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PREFACE.

The subject of this little essay forms the ground i
of the whole Advaitic philosophy. Naturally 1 have
found great difficulty in presenting it in proper form.

] am quite aware that I shall be accused by many of
inconsistency so far as the main argument of the tollowing
pages 18 concerned. But I believe that such Inconsistency
will be found to be partly at least due to the nature of
the subject. I have tried to show the unlimitedness
of reason, and yet at the same time I have been pointing _
out itS ]iHl]‘tELti(_;I]H. I ]l(l]d ]mth Yit“s.\':-« fo ]){* tI'UE‘, and* ‘
both consistent with each other. All that I have to say
in this place 1s that | shall be very thankful to those of
my readers who will kindly favour me with a thorough_ é

going criticismu of this standpoint.
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It 1s common to speak of the limitations-of reason.

But that 1S a view of reason which is not self-consistent :
1t 1S 1rrational. Kvery system of

Every system pro- thought necessarily proceeds on the
ceeds on the assump- assumption of the unlimited powers
tion of the unhimited of reason. Lven systems which are
powers of reason most eritical of those powers do
1mply that that eriticism i1s rational.

Reason then 1s the only judge of i1ts own lLimitations ;
and this 15 to give to recason a potency beyond 18
supposed limitations. There 1s no point of view higher
than reason from which reason 1tself may be enticised:
We are not 1 this nnduly stretching the meanimg of
Tht'* term “i':*;lmm.” l*xu‘t' Wll' r‘aver We adlE Tt'*qllil'e{l to
l}hii”-*“}lhifﬁ" We are undorstood to ]1:'1.,:(:.{‘1_*11 on the ASSUHP-
t0;) that reason 1s the il;_‘{]li"?‘ﬂt tribunal of 11}-‘1)““’1 , evel
M cases i which diveet mysiical experience 1s supposed
ﬂl ]n‘ ]H"E_f}lt*i'

than reason, the :1%:-«111111‘%&01‘1 s that 1t 18

hi{f} )} - L ‘
sher | cause 1t makes C';i_HHI the dehiciencies of reason

an

1'“'1'*']1'\' makes reason more rational ; in other words,

B8t it is o 1 | ‘
1615 a higher form of reason.




possibilities of “being”

procedure

2

PhiquOph“ 1n our Qpini[rn, 18 tll(“ attitude of.. reason
ST This reason ‘s not to be understood ag
v set of ultimate poﬁitions ; such
Lok an dl hé po:-;itiuﬂ-“‘, if attainable, I‘Gq.llil‘tj reason
““‘conc ete‘ qniversal.” 10 establish them. It 1:-1 not ‘the

thing as what Dr. Bosanquet

His concrete uni-

towards reality.
an

r

Ssame

by the concrete nniversal.

a construction of thought,
latter’s postulates. It is neither a presupposition of

nor 1s 1t a fact of direct

mealis _ _
and 1mphes all the

versa! 18

thoucht experience : 1t 15 not
1ought,
eeal in either of these two SENSes.
doubt “inclined to see 1n thought the prineiple of con-
is really significant 1s h1is admission

Dr. Bosanquet 1s no

creteness;” but what
that “no absolutely self-contained experience 1S accessible

to finite intelligences, and that therefore they must always

be on one side discursive,” p. 56, Our standpomnt is

necessarily that of the fimte intelligence; and for 1t, ‘the_

concrete universal can only be a construct, a system of
formal connections, and not something in which “every
det ‘| has gained incalculably in vividness and 1n mean-
ing, by reason of the intricate interpretation and inter-

connection, through which thought has developed 1ts

1)

p. 56. This language can only be

significant of a fact of direct experience. But the con-
crete universal 1s not the experience of any one. 'fhought
as suc: 18 not intuitive; and anything which has the
universality of thought can never be *

“1‘"‘

R . e B

an experienced
mm_.________________m-___'-

Ty e N

L ‘e appeal to “ the whole > is not 2 detatched or arbitrary
but the same thing with the principle known as the
princirle of non-contradiction The .
value p. 40. Also see pp. g1 and 56.

