows not simply
in the silence of the soul, but in the stream of the world. The seif
to be realised is a social self. Psychology tells us how personalit
is a social product; how development of personality depends u oz
social relationships. A person can properly flourish only i: a
community of persons, only with the co-operation of other persons
Personality needs social co-operation, Brotherhood Fraternit ‘
Thus, Fraternity becomes yet another ideal of Soc7iety. v

Development of personality needs social co-operation and

harmony. And yet, personality cannot be resolved complete

social relationships. ly into

If the concept of personality i«
individualistic concept, it is also rf)ot a If)urely Sozbifallisstincoz ra pt%rel.y
salistic concept. The Idealists who develop the Organismi ‘”i‘?]wel-
of Society and go on to preach a complete surrender of ih cory
vidual personality to the State, even as the mystic seok elmdx-
to surrender himself to the Deity, tread the far from s cfomp etely
Totalitarianism and Fascism. Each pattern of person Slf‘te path of
it is inextricably intertwined with other patterns has an; \},,értt}}llmllgh
’ eless
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a distinctness and a uniqueness of its own. Each man seems to
have within himself a certain core which he cannot communicate
to others. “The individual is much more than can be expressed
in terms of his membership in social groupings; and he possesses
2 kind of unity, a core of being, which is not exhausted in those
memberships”. (Gainsherg : Psychology of Society: p. 65) Per-
sonality, therefore, is neither like an isolated physical atom; nor
is it like a drop of water which is indistinguishably one with the
rest of the sea. Personality is undoubtedly social: and at the
same time, uniquely personal or private. Hence arises the peculiar
problem of Justice or Social Harmony : How to adjust the multi-
tudinous individual patterns of human personalities into the
harmony of the social whole? This problem has fascinated the social
Thought of philosophers down the ages.

A little preoccupation with this problem shows that Justice
cannot mean what it meant for the Sophists, “The interest of the
strongest.” The principle of the essential equality of all condemns
the sophistic distinction between the strong and the weak. Not
the strength of a few, but the needs of all for self-development,
should count in the dispensation of Justice. Nor again can Justice
mean, as with Hitler, “enslaving the masses to the brains of the
leaders.” Personality does not signify merely the brains, intelli-
gence, “inventiveness”. Howsoever important a role intelligence
might have played in the evolution of human life, it alone does
not exhaust the significance of human personality. It is only one
aspect of personality, only one dimension of personality. There
are other dimensions besides it which should be neither ignored
nor suppressed. Man has diverse impulses and capacities; all
these are to be harmoniously expressed for a proper growth of
personality. In achieving this growth, of course, we have got to
sukordinate certain lower impulses to higher potentialities: Self-
realisation involves self-conquest. But this conquest implies

“realisation or satisfaction within rational limits”; it does not imply

complete extermination or ascetic torture of lower impulses.

Personality is the highest elevation of human nature: it is the
final form, the entelechy, which the matter of human nature is
capable of attaining : It is “the best that is in human nature reach-
ing fruition”. It is something to be achieved by every one of us
within himself. And it can be achieved only by conscious, directed
effort: we should not idly expect the stream of evolution to carry
us automatically on towards perfection, as the Evolutionists like
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Spencer would like to believe.  This effort of awakening the
personality, which otherwise slumbers within ourselves, appears
to constitute the essence of morality, the raison d’etre of human life.

Personality is not a finished product but a thing in the making.
It is “not an immobile architectural structure; it is rather a musical
development”. (Mounier.) Although in given particular indi-
viduals the development of personality is conditioned and limited
by inherited constitution, for a human being as such, personality
is an endless movement towards perfection. Even in given indi-
viduals, personality often transcends the bounds of inherited
constitution, as we learn from the recent researches in Abnormal
Psychology, Psychical Research and Religious Psychology.

Development of personality implies this self-transcend-
ence—transcending the limitations, faulls, weaknesses of our present
being. It is thus an ever-growing ideal, increasingly to be realised
by us.. It evidently admits of degrees. As such, this ideal of per-
sonality. this moral ideal, appears to be infinite. To a growing
personality there come new expanding visions of still better achieve-
ments. Moral progress is without limit, infinite.

Furthermore, vealisation of personality involves realisation of
the various values of life. A well-developed personality is an
embodiment of the finest values of human life. The modern philo-
sophy of Personalism emphasises this correlation between the
conceptions of Personality and Value. It holds that personality is
essentially creative; that it is the source of value; i.e., things acquire
value only in so far as they are connected with human will and
personality. Whatever enhances human personality is valuable:
whatever cramps personality is harmful.

Personality thus stands as the criterion of all social progress.
Upon this touchstone we test and judge the significance of our
various social institutions. As we contemplate one after the other the
institutions of Marriage, family, Custom, Law, Tradition, Fashion,
Labour, Industry, Vocation, Caste, Class, Neighbourhood, Educa-
tion, Religion, ete., we unhesitatingly condemn whatever seems,
in our eyes, to corrupt human nature, and we untiringly commend
whatever seems to ennoble human nature. Thus, our social survey
becomes a philosophical criticism of social

institutions. Social
Philosophy is in essence a normative study,

Realisation of personality, as stated above, consists in the
pursuit of values. Naturally, economic values cannot be denied
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a place in the scheme of rational human life. Our ?conomic and
physical needs are the most insistent and the most universal nfzeds.
They have got to be satisfied if we are to strive after the higher
reaches of personality. We are no spirits, pure and simple. We
are rather spirits, encased in flesh. The movement of the spirit
has got to drag the flesh too along with it: and it seems, there
can be no free movement of the spirit with a constant and complete
starvation of the body. Man needs, for a better life, material
economic necessaries and comforls. His inner moral progress
depends upon the betterment of the external material conditions of
his life. Greater material prosperity is undeniably an important
factor of social progress, although it is not the sole measure of the
latter. To ensure a proper distribution of economic conveniences
and comforts amongst all citizens is an important task of a welfare
state. The State should not allow the lives of citizens to be
engulfed in economic crises and disasters, which unrestricted eco-
nomic competition and Laissez Faire are apt to bring about.
Industry and economic activities of the citizens have got to be
intelligently regulated by the State. A planned socialised economy
should necessarily be adopted by the State which aims at the
welfare of all its citizens. Hence, as Dewey remarks, “We should,
through organised endeavour, institute the socialised economy of
material security and plenty that will release human energy for
pursuit of higher values”. Further, as he goes on to say, if
modern Liberalism means the liberation of the potentialities of
individual citizens, it then should not be the Liberalism of Laissez
Faire or Individualism. These last involve enormous waste of
human talent and wealth : they result in reckless prosperity of a
lucky few and in hopeless poverty of the luckless many. True
Liberalism should incorporate within itself the element of truth,
enshrined in the philosophy of Communism.

We cannot however go to all the extremes of a Communistic
theory, which treats human personality as a mere reflex of econo-
mic conditions, Communism exaggerates the importance of
economic conditions. Its materialistic attitude towards life makes
it blind to the other more important supra-economic values. Even
in the best of material circumstances, men do not always achieve
the best. Adversity, often challenging the creative abilities of
man, urges him towards loftier achievements. And does not mate-
rial prosperity and advance of civilization owe a ot to scientific
inventiveness and intelligence of man?

P3
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. Nor finally can we fall in with the Communistic idea of the
Dictatorship of the proletariate. Dictatorship in any formn, the

v01c'e of History loudly proclaims, is an unsafe experiment in social
affairs, Dictatorship, even where j

bear them for long : and eventuall
for mankind. It is the violation ¢

Personality, which, as we have

’_essay, is the supreme social principle and the highest political value.

Are there any Basic Tenets of Indian Philosophy?

by
S. K. SAKSENA

During the last century or S0, an impression has been created
in the minds of the educated and patriotic men both in India and
outside that there are certain fundamental or basic tenets of Indian
Philosophy, or for that matter, of the Western and the Oriental phi-
losophies as well. When, however, one begins to enquire and
examine the claim critically or a little more seriously, one failg
to discover any such tenet or principle either in our own or in
Western philosophy which could properly be called as either ex-
clusively Indian or Western, at least in the philosophical thought
of these countries. I want to emphasise here the term “philoso-
phical thought”, lest it may be confused with religious ideas or
cultural concepts and belief, as is very often done in such a case,
I shall a little later attempt to throw some light on the causes
that might have led to this widespread belief among the people
that there are, to be sure, some fundamental tenets of Indian philo-
sophy as distinguished from the fundamental tenets of Western
philosophy. But before T do so, let me first of all examine the
prevalent beliefs about the fundamental tenets of Indian philo-
sophy about which we hear so much these days both from our
own experts as well as from foreign authorities on Indian philo-
sophy.

A survey of the long history of the Indian philosophical
thought through the ages reveals such strong and undeniable cur-
rents and periods of all conceivable movements of thought, Ideal-
istic and Realist, Theistic and Atheistic, Monistic and Plural-
istic, Naturalistic and Super-naturalistic, that it js almost impos-
sible to pick up any one of these and exalt it as fundamental or
basic. It is often said and popularly believed that Indian thought
is dominantly idealistic, and that we had no system of Materialistic
thought in our philosophy. Firstly, this is not true to facts, for
we have a very powerful and vigorous, even extremely daring
system of Materialistic philosophy associated with the name of the
famous philosopher, Carvaka. Though much of this literature
is not now available, enough certainly is known about it through
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other systems. As one of the causes of the destruction of this
particular variety of literature, the hypothesis of the fanatic perse-
cution of the unorthodox cannot be ruled out. As to the special
claim of Idealism in our philosophy, there is no more of it than
is to be found in Western philosophy also.

Closely allied to the claim of Idealism or Spiritualism in Indian
Philosophy is the note of Asceticism in Indian life. It is often
proclaimed that the stress in Indian thought in general is on renun-
ciation rather than on fulfilment, and that we judge a man more
by what he gives up rather than by what he accepts. It is not
necessary to dilate upon this point, for everyone, I believe, under-
stands the higher status given by us to the concepts of tapas, auste-
rity, sacrifice, non-attachment and the like. To the extent this
note of asceticism or renunciation stands for the inevitable truth
inherent in all higher order of life and existence, it is found to be
as much a fundamental note of Indian philosophy as the basic
teaching of the European or the Western thought. Hence, to make
any philosophical capital out of Asceticism in Indian thought is
both to misunderstand it and to misrepresent it.

Another point often sought to be made about the peculiarity
of Indian philosophy is that it is practical or that it is a way of
life or realization. Tt is said that philosophy in India has not been
pursued merely because of man’s love of wisdom or the satisfac-
tion of the demands of his intellect. It has a deeply practical
motive, which is the attainment of Moksa or Liberation, or the
absolute cessation of the three-fold Dukkha or suffering.

A little reflection however on our philosophy and its practical
effect upon the lives of men in India would hardly justify the
above claim. While it is true that life rather than thought, being
rather than knowing, has always been regarded as more important
and worthwhile in India, this has not been due to any special cha-
racteristics of its philosophical thought. This practical bias is due
more to the dominance of the religious and the affective attitude
than to the force of philosophical thought. The same is true of
men in the West or anywhere else, where religious or secular
sentiments and aspirations sway the minds of men. Philosophy
as a dispassionate and reasoned understanding of things has no-
where made men excel in the realm of action or led them to alter
the basic patterns of their lives. For that you need something
much less than pure thought, or if you like, something of a different
stuff. All that is practical in philosophy is necessarily suspect as
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pure or good philosophy. No effective action is po§sible, or prac-
tical results achieved, without an amount of fa.nat1c1sr¥1 or uncrlt}—
cal belief which is a negation of the philosophical attxtudg ax'1d i3,
therefore, rightly left to the unphilosophical or the semlv-phlloso-
phical drives of man’s psychological make-up.. This,‘ incidentally,
disposes of the charge often made against Indian phll'osophy that
it has been responsible for India’s political or material degrada-
tion. Philosophy cannot possibly play such a role one way or
the other, and in fact, it has never done so, either in India or else-
where in the world. To think so, is not only to expect the impos-
sible from philosophy but also to fundamentally misunderstand its
nature and function. Neither the practical prosperity of the West-
ern world, nor its opposite in India or in any other under-developed
world, is due to its philosophy. The causes of the rise and fall
of nations must be found in the unphilosophical part of their
lives.

Another point that is very often made in connection with
Indian philosophy is the emphasis in it on direct knowledge or
the immediate intuition of the highest reality. It is said that the
highest reality can be revealed to us only in an immediate intui-
tion. In other words, while in Western philosophy stress is laid
on rational knowledge, we seem to be certain that our intellect,
reason or logic is but a very imperfect instrument and is not, by
nature, equal to the task of raising us to the highest attainable
level. We have often heard it said that Indian philosophy is intui-
tive, and that in the end it leads us to Mysticism. But this view,
too, is not supported by one's study of comparative philosophy.
There have been and still persist in the West such powerful and
vigorous movements of the Voluntaristic, the Romantic, or the Anti-
intellectualist systems of thought, that every student of compara-
tive philosophy is almost as familiar with the foreign advocates of
the intuitional way of knowing and living as he is with his own
mystics in India. The same point of view is sometimes expressed
a little differently by saying that Indian philosophy is more sub-
jective than objective, or that it concerns itself more with the
inner rather than with the outer reality. For a serious student
of the subject, it is difficult, if not impossible, to find justification
for such superficial characterisation of Indian philosophy.