principle of Individulity and

L aie




whole. The conecrete universal is a whole which 1s formal,
and it présupposes all the postulates of reason.
This reason is also not, ultimately, a set of foriual |
Principlﬁ‘w‘*- Formal principles are merely the formulation
| | of certain general intuitions; and
Reason and formal 1t 1s the self-evidence of these
principles. intuitions which constitutes them
rational. We take an instance.
The whole 1s greater than the part. This 1s true nob
because it is a principle of reason. It is a principle of
reason, because 1n any intuition of part and whole, that
is so. Again let us take the principle, nothing can
come into being without a cause. There 1s no reason why
this principle should be regarded as true. And yet no- "_‘f.;%‘
body can question it. The reason is not that iti1s such =

a principle, but that in any intuition of something coming
into being, the antecedent condition necessarily forms
part. We could not intuit the advent of an event with-
out constructing a movement from one set of condifions
to another. Perhaps nothing 1s really intuited to come |
into being at all, and that when we suppose that the
contrary is the case we are introducing 1n our intultion
an irrational clement from sense-experience. That how-
ever is a different matter. What 1s 1mportant 1s the fact
that whenever we employ a ratlocinative process, we
accept certain principles to be true; and the ultimate
eround of the validity of these principles lies 1 an appeal
to the individuals intuitive judgmem;.*

*Compare the following : « Ultimately, certain notions must be :
taken as intelligible without definition, and certain propositions -
must be taken as assertible without demonstration. All other

e T
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shall consider 1s the proce-
The next point which w . shall proce

dm'v of thought. It might appear that thought has to.

take several steps, called the links

' f the argument, before 1t comes
The procedure of of the argu _ 7 - :
conclusion. That 1s true in

thought. to a

a wWay.
tion it will be found that every step of thought 1s a step.
from one self-evident position to ::1.110th(_~r. We
start on a piece of reasoning unless something 1s taken by
\'\Tt" are i]’ldt}tﬁ‘d tl)ld b,y
mitiated bv'

And yet on closer examina-
can never

us as self-evident. 10g101&ns that
a question

Logie XVIII).

cannot formulate a

Also no

progress can be made 1 an argument |f every new con-

a “ thinking process 1s normally
and terminated by an answer.” (Johnson's
But te this we have to add that we

({UL'HtiOl’l 1t nothing 1s (ll_‘l'-f—‘l'lllil'll'_‘d for us as fact.

s1de I;Ltltill advanced 1n respect ot the same does not bear
Ch::l_.l‘:"lffllﬂl' uf f:'-l.t_"tll{l[

reasol iind an. answer to a question.

this selt-evidence *

We
But the only way this can be done 1s to analyse a problem

".*EI.IHJ_I"-}* ol
no doubt
into elements which are all

selt-evident.—which are

" —

notions (intrinsically

R L

— ——

logical) \wll h ave to |)L aefined as dependent
upon those that have been put forward without definition ; and all

propositions (intrinsically logical) will have to
dependent

be denonstrated as

been put forward without
Johnson’s Logic Part [, C hapter [, p. 29.

upon those

that have

{iCIl]tJllS (rat it'm_ 2

Lhis will explain the view of certain writers that truths which

WL d .
Irive at 'H IOH* processes of re: laOmn* ATe Séen by the dwme

ntelligence in a single glance. - It also explains the tendency Of
mdny loummm (O lL“dl‘tl induce flon as ﬂnlv a form of deduction. |

& .- X _."..:1.- : I.'.L.-.r‘;.
a ol il e ..__. """"
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e B facts. Reason can do no more. And the expectation that
k it should, can only be described as irrational.
iy R R AR * A '
. I'his brings us to the notion of seclf-evidence. For
If“ n)l'{'lil'lr'fl'}’ I'““-H‘:‘Tling Wwe mean ])}" the self-evident that
it ﬁ about which no question arises.
! The notion of self- What is self-cvident now may not
* evidence. appear to us to be self-evident at
b\ A some later time and 1n some other
di sonnection.  But for the purpose in hand, 1t 1s taken as
d altimate, and no process of thinking 18 required to
[" : V:ili{l:m* 1t This 'ml_.’[=1ll‘z1.l]_\" leads us to ask, what ‘i-‘*" self-
1 ; avident in a truly ultimate sense ?
- The question can be answered very siply. 'Thf_eﬁ ; i
i pndency on owr part to prove is the evedence uf'whﬂbt r
+ | cannot be proved. A process of
l The self. thinking, if 1t could be taken 1n
];1 | detachment from the ego, would
t‘d 1Ull~ntl’[lllt Ht*l’[htl pumt nm (hxplont Nnor dOllbt elc. It'
has no demonstrative value; it does not constitute a
i rational }II"OUt"HS. What constitutes it rational 1s the ego

I or the sclf which dotermines 1t in one of the afore-sald

A doubt 1s a (h tormined attitude.

| | mental ;1.tt]'_ll-lltlt;*m |
«o far as an 1ssue 18

Even indecision 18 determined 1n
that dete JFmination which 1t mlght

-
- -..-_-‘\-.---'_“-

i
' woault d as lacking
| have.” All these various attitudes which characterise
| : vV y y t'h&t
different processes of thinking O1V( evidence 0; bt
| | DU
| which cannot be 1tself determined 1n any attituae, .
: : ! ~  fort o an element mn ~a.‘ ‘
T which determines everything forming a it |
. . 3 ) v only seli-eviaent ;
| rational process, This then i¢ the only 8¢ | ;
4 s
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Wthh mld for “hl(h al] latlonal process dele
to have the characteristic which they seem to POSSess,

other words, if we can put aside the self, or So much as

raise a doubt or a que stion 1n respect of 1t, by
thinking meaningless and ruled out the very possibihty

of ratiocination.

< are determined

we have made

S 1T

Philosophy, we have said, is the attitude of reason
towards reality, Whatever now this attitude might be,

; one thing 1s absolutely certain,

Reality and ex- namely that reality 18 determined
perience. in this attitude as that which s

~ experienced. That which may be

in itself and is not part of experience can itself be fact
only as involved in the rational eriticism of experience.
This criticism 1s for us the ultimate ground of all faets.
What is a postulate of experience might transcend
certain limits artificially set to experience; it cannot
transcend experience as a whole. Also it will be noted
that what cannot be experienced but which nevertholess
18; 18 experienced in that we know it to be different from
that which is experienced. In other words, the differen-
tration in question to be significant must itself be based
upon the ground of experience, which is thus an all-
melusive term.  Our conelusion is that

the whole of reality, and in doing so, it determines it as
that which is experienced. 1

l'a.tmnality covers -
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i, § S e s i oo | |
Now 1t 1s evident that experience as such does not
nf_*fj i .r . i e h s : | |
I require any proot of its validity; all 1ts facts are self-
{ evident facts; and they do not lend
.&H Does objectivity in themselves to any distinction of
i?: : experience signify the p}}enon.lenal and the noumenal.
t real independence? Certain facts of experience however
[imits of rational ex- seem to contain reference to an
planation. wndependent reality; and question | -*’fﬁ;
has been raised as to the rationality E T
j of this reference. 1t 1s clear however that what forms
5 part of experience has no reference to anything which
N falls outside experience. It has reference only to itself
5 as object. The obvious answer then to the above ques-
. i tion is that for reason no object ever has any reference °
o to a reality which is independent of experience, and that
s the appearance of “ otherness” which characterizes every
P, . object is completely comprehended withwn experience, ;
AR and is ultimate and incapable of further exphcation. To "l
2 try to explain any further this appearance1s to ignore the L i
i démands of rational explanation. We have in fact no ;_
| ; question here; and if we tried to formulate one, we ‘ |18

would be making the fact ot otherness” the condition of th
the question being significant. Such a question can | &l
never be resolved except by showing that the question 1s
vicious, and that it does not really arise. '
The empirical writers of the seventeenth century went
qute on g wrong track when they started with the
assumption that unless the existence
A historical point. of some independent substance
| could be proved our experience as