And now let us ask ourselves the question as to what are
the fundamental tenets of Indian philosophy, irrespective of con-
sideration whether there is or not any philosophical justification
for regarding them as fundamental to our philosophy. Here, I
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think, the very first idea that occurs to one is about the Divine
or the Spiritual nature of the universe we live in. I think that
it can perhaps be said truly that this has been one of the dominant
beliefs of Indian thought, the belief that the universe is not either
a haphazard creation of an unintelligent or blind power or a
methodical evolution of the inherent energy of some unconscious
root matter or prakrti. In other words, our philosophical thought
is not at all sympathetic to any naturalistic or purely materialistic
interpretation of the universe we live in. This has been one of
our deeper currents of thought, the materialistic or the agnostic
trends in our history of thought notwithstanding.

Along with the belief in the Divine or the Spiritual nature of
the universe we live in, necessarily goes the belief in the ultimate
moral order of the universe. We do not think that there is no
moral authority or law in the universe, or that we could do what-
ever we liked without reaping the just consequences of our actions.
This is what is popularly known as the inexorable law of Dharma
or Karma. Corresponding to the law of cause and effect in the
world of nature, we think and believe that in the world of human
affairs and actions too, there obtains not merely a law of cause
and effect but also a law of moral justice, according to which
reward and punishment are ultimately meted out to us, and from
which there is no escape either in this life or in the hereafter.

And now, it will not be difficult to show that in reality it is
impossible either to demonstrate the reality of these beliefs in the
actually existing world, or to philosophically prove them by argu-
ments. Neither the Divine nature of the Universe nor the moral
nature of the world stands philosophically proved or established
by any one of our philosophical systems, though they are believed
in by all the orthodox systems. In fact, these happen to be the
most fundamental and common beliefs of all the Hindus. It is,
therefore, only proper to call these and other such beliefs as the
religious beliefs rather than the philosophical tenets of Indian
philosophy. The same applies to our common belief regarding
rebirth, transmigration of the soul, and the ultimate destiny or the
Molesa of the soul from the bondage of the material body. In our
vast philosophical literature there is nowhere to be found any
elaborate discussion or proof of the above. These truths (if they
have the status of truths) or beliefs appear to have been taken
for granted on the testimony of experts to whom they are sup-
posed to have been revealed beyond doubt in their own direct and
immediate experience. This, incidentally, leads to a philosophical
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point of some importance. In Indian philosophical thought, testi-
mony or Sabde Pramana has been almost universally recognized
as a valid means of proof. This has been a source of some puzzle
to some modern-minded philosophers who recognise only Percep-
tion and Inference as admissible means of knowledge. The ques-
tion is: Should the word of a person, however reliable, be taken
as a proof for purposes of knowledge? We, in India, see no harm
or logical error in it; and consequently, we do not hesitate to take
on trust the testimony of other persons with regard to all those
experiences to which, we ordinary human beings have no access
either through direct perception or through reasoning. And it is
hardly an exaggeration to say that almost all our so-called philo-
sophical tenets like the spiritual nature of the universe, the moral
law of Dharma, the theory of rebirth, or of Moksa, are more in
the nature of beliefs taken on trust on the strength of the unim-
peachability of the character of their testifiers than in the nature
of proved conclusions arrived at by philosophical arguments. The
same, however, is done in the Western world in the realm of higher
truths of the sciences. More than nine-tenths of our knowledge
of the Physical, the Chemical or the Medical world consists of our
acceptance of the knowledge and assertions of the few experts
who alone have any direct access to the validity of their truths.
But, somehow, when it comes to the super-sensible, the modern
Western mind reacts differently. That, however, is not to say
that such religious or intuitional experiences or truths are, there-
fore, valid. Only the fact remains that the so-called fundamental
tenets of Indian philosophy are mostly grounded in testimony of
the Seers or the Rsis, or of the realised souls, for whom they may
have been beyond doubt, though the average man or even a train-
ed thinker may have no inkling of them by pure reasoning or
abstract logic. The total impression left on the mind of a modern
thinker about the fundamental beliefs of Indian thought is that
they all lack philosophical basis, and that they can hardly be
called philosophical, unless we agree to change the very meaning
of what we call “philosophical activity”.

To sum up, I have tried to think, here, of the fundamental
tenets of Indian philosophy and in so doing, I have been com-
pelled to maintain that, strictly and philosophically speaking, no
such basic tenets can be found in the long history of our philoso-
phical thought. Even a comparison of Indian philosophical thought
with the Western philosophy does not reveal any such principle
or truth which could be termed as peculiarly Indian. Next, I
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examined the fundamental tenets which are commonly regarded
in India as well as outside as the basic tenets of Indian philosophy
and found no justification for calling them as belonging to our
philosophy proper or as being founded on philosophical arguments
and reasoning alone. Nevertheless, most of these truths, parti-
cularly those about the transmigration of the soul, or of the nature
of Moksa and the law of Karma remain peculiarly Indian and also
fundamental to our mind. On reflection, it would, however,
appear that all these fundamental tenets are more in the nature
of religious beliefs and intuitions rather than the products of our
reasoning and argument, and that is one reason why they have
such a hold on our mind and consciousness. This last characteristic
may make them more fundamental, but that certainly does not
make them any more philosophical.

If the above reflections are sound, one may well ask as to
how it is that belief in them as the fundamental tenets of Indian
philosophy came to be so widely prevalent both in India and
abroad. Well, that is anybody’s guess, but, I, for one, think that
it is mainly due to India’s contact with the West and is the first
fruit of the study of India’s religion and philosophy by foreigners.
India has always been known to the Western world as a land of
a very strange religion, and what was first studied by foreigners
was its religious literature; later, these religious beliefs of the
Hindus came to be regarded as their philosophical truths. In fact,
there was hardly, if ever, any distinction made between India’s
philosophy and religion. The two were thus confused and identi-
fied; and the confusion, strange to say, persists even today after
more than a century’s study of its philosophy both by Indians and
foreigners. Time, I believe, has come when students of philosophy
all over the world and particularly of India, should think afresh,
and separate Indian philosophy from Indian religion.

Morality and the State

by
NArRavANI Basu

The problem of the relation between state and morality is as
old as the emergence of civil society, and it has engaged philoso-
phers ever since. It is not a problem which arose under certain
conditions, and could go with the disappearance of those condi-
tions. The conditions are inherent in the structure of civil society
and can never be escaped. The main object of politics is to regu-
late the principles of Government and to secure the safety and
welfare of the people. But the nature of the means adopted for
this purpose is no less important than the end itself. The Philo-
sophy of politics obviously includes an ethics of politics also, and
the question whether politics or ethics should determine the
nature of law remains, to be dealt with by each succeeding age
in its own way.

Muachiavelli

For Machiavelli, the separation of politics from ethics was
absolutely essential. The purpose of the state is to promote the
welfare of the people, which consists essentially in security for
person and property. All actions of the state, however unjust
they apparently are, are justified for the security of the people.
‘When the safety of our country is absolutely at stake’ wrote
Machiavelli in the Discourse, ‘there need be no question of what
is just or unjust, merciful or cruel, praiseworthy or disgraceful;
but all other considerations set aside, that course alone is to be
taken which can save our country and maintain its liberty.” So
the state cannot follow the ordinary canons of morality. The
moral principles of private life are different from those of politics.
Murder or breach of promise amongst states may lead a nation
to prosperity, so they are good. But when they are committed
within society, they would strike at the security of all the mem-
bers, hence are to be avoided. Thus Machiavelli advocates two
standards of morality—one for the internal affairs of society and
the other for the external relations of the State.

P 4
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Machiavelli’'s whole political philosophy is based on the two-
fold assumption that man is by nature evil, and secondly that
the interest of the state is supreme. Members of the state must
not indulge in moral corruption. For such immoral practices
amongst a people make a good government impossible. But
Machiavelli sanctioned the use of immoral means by its rulers to
gain an end.

The plausibility of the argument is not convincing. Before
we grant the prerogative of the state and of its ruler to adopt an
immoral means, we should ask ourselves, shall we be justified in
conceding a right to the ruler which we are not granting to the
head of any other association? It is no answer to our question
to say that the right to indulge in evil practices, if necessary, can
belong only to the ruler and to the state as the supreme organisa-
tion which is finally responsible for the welfare of the community.
As a matter of fact, the end of despotism may be the achievement
of some good, but the good can by no means be taken as equal to
the total amount of loss caused by the arbitrary exercise of power
by the ruler.

Hegel

The theory of state as the supra-moral institution has gained
a stronger support since Hegel wrote his ‘Philosophy of Right’,
The state, Hegel says, owes its origin to the moral consciousness
of man, which demands that man will realise his potentiality by
active co-operation with the fellow-members of society. But ordi-
nary man being actuated by selfish motives often forgets to give
others their due, and so to express the rational will of the commu-
nity the laws of the state are necessary. The law is nothing but the
outward manifestation of morality—the reflection of the inner
rational self. So far as the internal nature of the state is con-
cerned, morality precedes politics, and the state is the vehicle
through which morality is objectively realised. But in the external
relations to other foreign nations, it is bound by no moral law and
is not pledged to keep the promise made to them if it goes against
the interest of the state. It is the peculiar prerogative of the state
to be at once sovereign and subject to the kingdom of morality.

Hegel confers the absolute right of violating all moral obliga-
tions only to that state which successfully bridges the gulf of indi-
viduality and universality, and thus manifests to the greatest
extent the will of the Absolute. All other nations should humbly
surrender to this blessed state.
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The Hegelian conception of state as the supremely rational
body which stands above all private interests within it, moulds
each of its factors and is vested with the divine power to establish
the will of God is a pure fiction. The state, as it exists to-day, is
not the true protector of all its members, nor can it be said to bhe
rational enough to blend perfectly the individual will with the
social will. If the myth of the rational state is laid down, it would
seem that the national state is a monstrous machine with which
stronger people crush the weaker for their own interest. The
basis of such state is not moral consciousness, as Hegel claims,
but the impulses for greed and power of the ruling party.

Marx

Marx, unlike Hegel, did not free politics from ethics. He saw
both as emergent factors of a superior principle, viz., the produc-
tive structure of society and the class struggle which is involved
in it. The economically dominant class not only controls the state-
power, but also the political ideas and ethical principles along
with the whole cultural superstructure prevailing in society. The
moral codes, according to this view, are not apriori principles form-
ed independently of empirical considerations, but are the devices
designed by the exploiting class to protect and justify the peculiar
form of exploitation set up by them. Bourgeois morality is differ-
ent from the moral code of feudal system and reflects an altogether
new economic structure. The moral ideas of the bourgeoisie again
will be replaced by proletarian ethics which will represent the
interest of the working class till its dissolution into the classless
and stateless communistic society. With the withering away of the
proletarian state, proletarian ethics also will merge into social
ethics and evolve a universal moral code.

Marx opines that the march of history reveals the class cha-
racter of morality through the ages, and further that change of
moral principles occurs simultaneously with the change of the
economic system. The ethics of slavery in the slave-owning society
was subsequently replaced by the bourgeois principle of contract
in the capitalist society. It apparently honoured and restored the
self of man which was totally denied in the slave system. But in
the light of the socialist society the principle of contract is equally
immoral as it compels the labourer to buy his bare subsistence
at the cost of his whole labour power. So the ethics of contract
will disappear with the disappearance of bourgeois society.
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Admitting that the economic conditions influence the moral
attitudes and habits of an age, it is difficult to accept the Marxian
analysis in its entirety. There are some basic canons of ethics
which do not suffer change under the stress of any new economic
structure. Truthfulness, respect for life, love of humanity sym-
pathy towards one’s neighbour—these are the virtues whic},x have
held and will hold good irrespective of time and social needs,

Gandhi

. {\n Indian philosopher has offered an answer to the problem
in his own way. Gandhi sought an ethical solution of political
problems. For Gandhi as for Tagore and Aurobindo the end is
glways identical with the means. Gandhi sets up a universal moral
§tandard of non-violence for the struggles of suffering humanity
Irrespective of time and situation. Political liberty and national,
freedom are to serve one moral purpose, ie., the good and welfare
of humar'lity. True to the tradition of Indian philosophy, Gandhi
was a'splritual anarchist. The state according to him is ::1 passing
necessity which must disappear with the growth of mar; to his full
mo%*ail stature. In his philosophy, ethics is not only the guide to
politics but ultimately makes the latter superfluous. This is a
grand and noble idea. But whether a people placed ir; the present
context o.f international relations and temper can consistently pur-
sue the idea is a matter of grave doubt. Like the rational state
of Hegel, th? moral society of truth and non-violence is an inflexi-
ble abstraction unrelated to the needs of the time. While Marx
made ethics too fluid and volatile, Gandhi made it iaard and ri( id
unx.'e.sponsive to the limitation of reality. Perhaps the worlcig 1"
waiting for a philosophy that will strike a golden mean and forgxz

an organic relation bet .
state. etween the values of life and the needs of

Empathy in Art

by

R. N. MukEersi, M.A., Pr.D,,
Lecturer, Department of Philosophy,
Banaras Hindu University.

What is Empathy :

Empathy has been said to be ‘feeling into an object’ or ‘our
life in the object.”? Lipp held that we imagine ourselves as going
through certain processes in the object, and Groos and Vernon
Lee were of the opinion that in the presence of an external object
and in contemplating it, certain movements occur in our organisms,
which being projected to the object, occasion empathy.?