1 18 becomes wholly irrational. Kant who wanted to



vindicate  the fabric of knowledge er.ec't.f:d ]{“1 S_lem;ﬁc
thought, tried to shift the burden of validity 1U xljuxz ¢ gle
f-,.om‘-thr-l oxistence of an independent substance ‘0 he
c:énstitutiw- activity of reason, or as h(*" c:t,;li:d 1tdt e
synthetic activity of thought. He accordingly made a

distinction between the t.hin;_f—rjn—it&?lf whmh}we ?e;er
knew. and the thing as 1t 1s m-‘;l_mrwn(.‘wl.‘ But \:rft 1n
experience itself a duality had 'JDL‘J l?tg .11]:1_1111 F:l.mr:d. : I'here
was the contribution of the thing-in-itselt in the torm of

material of seasation, and ther> was the contribution of

| reason 1n th2 form of catezories of thourht. The -two
J could not be reconciled; the sensuous always remained
something foreign to reason; som:2thing that could not be
ASS1 mil:mt;r_l in the effort of reason for cemplete compre- ,
hension. Even  Hegel who carried  the: constitutive |
character of rcason in experience to the extreme and.
enunclated the doctrine that the real was the wholly- ,
rational, had to explain away sense-experience somehow, 3
and to restrict himself in his logic of the real to-what he
conceived to be the categories of pure thought. Such .
restriction may not prove the limitation of reason, but
only the unreality of that which was not rational. But
atter all, if we identify reason with thought, it is evident
that there are eloments in our experience which are not
thought, and it will not be trye to Say that the real is
the rational. Also there 1is no prililc_i]“vlc:- of thought ':'i
which we can think of which i« not held up by 1ts own.
fx"t';._l.tiorl_:‘:_Jlit'_v.p The form which olves to thought a certain :
concretencss and applicability to things is at the same i
time that which is irrational in thought, Pure thought "&E
S really no thmlght at all

lt is a myth of the philose= &

L
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phers mind. And when this pure thoucht 1s active it
call mnkw 110) l_ir{)gl-@ﬁﬁ} ﬁ_ll' If

has no content to operate
1[111:_”].

4 I'he real 1s not rational in the Heoelian sense, the.

sense namely i which thought is the very esscnce ot

1 things. Nor is the real rational

in the Kantian sense. according to.
which the real

In what sense 1s the

real rational ? conformed to a

HL‘]IMI'H_' Uf reasolnl. H]t' :-'11:]'i_n]‘i ft}l‘l’l]&l-
The real 1s rational in that it can
statement of ultimate and irreducible

tact,—fact beyond which thought cannot go without self-
contradiction. There

of the understanding.

he reduced to =a

will  be appearances. But the-
rational basis ot these appearances will not be that they
Al't J}lrf- those appearances, oOr that thl‘.\F are somewhere.
reconcilable 1n thought * but that no legitimate guestion
can be raised with regard to them, that they are ultimate.
and 1rreducible 1 character, and that they must be

accepted the appearances they are. The statement of

wreducible fact is the-hest reason of that fact:; and i1t 1s:
In this sense that the whole of 1':=:‘11it.}' 1s rational We
can then ascertain the real as 1t

i b

1s: and there 1s no
leg1timate question regarding it which cannot be solved
])._\- 8- It 1S onlv when we ralsc q_llt'_*:-n‘tit_ills which are.

Wegitimate that the real does not appear to be wholly
:rlll'lf;*llﬂ])]t* Lo reason.
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Ihis is the line on which most of ithe western absolutists
Proceed,
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§ 111,

[t might be said that thought, could never :131_*1-7‘1-:“11.

‘!.hﬂ Lrue nature ot f-'ll' l'l*:ll; ful' 1f]lull_f_{]11f h:IH 10O assume f;‘-l(:t

Hnll'n'\'».’]ll'l'f', and 1t must II(_!C{,*HHFLI‘l]y

Limitations of be limited by this :m:-;um]rtl(fn.

thought. Is a higher 'There will always be room for

instrument of know- :qubl., }Ll'}ti we Call InNnever be sSure

ledge needed ? that the fact 1s as 1t has been

assumed, It 1s therefore suggested

that Lhuunl_} way to know truth 1s to transcend the

imitations inherent in thought and get to a pure 1intui-

tion of the understanding or mystic cxperience.* The

object of ]rhih_mnph}', namely to know the whole truth,
can never be attained in any other way.

There 1s no doubt an element of truth 1n this argu-

ontent. It

18 confronted by somethillg which
No higher instru- 1s “other” tq it, and which it is
ment can alter facts said
with which

has to start.

ment, ‘)Ul' ‘u'llll]gh‘- does not Illii]‘(i_' li“s OWIll C

10 cognise. The hmisations

reason of such knowh;:lge are quite evident,.

'l’hf_mght can never give certitude.

The remedy proposed however is
worse than useless, for where doubt is of the very nature
of a fact, no revelation can make that fact appear other-
wise, We might evey say that a fact that 1S amenable
to doubt 1s 1« well revealed as mqi-hing of a super-

Sensuous character that might be revealed. Such a fact
I8 for reason an Irreducible datum, and has to be stated

*'IﬁhlS Vlt“ ibrmi) l_ 1C1 e B

s

e ——————————————
. it > Philosophj
P]HIO, bI)”]OZH : . | P phlcal SYStﬁmS Of
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as such. In no case can we infer, because of the doubt,
that the true fact 1s not known. The true fact does nos

exist if it 18 not known. And all the intuitions are

irrelevant if they do not bear on the facts with which we

have necessarily to start. The problems which confront

us,—and they are problems relating to our common sense -
knowledge,—cannot be solved by taking a leap to some

other realm, the realm of the so-called super-sensuous
experience.

Let us suppose however that it 1s part of the rational
criticism of sense-knowledge that truth cannot be knowmn.
In that case, the eriticism will. not

Why reason is com- have been sufficiently critical.” For
petent to know the how could reason determine what
real as it 1s ? truth must be hke 1f nothing that
1s known conforms to i1ts 1dea of it 2

The very requirement of reason for abstract consistency
s governed in the end by the unity of experience. It is
not a deliverance of reason that precedes experience and
awaifs its realization in some future experienced whole,
All the elements of rationality are to be found in the
nature of experience as it is. Reason brings no rules to
dictate to experience. For reason then to conclude that
truth cannot be known or that 1t falls outside our actual

exper.ence will be a self-contradiction. On the other
hand, the very fact that within this experience reason can
discriminate between truth and error, fact and a,ppea,l'aflcé,
Proves 1ts competence in the matter. And even where 113
leads to the consciousness of the failure of the discrimi-
Native process to grasp the real, 1t points to the latter as

i [ "-'.

T T e
-
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truly -u](] s IlllllliH'-;lli:l.IiI_‘\' s i ilih't'lil,illlt‘l' does to "[rht*

statement diselaimed.  Or what 1s the same L'Illng‘, i
I(Il('JWilU" “-H’ (W1 “lllil:l.l.inllH 'O ALSOT) 1-1.”‘”‘35 g”*‘-‘* lH_‘-FOnd
| o 1t

1tself,—t (ranscends the lhinitations.

§ IV,

Thought can always s questions. It has almost
unlimited ]Hm’i'l'h' Ot III:I.I{iHL!.' flnl' ii!;!ll’n':'llli‘-". WI'"& l[’l#]_.'\’
know never so much @ our knowledge

Thought and i's (N alwavs be made to appear a
power of making for nere <let 1n a limitless ocean of
ignorance. the unknown. KEven this islet
could be attacked; and a con=

sistent rationalist aronmo on these lines 18 bound to
come 1o the conclusion {1 hat nothino at all conld bf*
}{nowr}_ H'lf 1'CCASO Y Iw 1|i-;t':li1’i\"'* \‘a}l”l'l il- i"w' ]f':l,ht (":I'i_tii}],l..
We may ind: d doabt what s presented, or raise regard-
I.I]g 1t qllf“-ifiw:la whieh arve almos endless, but the \-fh:‘}ll'
'ﬂ’f}fpl't'*m')‘lltf'w] AN (] |h,‘a'-~'-:1‘-‘1|}|i' oalihy can 1in this ';'!%H]'_H-"_‘Ct

bf? o bf’,‘.tt‘"l‘ :l.ﬁ%\'lli'f‘] I"l*!?i |-|'I L TN2ANeST n]U ii's });1,]*’[,@; ]‘( 1«,

not a real wholo.—: whol: which would mcluide the

doubt 1tself

What 18 this whole ? It is the fact of ascertainment

implied in all jud: went operations,  No roasoninge  epuld
doubt, #/ /S, Wo Cannot Hti:niq We
i