We shall first consider the cases of inner imitation as the
movements within us are called, and then the case of projection.
These movements arise on the occasion of both perception and
ideation.

As a very simple case, when we look at the top of a mountain,
we have to raise our eyes upwards. In noting a spiral, we make
certain movements of the eyeballs, and the muscles of the neck,
ete., twitch imperceptibly. Even in trying to imagine a large spiral,
these movements occur. Similarly, when we observe gymnasts
going through different postures, we feel certain tensions in cor-
responding parts of our bodies; and when music is played or
people dance, we are involuntarily led to keep time with our steps,
or drum, in consonance, with our fingers. On such occasions,
when we feel it inappropriate, we have to restrain ourselves by
an effort.

In this matter, our reactions are proportionate to the stimulus.
As we attend to different musical instruments, our heart-beat and
flow of blood are differently affected. Gentle notes rhythmically
played have a gentle soothing effect on them, but beating of
drums or the blare of a trumpet will set the heart beating fast,
and flute causes queer shivers and thrilling kinaesthetic sensations.

1. Lipps: Aesthetik, i, p. 258: W. Mitchell: Structure and Growth of
the Mind, p. 166.

2. Lipps: Ibid: Vernon Lee: The Beautiful. K. Groos: The Play of
Man, p. 323.
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It is known that even in attending to the ticking of a clock
minute kinaesthetic movements occur in our organisms, which
can be measured by sufficiently delicate instruments. When we
observe an automobile racing along or an express train rush by,
or a man about to lift a heavy object, our kinaesthetic reactions
are considerable,

Not only perception, but even vividly imagined ideas arouse
inner imitation. For instance, if one tries to imagine a high moun-
tain or Kutub Minar, his eyes will tend to open wide, and his
bodily muscles will have a tendency to tauten upwards, but if
he tries to imagine a dwarf, his eyes will be narrowed down and
his bodily muscles will tend towards a stooping posture. These
changes are so slight that usually they escape notice. But it is
ideational mimicry like this that leads some persons to use gesture
and gesticulation while speaking, sometimes while thinking or
soliloquising,.

It is important to grasp the nature of this ideational mimicry
for understanding the full impact of great literature. In
Shakespearean drama of the name, we find Julius Caesar
boasting :

I am constant as the northern star,
Of whose true-fixed and resting quality
There is no fellow in the firmament;

and immediately afterwards what is his plight :
But yesterday and Caesar could have stood against the
world,
And today none so poor as to do him reverence.

It has the impact of the rush of an avalanche down a moun-
tain side.

Projection :

Next we mention instances of projection of emotional quali-
ties to things.

With respect to sounds, the following lines of Dryden very

well express the emotional qualities of musical notes :

The trumpets loud clangour,

Excites us to arms.

The soft complaining flute

In dying notes discovers

The woes of hope-less lovers,

Whose dirge is whispered by the warbling lute,
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Coming to the plastic arts and architecture, horizontal lines or
planes in combination are serene, peaceful; vertical lines in combi-
nations are stately, dignified; zigzag lines are fretful; spiral lines
are giddy; smooth planes are gentle, and rough planes are rude.

It is through empathy that a spire, when well designed, appears
to soar, arches spring, domes swell and vistas stretch, Greek tem-
ples are calm and baroque facades are restless.

Literature, specially poetry, teems with the use of this process.
Mountains, clouds, winds and waves are enlivened, and the worlds
of plants, birds and beasts are regarded as instinct with human
emotions.

In Valmiki’'s Ramayan the sky, with gentle breeze for breath,
anointed with the evening red for sandal, and with yellow clouds,
looks like an amorous person. Clouds, with flocks of herons flying
in front, carry heavy weight of water with rumblings, and after
resting on high peaks of mountains, proceed again on their flight.
Again, lashed by a golden whip, the clouds roar with pain.

Elsewhere, the bright star watches (Keats), or listens silently
(Wordsworth) or sings (Blake). The sea bares its bosom to the
moon. The sea-waves roar and surge, and hurl themselves against
defenceless fisher-men or, in gentler moods, lap the shore and
dance in the wind.

Flowers make love with sun and moon, and with black-bees;
they smile at dawn, refreshed with dew, and droop under the sun
at noon. Trees rise up, spread their branches with youthful
exuberance and burst forth into blossoms. With outstretched arms
they supplicate the sky for rain, beckon to the sun-burnt exhaust-
ed pedestrian with their leaves, and whisper strange secrets of
nature to those who are fond of them. They also enter into
marriage with creepers, and sometimes aspire to conjugal relation
with maidens as in Shakuntala; and Urvasi indeed herself changes
into a creeper on the hedges of Kumar Van,

The Mechanism of Projection :

Regarding the mechanism of projection, Mr. Reid has given a
very simple explanation. He tells us that just as sensations of
colour originating in the brain, by stimulus from the outside world,
are projected upon external objects, similarly emotions and feelings
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generated within our organisms by external bodies are very often
projected upon them.?3

We think that Mr. Reid’s explanation is correct so {ar as it
goes. But for a complete explanation we must admit the partial
truth of the James-Lange theory of emotions. It appears thatl
appropriate physiological changes within our organisms produce
corresponding emotions in us. Only, without ideational basis, these
emotions are feebler and they are not identified with ourselves, but
sometimes referred to the bodies which produce them, and at other
times referred to the world and life in general. Thus, in case of a
statue or a building, the activities are referred to them, but in case
of music it can hardly be said that we refer the emotions to the
sitar or the piano. In the latter case, the emotions are referred to
the world and life in general?

Metaphysical and Aesthetic significance of Empathy -

Sometimes, the act of empathy has been attributed to fused
associations, as by Kiilpe, Fechner, Lotze® and Shri Shankuk. This
view, however, cannot be true. Knowledge through association is
mediate, conceptual and schematic; it would also be regarded as
true or false. But in aesthetic experience, through empathy, there
is immediacy of awareness, liveliness of life, and vividness of
emotional and conative experience. In it, moreover, there is a
willing suspension of dishelief, a self-imposed semi-delusion.

According to Vischer and Basch$ the ultimate explanation
of empathy is to be found in a pantheistic or monistic urge to re-
union with the universe. We project our feelings and emotions
into inanimate portions of nature out of a conviction, not con-
ceptual or intellectual, but a conviction ingrained in our organic
life that matter and mind, nature and spirit, external forms and
forms of our inner consciousness, are ultimately one.

T}.tese theories are quite attractive as they link up aesthetics
with monistic metaphysics, which is dear to many hearts. It would
provide ‘empathy’ and ‘unity’ as monistic first principles of aesthe-
tics, just as ‘identity’ and ‘invariance’ provide the monistic first
principles for logic, and ‘equality’ and ‘universal love’ as monistic

I.. A. Reid: A Study in Aesthetics, p. 97-103.

Cf. A. Schopenhauer: World as Will and Idea, Vol. 3, p. 235f.
Listowel: A Critical History of Modern Aesthetics, p. 179.

V. Basch: Essai Critique sur I' Esthetique de Kant, pp. 293, 592,
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first principles of ethics. We think that empathy, cutting down
the barrier between the world outside and human personality,
through inner imitation and projection, does function as such a
first principle of aesthetics. However, the views of thinkers like
Vischer, Basch and Bhatta Nayak require to be supplemented with
an account of the actual mechanism of the empathic process, for a
well-rounded theory. This can be said in support of Vischer and
Basch. Our aesthetic delight in poetry which attributes life and
feelings to the sidereal universe and plants certainly gains in rich-
ness through a conviction that such attribution, though imaginary
in details, is ultimately correct in principle. In support of Bhatta
Nayak’s theory, it can be said that ‘bhavakatve’ does enable us to
take an impersonal and yet deeply sympathetic view of things,

which helps to reveal their lila (cosmic sport) aspect, and hence
their beauty.

Semi-Delusion in Play, Art and Empathy :

Empathy involves a peculiar type of symbolism. In it a man
swings between belief and disbelief. He does not quite believe that

the tree is kissing the creeper, but still Kalidas likes to imagine
that such is the case.

There are exactly parallel cases in the fields of childhood games
of make-believe and art-appreciation. The child who pretends to
be a soldier yet knows that he is not really one; the girl who treats
the doll as her baby yet knows that it is not alive. When we see
Biraj-Bau on the screen, we know that actual incidents of life are
not occurring in flesh and blood, and yet we are affected as if

incidents with real joys and sorrows were occurring before our
eyes.

The relation between art, play and empathy shown above
confirms our conclusion that empathy is a vital element of our

aesthetic experience, by cross-reference from kindred fields of
study.

Empathy, Play and Lila:

Inspite of everything said above in favour of empathy, it, by
itself, cannot assure aesthetic delight. It makes possible our parti-
cipation in the activities and feelings of other bodies and attribution
of our actions and feelings to them, but this communion may or
may not be aesthetically delightful. The semi-delusional quality of
empathy is true in arts, but is not true in all cases of it. Thus

P.5
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primitives and children might actually take the thunder as the
roar of angry deities of the sky and live in fright, in which
case this empathic attribution loses its aesthetic quality.

In some cases, inspite of ourselves, we are compelled to em-
pathic participation which is very unpleasant. In Sinclair Lewis’
novel ‘Babbitt’ we find a scene in which Babbitt tries to sleep, but
is kept awake by his participation in the action of someone who
is cranking a Ford. It is very unpleasant to him, and keeps him
in a state of panting tension, but, being a pious motorist himseif,
he cannot stop till the car starts. Similarly, the empathic participa-
tion in the state of the sick and the suffering is usually very
painful.

As such, empathic participation in the states of another orga-
nism, object or situation is aesthetic only when it is such that we
want to perpetuate it for its own sake. Thus there is required,
besides the capacity to participate in the external situation, an
inclination for disinterested prolongation of this activity.  Dis-
interested participation in any activity being playful, empathy
must be associated with play to provide aesthetic satisfaction.

Empathy makes possible intimate communion with others, it
also makes possible proper aesthetic distancing by providing a
common equidistant meeting-point between self and others, but it
must be playful to hit the aesthetic mark.?

Even this, however, does not suffice. In the case of sports,
there might be distinterested keen participation by the on-lookers,
and yet there is usually little of beauty in such experience. In
cheap novels and films many people find playful absorption, and
yet it is not aesthetic.

This brings us to the last factor which is essential for the
genuine aesthetic situation. The object or situation in which we
participate through empathy should be revealed to us in its lild
(cosmic play) aspect. How and when the lila aspect of things is
revealed, is a complicated problem which we have considered
elsewhere. Here some instances will be cited.

In architecture we have an inter-play of cosmic forces, gravita-
tion and resistance. When these forces are properly balanced in
a structure and wedded to unity of parts, we have a miniature

7. Cf. K. Groos: The Play of Man, p. 325f. Listowel: Ibid,
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model of the state of these forces acting throughout the universe.
In the universe these forces are perfectly balanced and there is pro-
per unity. In architecture also balance and unity raise it to the
level of art.

The empathic attribution of emotions to life and world as such
which we find in music, enables us to distance them properly from
our personal preoccupations and throw them against a background
of unity and harmony. The emotions reveal their lila-significance
in this state and hence their beauty. Removed from personal pre-
possessions, anxiety and dread, the emotions can be contemplated
tranquilly; and the harmony which holds them together in music
assures us that ‘all emotions of men would be sweet, playful and

alive with lili, were there but deep love and sympathy between
man and man’3

Lastly, let us examine the case of tragedy, sometimes called
the greatest art. Here we identify ourselves willingly with the
sufferings of the hero. Thereby we realise the evanescence of the
whole worldly show, the futility of striving for fixed ends, and
the importance of performing ones’ duties, keeping the means
straight. But this is the attitude of renunciation and self-identifi-
cation with the cosmic sport or lila.

8. From Percy Brown: Indian Paintings under the Mughals, p. 74,



A Critical Evaluation of the Vaisesika Categories
by

SurRINTWAS DiIxIiT
Rajaram College, Kolhapur

In a paper entitled ‘The Interpretation of Vaisesika Categories’
published in the proceedings of the 30th Indian Philosophical Con-
gress, Dr. D. M. Datta goes all in praise of the vaisesika system
of categories. He says that the vaisesika thinkers’ “passion for
precision in thought and language has scarcely any parallel in the
History of Philosophy”.

1 write this paper because I do not entirely agree with this
view. Though the conception of analysing the whole field of our
experience into so many categories is a grand one—and I am
next to none in appreciating the value of such an enterprise — the
execution of it on the part of the vaisesika thinkers, in my opinion,
leaves much to be desired.

I have just said that it is a grand enterprise to start analysing
the whole of our experience. What else should philosophy be ?
It should not be the search after the first cause. It should rather
analyse the notion of causation. It should not be an investigation
into the nature of an ultimate reality. It should humbly analyse
what we mean by ‘real’ and what by ‘unreal’. This is a sound
approach. If we abandon it, metaphysics degenerates into pseudo-
physics. This is the approach of the modern Logical Positivist.
And this exactly was, in my opinion, the instinct of the vaisesika

thinkers.

They began with a logical analysis of the whole of our ex-
perience. What does it involve logically ? First of all, there is
the notion of substance (dravya), something that is the pivot of
logical thinking. It is ‘that’ about which we think. Other aspects
of experience Bang on it. It does not hang on anything else.