Fne Tf_‘...:]] U.‘lmlrt : CAIINOT 1 CeldOT]). \‘v‘i’l-llmlt A6 ".;Li]lil’l'f"

I'he fact of asc r i1 somethine  or the other il the
ment, '

ment ('}f t'h(_‘ Y

while. Even when we appear to be

1L suspense, we have the ascertam=

'
-

r g . " . | N s LSS
his then, the fact of ascertaining =
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which underlies all rational processes, we 1}1iqht. 111'11],)7 Say
18 absolute in the knowledge of reason
18 :~‘th_jwltf“:lr to the m'i‘r-i(:ism of re

pre-supposed in

Everything else
ason ; but that which 1s
those operations cannot itself be amen-
able to criticism. Also, no revelation can be more
assured : for revelation itsclf would have to be assured 7
if. 1t 18 not a separate state of the mind as i implied by

revelation ; 1t 1s common to all the states alike. It 1s,

we
might say, Diterally, truth in

error, knowledge = 1n
gD ANC e, C2valnty 1n doubt. What Dbaster assitrodl
whulh LT 1'CZLSO :l*ﬁlii}‘(' 1.0) g_l'(—nt Al ¢

We carno- 1ndeed bha awa e Mo | | :
leed be aware of this foundamental faet,

y O ) -]'-i i S TN e .-., $ 4 : -
unless we tak~e th sualdane of thouont.,  Dut cnidance 1s

not limitation. We Eknow CVEeIV-

The true ()]‘_'ﬁ e of T;IIHI;_!; DER I'.."'- ]Ei:liiﬁ-il_f-,j; it; ILH(]. thl‘s

constitutes the proper
nature of thas

thouzht. limitation

whitch 18 thus known.

We do not know the fact of ascertainment which undeys

lies all mental oporations by any such lLimitation. What

thought does 15 simply to pomnt to it: and in point g, it
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Hinstration
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omeone. We take i1n this the help of the fores finger

and of al] Lhe ]m;nmm-‘nt features of a landsea Lpe., We

!

J ! fUl‘ f'\:tmlilt*} tO our 1*.u'lll|'1;lll|ull: [t, iHjllH[a 111101'{_'---
se two stems of the tree!  We know that the
not constitute any hmitation of the moon,
Moon dees 1ot really ie between them. The stems
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are mere l\ pnllltLI‘H mt"ful :Li('l'-i tor IOC:Ili'-i‘ltiﬂll. rl\h(‘tv
have no necessary relation to the moon which 1s a huge
bodv thousands of miles away:. Similarly we might hold
th:nﬁ thought 1n pointing to what 1s really beyond 1t
docs for us an office analogous to that of the stems 1n the
above instance; it merely directs the understanding,
without implying any real hmitation of that to which
it direets,

[t will be noted now that the ascertainment of a tact
sannot be distinguished from the relation of that fact to the
ego. This relation 1s not the rela-

Identity of the ego tion of one fact to another fact. In
and that which cons- fact, 1t 1s no relation at all—in the
titutes the ascertain- same way as there 1s. no relation
ment of a fact. between a fact and what we have
called the ascertainment of a fact.

1o be a fact means to be an ascertained Ht'rmothing The
fact 1s not one thing and 1ts ascertainment another. This
ascertainment and the relation to the ego are only two

Wavs l:)f_:l{ing at one and the S e ”"lillq. T}’l(ﬂ_‘e lS

no jm*-...a]'Mw ,:l'!'_kl.llll{ ) *'K]“""l"l'““‘ by which the tWo can be
5:'*]::1":11’**11.