So far, so good. It is an important achievement in philosophy
to have discovered that the notion of ‘substance’ is logically the
most prior element in our experience. But the vaisesikas soon
missed this logical point of view. Instead of dividing substance on
a logical basis (as, for example, first order substance, second order
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substance, etc.) they gave us a div_ision of substances in the
manner of physics or chemistry. The items like earth, water, fire
etc. in the list of substances are arrived at by a crude empirical
classification and are not the result of an acute logical analysis.
Much energy was wasied in discussing whether gold, for instance,
should be classed under earth or fire. This does not do much
credit to their ‘precision of thought’.

Next is guna (quality ?). This is quite logical. There is that
which exists in itself (dravya) and that which exists in something
else. If the latter is non-dynamic it is called gunpa, otherwise
Karma. They give us a list of twenty-four gunas which seems all
arbitrary. No other reason than mere ‘tradition’ is given for re-
garding this list as exhaustive.

Not only is the list arbitrary, it is absurd at some points. How
can conjunction (samyoga) and separation (vibhdga), remoteness
(paratva) and nearness (aparatva) be gunas inhering in a sub-
stance? They are out and out relations. In fact samyoga (con-
junction) has been invariably described by them as a variety of
sambandha (relation). How can relations be qualities?

This brings me to an important point. There is ho mention of
relation as a separate category in the vaisesika list. But a type of
relation, namely samavaya, has been given the status of a separate
category. This passes comprehension. It comes to this. Both
samyoga and samaniya (and also some others like tadatmya) are
sambandhas (relations). But they do not together fall under one
category. Sambandha in the form of samyoga is a guna, while in
the form of samavaya it is another category. This is absurd. A
primary category (which samav@ya is supposed to be) cannot be
a kind of anything. But actually it has been made a kind of
sambandha which is not even a category by itself. This involves
an overlapping classification.

The reason for such aberrations is that though the vaisesikas
started with the logical point of view to analyse experience, they
soon mixed it with other points of view, for instarf€e, the physical.

The next category is Karma. This has been very summarily
dealt with. It is the principle of motion. It is said to be of five
kinds like throwing upwards and throwing downwards, as if there
is an absolute up and an absolute down. In addition to such specific
kinds of motion, they have recognised ‘motion is general’ as
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another kind! Overlapping division is somehow not a fault in the
vaisesika system.

Next category is simanye. This corresponds to the ‘universal’
in the western tradition. It is defined as that which is eternal, one
and inhering in many. The western conception is similar. But
there are important differences between the two conceptions.

(1) In the west, from Socrates onwards, a distinction has been
made between the things of sense and the things of the under-
standing. The universal is regarded as being known by the under-
standing. It is not a sense datum. It is non-empirical.

No such distinction is made in the vaisesika system. It is
assumed that the sense-organ which brings us the knowledge of a
particular is also the sense organ that reveals to us the samanya
inhering in it. I should think that on this point the western con-
ception is superior.

(2) In the western tradition, a quality or a predicate, as con-
trasted with a substance or a subject, is, as such, taken to be a
universal. “This piece of paper is white.” Here ‘white’ is a uni-
versal. This polar opposition between the subject and the predi-
cate, between the substance and the quality seems to be logically
well-grounded. In the vaisesika system a quality like sukla (white)
is treated as an individual. It is not a samanya. Whiteness is the
samanya that resides in all whites. I cannot decide which of the
two views is better on this point.

(3) In modern western logic ‘existence’ is not regarded a
universal. It is not a predicate. In the vaisesika view, however,
sattd (existence) is not only a samanya, but it is the highest
samanya. 1 have not the slightest doubt that the western view
is superior in this respect.

(4) In the western tradition every universal gives rise to a
class. The same particular thing can be a member of many
different classes by reason of the many universals residing in it.
A blue lotus, for example, belongs to the class of lotuses and also
to the class of blue things. The vaisesikas do not favour this view.
They make a distinction within samanya as jati (class) and upddhi
(adjunct). They will accept a lotus class but not a class of blue
things. The reason given is that this will make a thing belong to
two intersecting classes (sumkara). The class of blue things will
cut across the class of lotuses. There are blue things other than

lotuses and there are lotuses which are not blue, This is thought ob-
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jectionable, and hence a distinction is made between jiti and
upidhi. Blueness, though a s@mdnye, is an upddhi and not a jati.
The western tradition is not alarmed to accept the same thing as
belonging to intersecting classes. Since ‘class’ is merely a logical
concept, that is to say, it does not mean putting things together
physically, I hold the western view as correct.

The next category is viSesa. This is the logical opposite of
simanya. Our experience presents us with similarity among
things. To account for this we have the category samanya. If there
are two cows, we want to know why both of them are cows. The
answer is both of them have the same samanya, gotva, running in
them. At the same time we are also conscious of the uniqueness
of each cow. We should want to know the reason why they are
two cows. The answer can be that each of them has a viSesa or
individuality of its own, which differentiates it from everything
else.

But this is not exactly the view of the vaisesikas. They
assume a viSesa as residing only in the ultimate constlituents of a
thing, but, not in the composite thing, like ‘this jar’ as a whole.

This seems to me illogical. If every single atom that goes to
make up this jar has a visesa of its own, the collection of all those
atoms will naturally give rise to another visesa, that is to say, some-
thing that differentiates this jar from every other jar and also from
other things. It is a ‘jar’ because of the samanya (jarness) resid-
ing in it, while it is ‘this jar’ because of the wiSesa in it. The vai-
sesikas could have very conveniently taken this stand. But, un-
fortunately, they did not.

The next category is samavdya. We nowhere meet this
entity in ordinary experience. But we must say it to the credit
of the vaisesikas that they invented this category solely to defend
our ordinary way of looking at things and the common-
sense way of talking about them. We speak of a table and
its various parts, of a lotus and its colour, of a man and his walk-
ing, of an individual and its kind. But, for all that, we cannot
show a table apart from its parts, a lotus without its colour. Our
concrete experience is of the walking man and not of a man and
his walking, of an individual recognised as of a certain kind, but
not of the kind, pure and simple. We speak as if the two things
are entitatively different, as if, for example, a substance and its
quality are separate. We cannot, however, show them separately
in our experience. The vaisesikas, on account of their very strong
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bias for the common-sense point of view, defend the usage of
common-sense. They hold that substance and its quality are in
reality separate entitiess. We cannot, however, find them so,
because they are connected together by a very special relation—

samaviya. This most unusual category was invented to defend
our usual ways of speaking.

The last category is abhava. It is not mentioned in the sutras
but is added by later writers. The addition is all to the good.
Non-existence has a meaning. Negation is significant. Whatever
is significant must find a place in the list of paddrthds, that is to
say, nameable things. Abhava is said to be of four kinds. Logi-
cally, I suppose, only one kind is important. It is atyantabhava—
absolute non-existence. It means the non-existence of a thing
without reference to time. It is always there.

This conception allows us to talk of the non-existence of a
jar on the ground even when a jar is actually there. It is argued
by them that though the non-existence of the jar is present there,
its perception is prevented, for the time being, by the presence of
the jar. I cannot take this argument seriously. But I take it that
there is an important logical doctrine hidden in it. It comes to
this : —Every negative proposition has a meaning. The negative
propositions are constituents of reality. They are always there,
waiting to be judged as true or false. Before being judged as true
or false, they must be there with a meaning or significance of their

own. This is implied by saying that atyantabhava lasts through
the three times.

P8



Indian Philosophy of Education
by
INDRA SEN
Sri Aurobindo Ashram, Pondicherry

Normally we know education as a science and an art. We
recognize it as a body of principles governing teaching or a system
of rules determining the practice of those principles. But we do
not suspect that there can be a philosophy of education. The
fact is that the general spirit of the times is empirical, and, there-
fore, we feel more interested in facts and their control and mani-
pulation. The first and the last premises of things, their basic
relations and essential qualities, appear to us as intangible and less
real. But these are, in fact, the fundamental determinations, and
upon them depends the character of the concrete facts. An edu-
cational system always reflects a particular view of human perso-
nality and of the world. And these lend a character to each detail
of the system. The concept of child nature that Frobel had, was
the most important determining factor in the educational processes
of his kindergarten, and there is an evident relation between
Montessori’s view of the child and the method of instruction she
elaborated. A philosophy is, therefore, always present in an edu-
cational system or a method and approach of teaching and instruc-
tion. And it pervasively influences the practice of education. It
is evidently an advantage to know clearly what the philosophy
of a particular scheme or system of education is. We can then
check it up, and modify and evolve our educational principles and
practices in a conscious and a coherent manner.

Our present-day educational situation in the country is an
interesting illustration of the need and the value of a philosophy
of education. The educational system, which the British gave,
may be more or less inescapable. We can reform it here and there
but basically it remains the same. This is perhaps the best thing
that we can have by the present-day world standards, and yet
we feel deeply dissatisfied. We feel that there is not much real
education anywhere. How rarely do we see a man of education,
having a true love of learning and humility!

The dissatisfaction appears enigmatic to ourselves. But that
is due to the fact that our contemporary education represents and
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embodies the philosophy of the Renaissance and the Enlightenment
movements of Europe. These have today becomne pervasive and
constitute practically the view and the way of life of the world as
a whole. Its principal values are mind and rationality, utility,
science, organisation and success. Our education, on the whole,
follows and represents the world standards of today. This re-
presents the best judgment of the world and is intimately bound
up with the needs of the present-day life. Therefore we cannot
escape it. But with it we accept and live out its philosophy too,
—its view and values of life. At the same timme, we carry in our-
selves, as inheritors of Indian culture, a view and way of life,
which has its own values. These are the values of the spirit, its
deeper joys, sclflessness, service, devotion, love etc. We are clearly
conscious neither of the one philosophy nor of the other, neither
of the education we accept nor of our traditional values. Is it
surprising then that we find our present education almost inesca-
pable, and yet feel deeply dissatisfied with it? Evidently, if this
discord of our life is to be removed, we have first to become
conscious of the warring philosophies that claim our soul. If we
do not become conscious, we cannot escape the consequences of an
inner war and conflict,

The significance of a philosophy of education is, therefore,
fundamental. A philosophy of education gives to an educational
system its basic values and its ultimate goals. The technique of
a system may be perfect, but if its philosophy is not, it will succeed
in producing only efficient mediocres. It will not produce men
of ideals, of vision, of sacrifice, of truth, justice and goodness.
Philosophy is the soul of education; and in order that education
may persist as a living and a creative force of life, we must conti-

nually consider it in all its aspects,—in its relations to life, exist-
ence, truth and goodness.

Already in the field of science itself the need and the neces-
sity of philosophisation has made itself felt. Science has now
reached such a stage that the empirical science of modern physics
has almost become a philosophy of material existence. Science
and philosophy have tended to become indistinguishably one. In
some other sciences too the urge for explanation is pressing them
forward into philosophy. This development could have been, in
fact, foreseen. After all, phenomenal reality and the ultimate
existence are not two compartments apart. They both constitute
a single reality and to understand any part of it well and thoroughly
we must know the whole.
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The Indian tradition did divide knowledge into many ‘vidyas’
sciences and arts. But the empirical facts were never separated
from the ultimate reality. Whether it was Grammar or Ayur-
veda or even Dancing, the particular discipline always attempted
to discover its proper foundation in the ultimate. That is how
a unity of knowledge was constantly maintained, and the first and
the last premises of a science were kept consciously present to a
student.

In the West the classification of sciences has tended to separate
them artificially. It has created over-specialisation and a lack
of perspective almost everywhere. It has certainly served the
ends of division of labour and thereby promoted advance. But
today a most serious problem of western culture is the recovery
of a proper unity and perspective. And hence the idea of ‘the
whole’ is commanding a great deal of attention at the hands of
the philosophers as well as the scientists. It is, at times, argued
that knowledge has now advanced so much that it is impossible
for any one person to possess it all and, therefore, a synthesis of
its branches is impossible. Undoubtedly, it is so. But the real
trouble is perhaps not due to the fact that knowledge has advanced
so much, but rather to the separation of the empirical from the
ultimate, The facts are infinite and extremely varied, but the
ultimate reality as the basis of them all is one. A correlation, co-
ordination or harmonisation of the facts themselves is an extremely
difficult undertaking. But in and through the ultimate reality the
varied sciences can be truly comprehended; because there all facts
are really united. The Indian approach to knowledge avowedly
insisted on knowing the ultimate in order that the empirical may
be fully known and properly controlled. And that gave to it a
greater power of perspective and integration. The same approach
now needs to be developed with regard to modern western know-
ledge in order that it may be effectively controlled and canalised
to serve the good of man,

The science of education is a western science, and as a science
too rather a young and immature science. Psychology has given
to it some insight, which makes education much surer of its pro-
cesses than it used to be. But psychology itself is an infant science
and it is not very sure of the true nature and constitution of human
personality. A. Jung affirms, “All the usual little remedies and
medicaments of psychology fall somewhat short (to explain per-
sonality) just as they do with the man of genius or the creative



48 THE PHILOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY

human being”.!  And Gardner Murphy observes, “Nobody knows
anything much about the naturc of man. We are in a position
to raise a great many questions, to raise questions perhaps so
grave and so fundamental that we begin to wonder if we even
have a method for approaching an ultimate solution”.?

Evidently we musi subject our education, its different sche-
mes and plans and all its varied processes, lo a careful and deep
scrutiny of thought, with a view to relate them to truths of human
nature and of reality. That is to say, we must seck with a keen
and special interest the first and the last premises of our educa-
tional ideas. The power of the unexpressed premises is always
very great. The assumptions predetermine a whole line of thought
and action. Therefore, they must be specially chosen.  They
constitute the philosophy of education, and we cannot afford to
let that philosophy work as an unknown force.

The Indian approach to all knowledge has been essentially
philosophical or metaphysical, or that of going to the very truth
and foundation of a matter. And if we consider Indian culture
as a whole, its vitality, its creativity, its capacity to produce geni-
uses, etc.,, we cannot escape the inference that education must
have been a very deep interest of the leaders of Indian life. All
life appears to have been conceived as education. An individual
learns not only when he lives at the Gurukula, and pursues a
course of discipline and of instruction, but also when he becomes
a householder and undertakes the normal responsibilities of life.
This is intended progressively to elevate his normal propensities
through exercise, enjoyment and discipline to a higher level and
a richer cultural life, and finally to a complete dedication to the
very highest in life. The castes were perhaps originally a func-
tional classification on the basis of, as the Gita says, Guna and
Swabhava, the traits and the characteristic nature of personality.
The idea of the adhikarbheda, which was so widely used in Indian
life, implies a distinctive appreciation of an individual’s particular
level of growth. When the individual realised his self, he became
an illumined person, which is the highest status in the long course
of the growth of human personality. That is the status of the
knowing person envisaged by Indian education. One knows, when
one knows the reality in himself and the reality in the world. He
has then in his grasp the unity, which commands and controls

1. The Integration of Personality, p. 299.
2. Main currents in Modern Thought, Vol. 9, No. 2.
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the multiplicity of the world, and he therefore possesses t.he tru.e
perspective of existence. He is a free person, becau.se he is indenti-
fied with the unitary spiritual principle, and he is therefore not
confused and lost in the facts of the phenomenal existence.

There is no doubt that medeaval spirituality rejected both
life and world, and in that case naturally the question of a more
effective management of life did not arise. But in fact the spirit
is the unitary controlling principle of multiplicity and, therefore,
in a fuller and proper view of spirituality a comprehensive control
and direction of the phenomenal existence is a normal conse-
guence.

These are some of the largest and the widest premises of
Indian education. Within these premises, however, many strands
and types of educational practices have appeared and flourished in
the long history of Indian education. These have had their own
further premises. The Upanishads give to us the earliest and a
fairly comprehensive account of educational ideals. They throw
light on the teacher, the taught, their mutual attitudes and rela-
tions, methods of teaching, personality and its highest ranges of
growth, the aspiration for higher living, etc. They also give
vivid perceptions of truth and reality. There we see a new tradi-
tion of education, which gives us the deepest insights into perso-
nality, the nature of truth and the process of communication of
knowledge.

Another great tradition of Indian education was built up by
the Buddhist Viharas. There we find a charateristic philosophy
which is the application of the Buddhist view and way of life to
education. The Jain tradition again has shown a conspicuous
trend. The two epics give us their own standards of life and
education. The Muslims brought to the country Arab learning
and the great tradition which had nursed it.

Evidently education has been a great interest of Indian cul-
ture, and quite large and varied has been our creation in this
field. This creation had naturally proceeded from the premises
of our life, and its different forms had afforded us in our different
historical situations some satisfaction. Today we cannot hope for
a revival. But the education that the modern world offers to us
also does not satisfy us. The problem that confronts us to-day is
that of a synthesis between modern education, with its elaborate
methods and materials, and the essence, the spirit, and the philo-

. sophy of our traditional education.  Our national soul cannot
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feel satisfied unless its most cherished values of life find in our
present education a chance of growth and advancement. A syn-
thesis of the intrinsic values of truth, service, selflessness, soul and
God has, therefore, to be altempted with the values of utility,
organisation and success.

This is the problem not only of India, but of all Asia. The
traditional culture and sentiment assert themselves, and yet we
are under a pressure fo accept other values, which are a part of
our present life and therefore possess a foree of reality. These
other values in themselves too do not satisfy.  The problem,
therefore. is that of a disereet and wise synthesis. It is interesting
that these contemporary values in themsclves are in a state of
crisis and under a heavy pressure of revaluation. The direction
of revaluation too has become quite clearly expressed, even though
a clear way of pursuit has not yet been made out. Scientists,
philosophers and thinkers have repeatedly affirmed that intellec-
tual values in the form of science, organisation and efficiency have
heen pursued too exclusively. They must be brought, they say,
into intimate relation and harmony with the moral and the spiri-
tual values of life. The lag between science and morals, said
Einstein, must be made up. The core of the traditional cultures
of Asia is constituted of the moral and the spiritual values, and
our problem actually is a preservation and a reconciliation of the
same with the values of science and technology. In fact, the
same conflict persists as an unsolved problem of Europe too. The
traditional culture there too had essentially emphasised moral
and spiritual values. But science had arisen in revolt against
religion and ultimately prevailed upon it, and therefore a proper
reconciliation between the two was not achieved. Eastern tradi-
tions, in particular the Indian, do nol know of any necessary oppo-
sition between them. Therefore, here, a synthesis should be easier
of achievement. And if the problem is recognised and squarely
faced and a synthesis evolved, it will mean not only a better and
more correct guidance for our national life, but also an important
contribution to the life of Europe and the West as a whole. Indian
education can surely choose to be a representation of the general
world education of today. But if it can attempt and synthesize
the essential values of the Indian philosophy of education with
the modern methods and materials of education, then a new quality
in education could be produced, which may fully satisfy us and

also make a much needed contribution to the world-education of
today.

The Reign of Time in Contemporary Thought
by

S. SuBuAsH CHANDRA

Even a cursory study of the prominent trends in the history
of the last 75 years of Human Thought will reveal the presence
of a novel feature, viz., the reign of time in contemporary thought.
The contemporary philosophy boasts of such philosophers of Time
as Bergson, Alexander, and Spengler. Thanks to the genius
of Einstein, the present-day physics deals not with an inert three-
dimensional space, but with a four-dimensional time-space conti-
nuum. These 75 years have also witnessed the development of
the science and technique of Parapsychology through the persis-
tent efforts of such men as J. B. Rhine. Soal, Pratt, Carrington,
Tischner, Tyrrell, and Upton Sinclair. J. W. Dunne has intro-
duced the concept of Serial Time, whereas Ouspensky, in his
“New Model of the Universe”, conceives the true nature of Time
as Circular and Recurrent. H. G. Wells and J. B. Priestley have
enshrined the theme of time in the world of literature. We propose,
in this paper, to briefly discuss the salient features of these trends.
Convenience and clarity and not chronology shall determine the
order of the trends discussed here.

Bergsonian philosophy has invariably been considered as one
of the most original and most profound contributions to contem-
porary philosophy. Bergson’s philosophy is a philosophy of evolu-
tion. Bergson felt that all the preceding philosophies of evolution,
notably that of Herbert Spencer, have misapprehended the essence
of evolution. The essence of evolution rests in its manifest stress
on change. If one forsakes the usual scientific standpoint of exter-
nal observation and places oneself at the very heart of Elan Vital,
the conclusion cannot be avoided that change is the only reality.
The pure instant is simply a chimerical supposition,—the only
present ever realized concretely being the “fleeting moment”, in
which the expiring rearward of time and its approaching future
perpetually blend their lights. “You define the present in an
arbitrary manner as that which is”, observes Bergson, “whereas
the present is simply what is being made”. (See Matter and
Memory, page 193). Again, “the universe is not made, but is
being made continuously”. (“Creative Evolution”, p. 255).

P.17
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In fact, this ramification of time into past, present, and future
is one of the most stupendous realilies of the world. We delude
ourselves by conceiving time as an inslant replacing another
(which implies a vacuum between two instants), and not as a
continuous process. Time, correclly understood and released from
certain spatialising notions that have become almost inseparably
entwined with it through the inherent infirmitics of the intellect,
is a process in which none of the parts are external to one another,
but all are interpenctrating,  As Bergson has put it: “Duration
is the continuous progress of the vast which gnaws into the future
and which swells as it advances”.  (Creative Evolution, p. 5).
In reality the entire past is preserved in the present automatically.
Says Bergson: “My mental state, as it advances on the road ot
time, is continuously swelling with the duration which it accu-
mulates: it goes on increasing—rolling upon itself, as a snowball
on the snow”. (Creative Evolution, p. 2).

But, then, what about the external time, the time on which
is based the modern science with its colossal achievements the
time on which we shape our activities, and the time of clocks and
time-pieces? Such time, answers Bergson, is the result of our
unwarranted and fallacious interpretation of time in the language
of space. We shape time in the paitern of space. What facilitates
this illusion is that we distinguish moments in the course of dura-
tion like halts in the passage of a moving body. Duration and
motion are not objects but dynamic processes. They are essen-
tially continuous and heterogeneous.  Hence, all attempts to
observe the Elan Vital are doomed to failure. For, as Bergson
succinctly puts it:  “Time does not require to he seen, but to be
lived”. Infellect is essentially analvtic. Tt abstracts and divides
phenomena to suit its convenience, and then investigates them.
Intellect is uneasy when dealing with things dynamic, but, is
comfortable when confronted with something static.  Besides,
intellect is concerned with utility rather than with the essence of
life. The vision of Ahsolute Truth, in this case Pure Duration,

is obtainable, not by clinging to the intellect, but by seeking the
assistance of instinct or intuition.

Alexander’s position as a philosopher of Time is equally im-
portant. Alexander’s deht to Bergson is all too evident. He
himself is candid enough to write: “I have the good fortune to
be a philosopher of flux and movement, coming in the Alexanderian
wake of Bergson and hoisted on the tide of Einstein”. For Alex-
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ander, as for Bergson, the fundamental feature of duration is that
it is creative. The universe, according to Alexander, is a spatio-
temporal system, evolving towards that state of ultimate perfec-
tion which he calls deity. Space-time is al the very root of
everything. At the primordial stage of existence, primary quali-
ties like shape and numbers appear within the space-time struc-
ture. These qualities are distinct from the qualities of matier like
mass, inertia, and energy. The next stage in the order of emer-
gence is thai of secondary qualities, such as, colour, sound, touch,
taste, smell, etc. The emergence of these secondary qualities is
followed by the emergence of life. The emergence of mind is
the next step in the history of the emergent evoluiion. To cite
Alexander:  “In the course of time, which is the principle of
movement, the matrix of space-time breaks up into finites of ever-
increasing complexity. At certain points in the history of things
finites assume new empirical qualities which are distinctive of
levels of experience, primary qualities, matter; secondary quali-
ties, life, mind”. (Space, Time and Deity, Vol. 1I, p. 335).

Now, throughout this partnership of Space and Time, Time
plays a more prominent and a more decisive role than Space. No
doubt, we are told that Time separated from Space can cause
to emerge only momentary existences; and that true continuity
is the product of Space penetrating into Time. But, we are also
told: “Time with its distinctive features corresponds to the three
dimensions of Space, and in a manner of speech, Time does with
its one-dimensional order cover and embrace the three dimen-
sions of Space, and is not additional to them....Space, even to
be Space, must be temporal”. Time is the soul of Space. In
Alexander’s Philosophy, Time reigns supreme and unchallenged.
To sum up: “Alexander exalts pure movement to the status of
the essence of the world, and speaks of change as the universal
characteristic of all things that have evolved out of the primal

matrix”. (History of Philosophy: Eastern and Western, ed, by
Radhakrishnan and others, Vol. II, p. 364).

Before we embark upon a discussion of the four dimensional
time-space continuum as conceived by Einstein and Minkowski,
it may be of some value and interest to allude to certain promi-
nent pre-relativity developments in this connection. Perhaps,
the earliest systematic account of time as a fourth. .dimiénsion was
given by Fechner, writing under the name of Br T i

book Vier Paradoxe (1846). Annther ear;lir,Q
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subject is a monograph by C. H. Hinton entitled “What is the
Fourth Dimension?” and published in 1887. Hinton did not con-
ceive Time und Space as qualitatively distinct and hetlerogencous.
The four dimensions of Hinton are fundamentally alike, and his
problem was to discover the raison d’ étre of the distinction com-
monly made between the Time dimension and the dimensions of
Space.  As an answer to this problem, Hinton enunciated the idea
of a three-dimensional field of observation moving up the four
dimensional block. According to Hinton, anyone who could per-
ceive Time's exlension (duration) as well as that of Space would
treat the particles of our three-dimensional world as simply sec-
tional views of inert and fixed material threads extending in
a fourth dimension, and would observe that the only thing that
really changed and moved was that three-dimensional field of
observation which we call the present moment. Hence, for Hinton,
the past and the future co-exist, and our experience of change
is the result of a movement between this Time extension and that
which is the present. This, be it noted, rendered the apparent
Time dimension the same for all observers, regardless of the differ-
ent sets of circumstances in which they may be dwelling.

H. G. Wells in his scientific fiction The Time Machine, publish-
ed seven years alter Hinlon’s work, takes a slightly different view.
Wells, at the very outset, stresses the necessity of recognising Time
as a fourth dimension.

“There can be no such thing as an instantaneous Cube. .. .any

real body must have length, Breadth, Thickness, and....Dura-
tion”. ‘

Elsewhere in the same book, Wells refers to the Time-moving
elements as “our mental existences”.  The use of the plural
“existences” is of capital significance. There is no ubiquitous
dynamic stratum, occupying Space belween the different obser-
vers, but a number of ‘mental existences’, one for each observer.
Each of such mental existences would be situated in or about its
corresponding observer’s brain. Hence, if the traversing of the
“mental existence” is the cause of the artificial distinction between
Time and Space, then each observer would envisage Time as
stretching in the direction in which his body line is extended.
Besides, the body lines of various observers are never parallel.
Hence, different observers would maintain varying opinions as to
the correct directions of the Time and Space dimensions,
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Having briefly, rather too briefly, dealt with Time as ahfourth
dimension in the pre-relativity era, wg may now att.end to tt.e conl-
cept of time as the fourth dimension in the space-time cl?n 1.nuuné
The classical concept of time, or the As'tronomfer Royal’s vxezvt;l)
time as Eddington has put it regarded time as 1ndeper‘u-ientfot. ei
frame of reference. The uniformity and s.1mu1tane1-ty 0 A ime
intervals was taken for granted by the classical p_hysms. ds an
instance of the uniformity of time intervals, a’lttentmI} was I:VY:
to the invariably uniform nature of the earth’s rqtatlo‘n roun1 its
own axis, or around the Sun. The concept of time mter\lza s as1
simultaneous is more significant than the other one, In classica
physics it was tacitly assumed that two clocks separated by 1any
distance give the same time provided they havg qnce been‘ synchro-
nised at the same place. The theory of relativity q.uéstxoned th?
validity of such an assumption. The theory of relativity argut-ed,
“We can judge at once whether two clocks show the same t1m'e
when they are at the same place; but how can we determine ’Fhls
for two clocks separated by a distance? In order to compare time
intervals of two distant clocks it is, in principle, necessary to send
a signal. If we direct a beam of light towards the other clock
in order to read it, then we need to know the speed of the signal.
It means that we have to determine the distance as well as the
time the signal takes to reach the second clock; and it is just this
time we set out to find: we have a ‘vicious circle’ argument”.
(The Language of Modern Physics, by E. H. Hutten, p. 123).

The theory of Special relativity also refutes the Newtonian
idea of absolute time which makes it possible for all clocks,
watches, hour-glasses, and any other time measuring devices to
function at a constant and unvarying rate, no matter what their
velocities are. (Einstein, by Philipp Frank, p. 77). The
theory of relativity invokes the well-known fact that the mass
or inertia of matter increases when the velocity increases, and
deduces from this a hypothesis which states: a moving clock,
regardless of its construction, runs slower than a corresponding
clock that is at rest. In other words, the theory of relativity
makes all time ‘local’ to the frames or systems of space and their
velocities. A man travelling at a tremendous speed and an stay-
at-home individual do not live the same span of time between any
two of their meetings. “We may find that, whilst the stay-at-home
individual has aged 70 years, the traveller has aged 1 year. He
has only found appetite for 365 breakfasts, lunches, etc.; his intel-
lect, clogged by a slow-moving brain, has only traversed the
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amount of thought appropriate to one year ot terrestrial life.”
(The Nature of the Physical World, by Sir A. S. Eddington, p. 3y).

Consequently, Binstein advocaied abandoning the concepts of
absolute or objective tume and space.  Nether ue PULLLS Ol space
nor e wslants of time are absolute and objeclive realilies.
Because all tiune is what we five, and all space 1s whal we innaiat.
Rightiy has vr. Alexis Carrel observed : “Lhe nature ol tance
varies according to the objects considered by our mind. LThe
time that we observe in nature has no separate existence. It s
only a mode of being of concrete objects”. (Man, the wn-
known, by Alexis Carrel, p. 156). It will, however, be errone-
ous to suppose that the theory of relalivity requires us to forsuke
the intuitive concepls of time which we obtain from individual
experience. Our customary view ol time is quite satisfactory for
us within a relatively restricted area of space and a limited span
of time. Qur view of time is only inapplicable when applied to
the universe as a whole. As Sir James Jeans has put it: “The
theory of relativity merely suggests that such a scheme (viz., the
concept of time derived from individual experience) is private to
single individuals or to small colonies of individuals; it is a paro-
chial method of measuring, and so is not suited for nature as a
whole”. (The New Background of Science, by James Jeans, p. 99).

But, then, for the study of objective nature, we evidently
require an objective framework. Such a framework was
discovered by Minkowski and Einstein from the Lorentz trans-
formation in which it was lying implicil all the time. And this
framework is the well known iour-dimensional space-time con-
tinuum. Adoption of this framework restores the objectivity of
nature, nay, it specifies this objectivity. We no longer speak of
points of space, or instants of time; we talk of events. Every
event must be regarded as consisting of the four co-ordinates,
Le, the three dimensions of space and the one of time. To sum
up with Einstein: “It is neither the point in space, nor the instant
in time, at which something happens that has physical reality,
but only the event itself. There is no absolute (independent of
the space of reference) relation in space, and no absolute relation
in time between two events, but there is an absolute (independent
of the space of reference) relation in space and time”. (The
Meaning of Relativity, by Albert Einstein, p. 29). Needless
to add, this “absolute relation in space and time” is the four-
dimensional space-time continuum,
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Now, it remains for us to succinctly state the extra}ordinary
theory of Serial Time propounded by J. W, Dunne.. It fwﬂl ;uzt be
possible here to provide the background or 'the logical founda 101.1131
of Dunne’s remarkable experiments in Tm?e. r{:he reader. wi .
have to peruse for himself Dunne’s books, specially “An Experimen
with Time” and “The Serial Universe”.

A series of extremely dramatic dreams, which la.tt.er provted
true, kindled Dunne’s interest in the subject of pre-cognltlonl.)Claxr-
voyance, as an explanation, did not appear .satxsfa'ctory to unne,
who regarded it as “a meaningless expression, a mere admission
of inexplicability”. Nor was Telepathy of any avail. He soon was
driven to the conclusion that these dreams would have revealed
nothing unusual or bizarre to the least extent had they happen-ed
on the nights after the corresponding ev?nt. The only unusuahtly
was that they occurred on the wrong 'r.nghts.. They were merely
displaced in Time. (An Experiment with Time, by J. W. Dunne,
pp. 49-50).

Reassured that there was nothing unusual in his' drea.ms, Dunne
initiated a series of experiments starting‘, at first, \.mth himself, andé
later on he requested others to join him. I?e,. in due c?urse ;)d
time, found: (1) Every dimension of time,-or Tm.\e-'travelhng fie
of presentation’, as he calls it, is “contalrhxed vszl.thm a f'ield (;Ee
dimension larger, travelling in anotheI" duflensw? of 'I"lme, ﬁ
larger field covering events which are ‘past’ and futl}re ) as we
as ‘present’, to the smaller field”. In other wo.rds, '-l'lme. 1_52’! con(i
tained within Time?, and Time? is, in turn, contained in Time?, an
so on ad infinitum.

(2) 'This hypothesis led Dunne to the .unav.oidable c.onclu.sion
that “the serialism of the fields of presenta?lon (ie. the”dlmensgins
of Time) involves the existence of a ser1a'1 oi;server . IP other
Words, Time! has its own observer!, and Time possesses 1ts‘ OV&;I"I
observer?, and so on ad infinitum. Now, all the observations [:fas ,
‘uture’, and ‘present’ of the observer! are not only the ob_serva 1:;15
of observer?. but of all the infinite observers_ c?rrespor;imgbto e
infinite dimensions of the Serial Time: Similarly, tra e otsezva11
tions of observer? are not only observations of. observer3, but of a
the infinite observers. Each observer perceives not only occur-
rences in his own field of presentation, but also the events occur-
ring in all the fields lower than itself.

Consequently, Dunne concludes: (3) “The Focus of atten-
tion in any field has the same number of dimensions as that fleld,
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and is a dimensional centre of the foci of attention in all the higher

fields”. (An Experiment with Time, by J. W. Dunne, pp. 158-
159) .

With this, we conclude our brief survey of the primacy of Time
in contemporary philosophy. We have come across Time as crea-
tive and dynamic, Time as the fourth dimension in th
continuum, and the Serial Time. Our survey of this rich variety
of the philosophies of Time has been deplorably cursory owing to

paucity of space. We have heen content to draw a

bare map with
no specifications of details. Nevertheless, we hope that the paper
will succeed in providing

g a broad perspective of the prominent
trends in contemporary thought and the preponderant presence of
Time in them. Perhaps, the theme of Time may be characterized
as the embodiment of the Zeitgeist of contemporary thought,

€ space-time

Book Reviews

On Selfhood and Godhood, by C. A. Campbell (Gifford Lectures
for 1953-54 and 1954-55). Published by George Allen and

Unwin, price 35s. net.

The book is rather ambitious in its scope. It traverses a wide
field of both religion and philosophy and seeks to justif.y thc? truth
of religion through reason. The main question it raises is, can
religion be true? The truth of religion is most often sought t‘o
be established through religious experience itsell. To the r<.el1-
gious mind, the question is very simple. God certainly does exist,
because He is the natural object of religious experience.. There
would in fact be no religious experience without God. fI‘h1s answe.r
is not acceptable to the author. He thinks that religious experi-
ence cannot claim to be ultimate like moral expex:ience. Moral
experience is ultimate, and therefore its objectivity cannot b.e
doubted. There is an objective moral order which every 1‘nd1-
vidual must accept as true. The same cannot be'said of religious
experience. Its truth therefore requires to be reinforced .through
rational or purely philosophical consideratio.ns.. Does phllosoph‘y
supply us with any reasons for regarding religion to be true? His
answer is in the affirmative.

The first part of the book deals with the reality and the nature
of the self. For him, self-consciousness proves the self-identity of
the self and its substantival character. The self is to be distin-
guished from what is called the person. The person may change.
He is the whole of the body and the mind. The self, on the other
hand, is the self-identical element in the person. The most im-
portant aspect of the life of the self is its moral activity. The
self recognises that certain courses of action are obligatory upon
it. There is such a thing as the moral imperative or the catego-
rical imperative for it. This ‘moral ought’ stands in irrecor'lcilab.le
opposition to the natural dispositions of the person‘ acquired .m
life. He is naturally inclined to act in accordance with these dis-
positions. But his duty or what he ought to do is always opposed
to those dispositions. The individual self, h?wevgr, stands above
his dispositions, free to act in accordance w1tb his duty énd free
to yield to his dispositions. Mr. Campbell re.]ects the view fchat
an individual is free only in so far as his actions are determined
by reason, and that therefore there are degrees of freedom. For

P .8
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him, [reedom is normal for every individual, and it cannot be
qualified as being more in one individual and less in another. All
individuals are equally free to do the right or to yield to the
promplings of desire.

In the second part, Mr. Campbell takes up the main question
of the truth of religion. Religion he defines as “a state of mind
comprising beliel in the reality of a super-natural being or beings
endued with transcendent power and worth, together with the
complex emotive attitude of worship intrinsically appropriate
thereto.” 248. With this definition he works out the thesis that
theism is the natural and the best expression of the religious con-
sciousness. The question ‘is religion truc?” thus transforms itself
into the question ‘is theism true?’.

He then proceeds to answer the objection to theism from the
cxistence of evil. He thinks that the existence of moral evil or
sin does not challenge thcism. There is no original sin. Every
man sins on his own account. Since freedom is the necessary
presupposition of the moral uplift of the individual and the pro-
cess of soul-making, the possibility to fall or to sin cannot be ruled
out by a good God. It is different with physical suffering, if it is
intense and long-continued. It is unjustified, if God is good and
all-powerful. But some justification can still be given. After all
our world may be the best possible world governed by laws. There
may no doubt be some innocent persons who suffer on account of
the inexorableness of these laws; but then is it not better to have
this world as it is rather than not have any world at all?
Mr. Campbell thinks that the world on the whole is good. And if
we have faith in God who is good, we may be sure that He will
compensate those, who suffer here unnecessarily, in the hereafter.
So the law of justice will still hold good. Mr. Campbell, of course,

is not very happy about this answer, but then nothing further can
be done about it.

The question still remains, is theism true? He thinks that
the qualities of wisdom, power and goodness which we ascribe to
God cannot be literally true. They are based upon thought and
will. But neither of these activities, because of their inherent
limitations, can belong to God. Thought, as judgment, is intrin-
sically incapable of knowing the real. Similarly, will presupposes
desire. One cannot will if one is absolutely {ree from all desire.
But if that is so, we cannot understand the above-mentioned quali-
ties of God literally. This induces Mr. Campbell to assert that the
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1 evolution of theism is towards supra-rational theisrr.l. %o
pature i' 4s theism true?’ is to be replaced by the question ‘is
the anes 'lonl theism true?’. This supra-rational theism is the
Sur)ra-r;l tlt(}):e?sm propounded by Rudolf Otto. Here it is clearly
izzr:gn(;sed that God is beyond all human concep’?ion and human
comprehension (mysterium). His two great attrlbuteshared awe(i
inspiring power and majesty (tremendum) on the oneT }?n , }?n]
enthralling joy and value (fascinans) on tbe other. .e‘ w (Z?
conception of God, the holy, is summed up in the words: ‘mys 1()2
rium tremendum et fascinans’. The attributes (')f God mflst e
understood symbolically only. God, the mysterlous' and .mcom-
prehensible, has something in Him which has' affinity with the
highest we know of power and value, but which far ﬁranscends
what we know of them. We must admit that we, as finite humag
beings, are quite incompetent, by our very nature, to know Go
as God really is. All we can do is to use.the best symbols we
know, and rest content with that symbolisation.

So far the truth of religion has been considered from the stand-
point of the religious consciousness itself. But .what 'al?out per-
<ons who disown this consciousness and question its v'ahdlty? For
them as well as for the religious mind, for the s'ceptlc as well as
for the believer, Mr. Campbell offers metaphy‘smal reasons .why
the sort of God envisaged by supra-rational theism can b.e said ;0
be a real God. This is perhaps the weakest part of his whole

thesis.

He rejects the ontological argument foz: God. as well as the
teleological argument. But he does not reject either the moral
argument or the cosmological argument. Strangely however as
it would appear, he develops his whole metap}}ysmal. argument
from the law of non-contradiction. Starting \.Nlth' this law, he
shows why ultimate reality must be a un.ity in difference or a
unity that explains differences. Since nothing can be exter.nal to
this unity, it must be both infinite and eternal. The best unity we
know of is mind or spirit. In so far as the unity of the. Spirit
is all-inclusive, it can truly be spoken of as endowed w1th' all-
power and all-glory. Again, in so far as everything is contam.ed
harmoniously within it and there is nothing that can challenge its
integrity or wholeness, it may be said to re;?resent the highest
joy or value. Thus what the religious man believes can be' s.hown
to be metaphysically necessary. The freedom of the 1nd1v1dfxal,
with its possibility of moral achievement, can also bg reconciled
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with the eternal character of God. For God contains within Him
all time and also transcends it.

The whole presentation of the subject is clear, comprehensive
and altogether up-to-date. The author is fully conscious of the
objections of modern analytical and sceptical philosophy against
the reality of the soul and the reality of God. But he is not deter-
red from his purpose or dismayed by the volume of arguments
against the truth of religion. He holdly defends that truth against
all objections. But the most novel thing about his presentation
of the subject is that he justifies the truth of religion on meta-
physical grounds and thus assimilates religion to philosophy.
Reason, according to him, can determine the truth of religion.
Although, naturally, reason cannot take the place of religious expe-
rience, it can at least validate the truth of that experience. It can
show that the metaphysical structure of reality is not alien to what
the religious man believes to be the case. We here, in India, do
just the opposite. We assimilate philosophy to religion. We try
to show that philosophy has something of the method and the

motivation of religion, and that it is in a sense the highest form
of religion.

It appears to us that the deduction of the nature of the ulti-
mate truth from the law of non-contradiction alone is far-fetched
and unconvincing; and to identify the metaphysical truth thus
arrived at with the object of religious experience is even more so.
In our opinion, reason has a humbler task. Unaided, it can only
analyse a particular form of experience, and thus get at the ulti-
mate presuppositions of that experience. It is a means to the
knowledge of what are called first principles. But this knowledge
is bound to be unsatisfactory in the end. No first principles of
cxperience are ever above criticism. They raise doubts and new
problems. Reason cannot satisfactorily solve them. What reason
needs is a higher intuition of reality. For that, reason depends
upon the revealed word. It is here, in the matter of a guidance
from above, that philosophy merges with religion, and becomes a
form of religion and even a fulfilment of the religious urge. Reason,
informed by a revelation from above, can so analyse our entire
experience that it begins to yield the highest possible significance.
Religion in a narrow sense or as dogma is thus lifted to religion
in a higher sense or religion in the form of absolute truth, which
is known to be self-evidently true. This view of the relation of
philosophy to religion is however a matter outside the scope of the
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present review. We shall here only suggest a few criticisms of

the thesis presented by Mr. Campbell.

(a) Mr. Campbell relies upon thettestfin;;)lnysz);f Selgi(:nffcu:;;
i _identity o e .

e 1:()1 Ei?gvlft, t:ediss(‘zglégfm rgust be drawn between the
self-identical and substantival core of the ‘selif and th.eih;ha?(;g;;g_
functions of thought, feeling and will. If thinking o;’dwl ) lg)e e
ed an essential part of the real self, t}'xe latter co(tlx ?oit selt
idéntical in the different moments of its suppose dz.ac ‘1v y..h e
functioning subject is not the real self. .We must hlstlfngults. the
If as it is in itself without any function from the functioning
Seb' t which is changing and relative. The latter may be called
:;:eJZ:np‘iZical self of Kant and the former the rej,-al noufnenal' sel'f.
The two are ordinarily known simultaneously in a mixed 1nltu1-
tion, and that is why we confuse them together. But we can an}i\ yie
th;:m out, and so distinguish them. . What can be known i\fs c V;Eb;
ing or as momentary is the empirical self or th.e not-self. a
cannot be thus known but what is presuppos.ed in all suc}? kn(.>w-
ledge is the real immutable self. It is essenhal?y 'unchang;on.g, t1'm-
mediate and self-revealing. We cannot know 1? in the objec 1v<;
attitude. We only speak it as immediate. It is in a very re}z:
sense self-luminous. It is the spirit par 'excellence, wl:lde the
subject and its functions are spiritual only in a transferre ser.xsi.
We must distinguish the activities of the mind from the pure s‘plrll,
which is essentially non-mental and of th.e natt'lre of.a‘ pure 1n’:;3 -
ligence. The Western equivalence of mind with spirit is funda-

mentally wrong.

(b) The self has been described by Mr. Campbell as essen-
tially free. It is free in choosing between dl..lty. and desire. fWe
agree that the self is by nature free. But is it absolutely .re:a
when it acts? Is it free in choosing between duty .an('i desire?
Evidently, the self must pass through a process of thinking or of
reflection, in which it is influenced by various conflicting motives,
among them the motive of duty, before it can act freely as we
say. No act, however free, can issue directly or abruptly from
the self, without any process of thinking whatsoever. If .that were
possible, the act would be quite arbitrary ar}d eccentric, not. an
expression of freedom. If what we have said is true, the acquxre.d
character has quite an important influence on all our free de‘cx-
sions. Mr. Campbell however identifies acquired character Wlth
desire and distinguishes duty from it. If Mr. Campbell were right,
it would be quite as easy for a saint to sin as for a sinner to do

testimony is re
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the right act. Tt appears 1o us that the decision between the right
and the wrong is not the result of a simple yes or no freely given.
Our freedom is in a sense in the process of building up, and our
character plays an important part in it. Without character,
acquired through deeisions made in the past, our freedom is a
myth. We go farther than that. We suggest that it is not the
will that is free. The will is always swayed by motives and influ-
enced by the past history of the individual. It is the sclf that js
free. We enjoy freedom of being, not freedom of action. In the
realm of action, our freedom is more or less negalive. All we
can say is that we are never compelled to act one way or other.
Our freedom here is relative only. We are influenced by the
higher as well as the lower motives. We become freer as we
choose the higher in preference to the lower. Frecedom admits of
degrees. Absolute Freedom is freedom of being only.

(¢) The idea of God creating individuals who are morally
free is fraught with difficultics. What is created has no being of
its own. It is wholly dependent upon the being of the Creator.
But what is dependent for its very bheing upon some-one else
cannot claim rightly any part of its activily as independent of its
creator. If all of us are created equally free, how is it that our
moral decisions differ so very widely? There must be a reason
for this difference apart from the freedom which we all equally
share. We contend that man, as a spiritual being, is not created
at all. He exists in his own right and is not subordinate to, or
dependent upon, any other heing. He alone is responsible for
what he does, and the history of his deeds has no beginning. It
is not the case that he starts with a clean slate at a particular time,
and then makes his first moral decision {recly and unencumbered
by his past. He has always a past which determines him more
or less, and always a future which he can be said 1o make {reely.

The question of evil, moral or natural, is a simple one on this
view. God, the Perfcet One, has nothing to do with the evil that
there is. Each individual, human or sub-human, is the sole author
of his own suffering and his own destiny. There is no room for
the least injustice anywhere in the moral universe. FEvery indi-
vidual reaps what he sows. Only it is not the actions of this life
alone that count. Man is a pilgrim of cternity. This is not the
first life that he has had. Indecd this cannot be proved. But
then nothing about religion can ever be proved. In this sphere,
we all depend upon the evidence of revelation. If we do not
accept that cvidence, we have neither hic after death, nor one
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before our birth in this body. If we accept that evidence and also
want a rational belief in a religious sense, then individual respon-
sibility for everything that happens to the individual is more
rational than God’s lack of wisdom or power or goodness. We
must keep God clear of all responsibility for what happens to the
individual. All evil from which man suffers is his own handi-
work, never the handiwork of God.

(d) Mr. Campbell has ruled out the possibility of a finite
individual ever knowing God fully for what He is. No human
concept can grasp positively the transcendent reality of God or
the mysterium. But then are we merely emotionally related to
Him,—mystified and enthralled by His transcendence? If so, the
problem of knowledge will always remain on our hands. If some-
thing exists, it demands to be known. Mere faith cannot take the
place of knowledge as a permanent attitude. Faith is legitimate
only when it is a stepping-stone to knowledge. It demands to
be transformed into knowledge. If it cannot be so trans-
formed, there is bound to be frustration in an intellectual
sense. Our intellect, however, refuses to accept defeat, when the
problem is legitimate. There is almost no limit to the subtlety
of its perceplion and its approximation to the truth. If every
concept {alls short, the intellect is quite competent to reject every
concept and directly intuit what cannot be conceived, provided
reality is, by its own nature, self-revealing to it. There is thus
need of a religion of knowledge. If real and direct knowledge is
not possible, we must be honest enough to admit that there is no
problem here, and that any belief in God is quite fictitious. But
if knowledge is possible, and we believe it is, it can be neither
sensuous nor judgmental. It will be in some sense of the term
an “intellectual intuition” or what in Vedantic terminology is call-
ed aparoksa-andbhiti. This religion of knowledge is bound to
supersede all other forms of religion in the end.

(e) Mr. Campbell says that God cannot be literally conceiv-
ed or known, He can only be symbolised. But what is the use
of mere symbols, if we cannot know through them the symboli-
sandum? A symbol has cognitive value, if it points to the sym-
bolisandum and thus leads to its actual knowledge. Treated as
the last word in knowledge, it defeats its own purpose. We have
the symbol—we do not know what it symbolises, Is it not useless
even as a symbol? It brings us no nearer the truth. Symbols play
a useful and legitimate part when they pin-point the thing we
want to know but cannot otherwise know. When they have thus
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led to knowledge, we can throw away the symbol. The symbol
is not the thing. We contend that the ultimate reality or the
Absolute Spirit, which 1s the object of religion, is always known
and known by the necessily of ils own nature, only it is not
recognised. The symbol helps recognition. We might even go so
far as to say that if ever we know anvthing, it is God and God
alone. We do not know anything else. The sun stands in all
its glory before us. Qur eyes are open, but we do not sce. We
see, and yet we do not see through some inner defect. The
symbol helps to remove this defect of ignorance. That symbol
is best which helps the most. The symbol has a literal meaning
and a non-literal meaning. It is the latter which is more im-
portant when we want to know something that is beyond thought
and speech. The Indian tradition of Vedanta makes an effective
use of symbolization for purposes of knowledge. It is called
laksand.

(f) Philosophy is just another name for this religion of
truth. Nothing however can be got from the law of mnon-
contradiction. What is more significant than this law is our
actual experience. This experience is many-sided. There is
such a thing as religious experience. But that experience merely
sets the problem. In does not solve it. To solve it, we must tackle
our cognitive experience in all its forms, guided by a super-reve-
lation. When our cognition is put right, and we know the Abso-
lute Truth, we shall have realized the highest in every sense.

Mr. Campbell’s book is easy to read and interesting through-
out. Even a lay man can understand it and profit from it. He
has tackled some of the most important problems of the philo-
sophy of religion. His method throughout is that of pure reason.
He does not avoid awkward or difficult questions. He faces them
boldly. If his answer is not fully satisfactory to him, he admits
it. He is a theist in the best sense of the term. Indians parti-
cularly will find a lot of instruction in this book. The contrast
between the highest in the Western Christian religion and philo-
sophy and the highest in their own Vedantic tradition is bound to
force itself upon their minds. The sort of supra-rational theism
which Mr. Campbell advocates is not very far from what would
he understood as the ultimate truth of Vedanta. But the approach
in each case is very different, and so is the final conclusion.
Mr. Campbell is satisfied with a purely religious approach to the
ultimate reality, and disclaims the very possibility of a direct and
complete knowledge of it. Vedanta, on the other hand, seeks
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primarily nothing but such knowledge, and subordinates the purely
religious approach of feeling and will to it. However that be, the
book will be found immensely useful to all who seek a rational
presentation of religious beliefs. Mr. Campbell is to be congratulated
for a very outstanding work.

The Meeting of The East and The West In Sri Aurobindo’s Philo-
sophy: By Sri S. K. Maitra, Honorary Professor of
Philosophy, Benaras Hindu University; pp. 451; Price Rs. 8;
Published by Sri Aurobindo Ashram, Pondicherry.

Dr. Maitra is a well-known authority on the philosophy of Sri
Aurobindo. He has already given us two works on the subject,
viz.,, An Introduction to the Philosophy of Sri Aurobindo and
Studies in Sri Aurobindo’s Philosophy, and the latter has already
gone out of print. The present work is a continuation of the
author’s labour of love, and in a way it is also an ‘integration’ of the
previous works, especially because two articles from Studies In
Aurobindo’s Philosophy have been included in it. This work is a
collection of the articles written by Sri Maitra from time to time
on the philosophy of Sri Aurobindo which were published in ‘Sri
Aurobindo Mandir Annual’ and ‘The Advent’. The book opens
with the article on ‘The Meeting of The East and The West In
Sri Aurobindo’s Philosophy’ after which the book is entitled. Dr.
Maitra has taken pains to show in this article how the philosophy
of Sri Aurobindo presents a fine and harmonious blending of the
salient features of Eastern and Western thought. In fact that is
the dominant note of the whole book, for it has been the endea-
vour of the author to show what he considers to be the onesided-
ness of the Eastern and the Western thought taken singly. Whether
one agrees with all that is said in the book is a different question.
The book is principally a comparative study of the philosophical
systems of the leading philosophers of the West like Plato, Plotinus,
Hegel, Hartmann, Bergson and Whitehead on the one hand and
the philosophy of Sri Aurobindo on the other. 'There is an inte-
resting chapter on ‘Sri Aurobindo and Goethe’ in which an elabo-
rate comparison is drawn between the ‘Faust’ of Goethe and the
‘Savitri’ of Sri Aurobindo. Besides these, we have two more
chapters on ‘Sri Aurobindo and The Problem of Evil’ and ‘Is Sri
Aurobindo a Mystic?” The book contains eleven chapters in all.
It would not be an exaggeration to say that this is the first work

P.9
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in the comparative study of an eminent eastern philosopher and
several leading philosophers of the West.  This undoubtedly is Dr.

Maitra’s distinctive contribution to the study of comparative philo-
sophy.

Now let us consider some of the controversial issues treated of
in this book. While reading this work one gathers the impression
that Sri Aurobindo’s philosophy, according to the author, is the
last word in philosophy, either Eastern or Western. So far as
mere conceptual systems are concerned, it may not be difficult to
show the superiority of a system which is essentially based on
spiritual experience; but when it is confronted with other systems
of the latter type, one may find it difficult to see any justification
for this rather exaggerated belief on the part of our author. Sri
Aurobindo’s philosophy is essentially and in all its important fea-
tures a continuation of the Vaisnava philosophical tradition. Some
of its features, however, which are said to be novel and peculiar
10 it, tend to set the philosophical and the spiritual clock backwards.
We take up only one instance for consideration. An earthly,
i.e., bodily immortality is, according to our author, “one of the
most startling features of Sri Aurobindo’s conception of evolu-
tion”.! 'The message of Sri Aurobindo’s Philosophy can be summed
up, according to him, “in two words: earthly immortality, or as
the Kathopanishad puts it, atra brahma samas$nuté”?2 Now this
conception is not in any way new either to the East or to the West,
where we come across sporadic efforts to perpetuate the body
either by material or spiritual alchemy. But it is worthwhile to
note that efforts of this kind have never found favour with respec-
table spiritual and philosophical circles either of the East or of
the West. “The wise ones,” categorically declares Srimadbhaga-
vata, “do not look at such efforts with an eye of respect; for futile
are such efforts, because of the perishable nature of the body”3
“Death is inevitable for that which is born” asserts the Bhagavad-
gita? That ‘the self is not the body’ is the corner-stone of all the
systems of Indian philosophy, with the negligible exception of the
Charvaka school. It is significant that Advaita Vedanta begins by
pointing to the need for discrimination between what is eternal

1. An Introduction to the Philosophy of Sri Aurobindo, p. 8.

2. The Meeting of The East and The West in Sri Aurobindo’s Philosophy,
p. 383.

3. Srimadbhagavat 11, 28, 41-43,
4 1II, 27,
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and what is non-eternal (Nitydnityavastuviveka)“. Dr. Maitra
himself says very rightly that Indian PhiloS(?phy was from the
Leginning turned inwards. The highest reality was‘always };:on-
ceived as Atman or Self, aru_i the duty ’of man was to see, hear,
think and contemplate it’ (Atmd va aré d'rqstavyahST otavyo @an-
tavyo nididhyasitavyah) Furthe.r, Dr. lyffltra quotes approving-
ly the rejection by Maitreyi, the w1'fe of Yajnavalkya, of ever‘s‘rthmg
that was of the nature of not-Self in .her mel?norable Wox::i?se, W.}.lat
shall I do with that which does not give me 1mmorta1.1ty ? Y.a]na-
S Ikya takes pains to convince Maitreyi that the Self is the hlgh‘est
\E,{Zality and that the Self alone is the highest value; for everything
is dear’for the sake of the Self, but th(ﬂewSelf is n?t dear for any-
thing else; it is dear for its own sake. Ya]‘navalkya s ‘rep¥y to Mait-
xl-eyi’s question clearly shows that real immortality lies in self-rea-
lization. In the light of this, Dr. Maitra’s interpretation of t.he
scriptural statement ‘Atra brahma samasnuté’ so as to mean bodily
immortality seems to be unwarranted and farfe.tched. ’ The real
meaning of the same seems to be that one can ref:lhze one’s own sTelf
or its identity with Brahman in this very life, in this very bodily
existence. Itisnota post-mortem affair, because all that is neefied
is the right sort of knowledge of the Immortal Self. Dr._l\/{altra
rightly recognizes the importance of the fa'lmou's Mahdvidkyces
which seek to impart the knowledge of the_ 1den"..‘1ty ”of the Self
with Brahman. «wThere are certain cryptic sayings”, says our
author, “which have changed the whole course of human thought:.
Such are the famous statements of the Upanisad;, like tat twam ast,
Sarvarh Khalvidam Brahma, So’ham asmi”.’ But nowhere do we
find the real implications of these ‘cryptic sayings’ brought out
either by Dr, Maitra or even by Sri Aurobindo, whose interpreta-
tion of the same may be said to approximate to the Vaisnava philo-
sophies, which hardly do justice to these unambiguous and cate-
gorical sentences.

Sri Maitra occasionally waxes eloquent on some issues, like
the divinity of the world. “If God exists and has created the world,”
says Sri Maitra, “then His creation cannot be looked upon as undi-
vine and unreal.”® So the world is real and divine. But obviously the
word ‘real’ seems to be used rather loosely and not in the well-

The Meeting of The East and The West, p. 306.
Ibid., p. 4.

Ibid., p. 243.

1bid., p. 383,

LN,
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defined sense in which we find it used, say, in Advaita Vedanlta,
Can we say, even according to Sri Aurobindo, that the reality of
the world is of the same order as that of its creator God? How
can that which is wholly dependent for its existence on God be as
real as God? Sri Aurobindo himself calls the power of creation
that we find in Matter, Life and Mind ‘a delegated power and not
an inherent right’; they are ‘derivative energies’. The relation
between God and the world is that of one-sided dependence and
not a mutual one. Advaita Vedinta, with its rigorous logic, boldly
declares the world ‘illusory’ in the technical sense of the term viz.,
different from the ‘Real’ which is Brahman, as also diflerent from
the ‘unreal’ hare’s horn. The ‘Real’ can never be created; it is
always there. The very fact that the world is ‘created’ is enough
ground for its being ‘lusory’ or Mayik—janyatvameva janyasya
mayikatva samarpakam, This, however, is not to deny its empiri-
cal reality. But empirically real does not mean the Real or that
which is never contradicted. Even an illusion seems to be real
so long as it is not cancelled. That is why it is called by the Advai-
tins Pratibhdsika Satya Le., the apparently real. No such distine-
tions among the various orders of reality are to be found elucidated
in the work under consideration. This is responsible for a lot of
confusion in the treatment of some important philosophical pro-
blems. ‘The problem of change may be cited by way of an instance,

The world or becoming is real according to our author. The
following quotation will give some idea of our author’s futile effort
to establish the reality of change : —“The reality of change will
have to be accepted along with the reality of the permanent. But
the two must not be treated as two separate realities. Change
must be related to the permanent as parts of its nature. In other
words, change is a manifestation of the nature of the permanent.
But this manifestation cannot be said to change the nature of the
permanent. The permanent cannot be said to evolve with the
evolution of the changing”? But it seems the author’s solution of
the problem gives rise to more difficulties than it seeks to solve.
“The problem of change”, according to F. H, Bradley, “defies solu-
tion, so long as change is not degraded to the rank of mere appear-
ance”.® Gaudapida and Sri Harsa by a similar dialectic have
established the anirvachaniya character of change, which cannot

9. Ibid., p. 444.
10. Appearance and Reality, Ninth Impression, p. 41.
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be described, according to them, either in 'terfns of the i‘eal 01;1.12
e of h ’ real without involving us in mnumera].o e contrz
t‘fm?s o e examine Sri Maitra’s position in the light of this
df0t10n§- e Esn e is a part of the nature of the perman’ent as
d‘alec"lf:- e ?d gha\ve it. is it an essential part or an 'accxdentél
S only? V;’;’ ‘:t is part o% its essential nature, then obviously this

tradictory.
it nd permanence are con
bility; for change 210 ¥ ermanence will

part only?

e ibility, change and p
en granting the possibili Y,

Secfndelayi’niz oni and we will have either permanence or change. In

coalesc )

ill cease to be permanent and will be
the latte.r o thtiu?: ::; I:::;nvgilihange; but without something per-
e oae itself will remain inexplicable. Hence this alterna-
nfaanent, change :e ted. On the other alternative, permanence alone
tve c‘annot; . I?:ngi is .either not available at all or is reduci‘ble to
remains an fC the illusory. If change, as we are. told, is th.e
the 'Statu:' N of the nature of the permanent, then evidently mani-
mamff—‘ Sta‘ lOr:)‘c the same thing as the permanent itself. That means
festation 151 nifestation is accidental so far as the permanent is
change o m’;he manifestation may be there or may not be there,
conce}:nede'zrmanent is always there. Moreover, since we are also
:’ol;fl ttl?atp this manifestation does not irlx1 any wz;yr aiftfeicst (;‘.I}llley r:;:

j e illusory; fo
‘nature of the rz‘:lrcr:a?;:‘.t’ dl(:e;m:litt le)ef’fect any modification in its
llllési::tuigpein any case, it is difficult to see how change can be
subs .

real in the same sense in which the permanent is real,

What now is the real nature of the p'errf}anent or.t;\x; .I:xbso‘%;l}:
according to Sri Maitra? “Strictly spe‘akmg 3 §ays %n ai rz;\,/I an
Absolute is neither Being nor Becoming, nelther' ne (11101' n 1311-,
but is beyond both. Stability and movgment, unity anl m” 11pI

i in fact, our mental representations of the Absolute”, In
:llatg l?gr}i of this quotation, one fails to see how change or bfec‘:ommg
can be called ‘real’, being essentially subjective. An Advaitic ;on—
clusion seems to be inevitable, unless of course we refgse t? a}cle
the full implications of the nature of the Absolute as given 1}1:; e
said quotation. It is in view of the non-(.iual c’haracter of Bra alx;
that the scriptures declare the non—exxs'tentlal character of a
diversity that we find given in our experience. Further, they detc-
lare that he who sees diversity here passes from one death to

11. An Introduction to The Philosophy of Sri Aurobindo, p. 13; The
Meet.ing of The East and The West, p. 443.
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another.  “iLilosophy must have no phobia”; rightly advises Dr.
Maitra, and consequently, according to him, “philosophers must be
in a position to face truth boldly, even if it me
their most cherished views” 13
to its own author in view of
own position, which betrg
lity of the world.

ans giving up some of
This advice may he recommended
he inconsistencics involved in his
¥s a native prejudice in favour of (he rea-

Sri Maitra misses no opportunity of hitting hard at those Sys-
tems of philosophy which regard the world as some kind of appear-
ance and not real. He as no truck with ‘illusionism’ of any sort as he
puts the matter. But what is the alternative system of metaphysics
cfiered to us in its place? It is the Lilavada of Sri Aurobindo, It
appears to us that there s nothing new in this view. This view finds
place in the Vedanta aphorisms of Badarayana.l4 But this concep-
tion of Lilg or sport has heen very correctly interpreted by Sri
Shankaracharya consistently with his fundamental position of
Vivartaviada. Paul Deussen rightly says that such explanations of
the creative activity of God form part of ‘exoteric’ and not ‘esoteric’
Vedanta, it is lower knowledge (aparg vidyd), not higher know-
ledge (parg vidyd). They are no more than concessions to com-
mon man’s understanding who cannot rise to Advaitic heights all
at once. Prior to Srj Shankar;‘xchérya, Gaudapada, in his famous
Mandukya Kariks treated of the varjous theories of creation

orld. As against this, it may be argued
bject present in sport; for if it were,
sport would lose jtg spontaneous character., But even this view
does not seem to pe tenable. It cannot be denied that at least
recreation is the object of sport, and that it indicates the presence
of same inner tension. But no such tension or necessity can be
pointed out in the case of God or the Absolute, This view, too,
must therefore be rejected, for it is anthropomorphic and theore-

tically unsatisfactory. The creation of a world full of misery and
evil for the sake of mere sport would reflect adversely on the nature
of God.

We have tried to €xpress our genuine differences of opinion
on some important philosophical issues. This, however, does not

12. Brh, Upnisad, 1V, 4, 19; Kath. Upnigad, I, 4, 11,

13. The Meeting of The East and The West, pp. 443-444,
14. Vedanta Sutra, 2, 1, 33,
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