A further pomnt emerges from the above discussion.

never be superseded.
1 he ;l}'l&_«;o]]_ltp l"'izllltV

I'he icuth of Advai- thing to be

TJ]'L:- i_'xrl'lt'fllﬁitj:li ulv A{l\“ﬂilihlu Cdll

ummtructe(_l. EVE‘-I'}'

construct 1s bound tg be inadequate
pereded. The absolute

IS can never bs

reality 18 presu pposed--
In all

.. constructs, and is their very
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what is a construct. It signifies that something is deﬁcient.’-

in certain respects, or that something excludes somethiﬁg :

else. Bnt that which can never be objectified, which is

| never a construct, can never be deficient in anything, .or
| exclude anything, The relation of exclusion is a relation:
| between objects; 1t presupposes the Advaitic Absolute.
i The latter offers no point of attack to thought. It can
| never be shown to be either doubtful, or abstract, or
deficient,—epithets which are applicable only to contents

of thought. It is truly super-rational. It i1s the Absolute 5
Truth, ' 1{ f
Reason can be constructive. And when it is, truth is g *;E

not an 1deal object of search beyond its reach. It is i
something which 1s realized even e

Reason that is cons- when we seem to be seeking for

tructive. 1t,—even when 1t appears most |
distant. It lies at the very root of

every process of reasoning,—In fact of every questioﬁ
and doubt. It is that by which everything else is ascer- e
tained—but which itself can never be ascertained by :
anything else.

To sum up, (1) we know the limitations of reason. E
And yet when we know them, we know them by reason. |
(2) Reason on its purely formal side ri

Summing up. can never be satisfied; 1t can a:lr-. .
ways raise doubts. On 1ts intell= :

a3 ‘}. "'ﬁ" =
5 'I';.\ T -*r!* 3
g =

gent side, it is rooted in personal certitude; and this:can
lever be doubted. (3) Mystical experiences themselves:
Wply this certitude they can never be a substitute forat. .

ok AL _‘1' = o il
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{4) Lastly, reason is limited by nothing but its own
formal devices. To get at the true Slgnlﬁf}:'i..n(:f’-* of
rationality, we are taken back to the ground ofall thought, __
namely the self. This is not in any way hmited by its
knowledge. It himits all mitations.

g

An 1mportant point to note i1n connection with this
problem 18 the distinction of reason and intuition. Intui-

tion 18 not to be understood here
Reason and intui- as any special method of knowing, a
tion. new epistemological instrument.
It only signifies the general fact of

e/

awareness,—awareness which 1s common to all forms of

knowing whether sensuous or Super-sensuous.

It 1s evident that. as contrasted with Intuitiveness
>

there 1s no stability in what is called our rational nature
| L U C e

There are several factors  which

Iflstability of our have a disturbing influence on

rational nature. the latter. We lose our puwerp of

i | reasoning by excessive drug-takin

or the use of alcohol, In cases of Insanity tha,z g

appears to have been destroyed completely ;n 1 ﬁ),-pzwel

pur f;t-easop 1S not something very stable :t and 1f m;zf’ J

: 9 ter | 411 | to be (1({ﬁned 4s a rational animal we shall
ave to admit that he ig af loast’ g5 ofthn ol .
i A ten animal as that
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No such change can be detected in our Iintultive
sature. From child-hood to old-age, in sanity as well as
in insanity, knowing 18 knowing

Iniuition the un- the same sense. The child cannot

changeable nature of reason. but he knows. The mature
man reasons, but he does not know

in a way different from that in
vhich the child knows. The man of the world may not
he supposed to know God., or Brahman, or any Absolute
Reality. But he knows something. And although he
thinks that he does not know the Absolute, he knows
that whatever That might be, It can only be known n
the same sense in which he knows the furmiture of the
warth. In other words, he knows what 1s knowing, and
that there can be no two senses of the word. 1f there
vore two senses of knowing, he would be without the
means of determining their distinction. The wise then
and the divinely-inspired are one with the meanest ‘of’
far as their intultive nature 1s concerned.

marnle.

creatures SO
And this nature never undergoes any change in any res-
pect whatsoever in the same individual. There can be
no ignorance about 1t, no error oOr mis-judgment ; for
these  presuppose the self-evidence of one, partitionless
being of intuition. '
Reason is not the true being of the individual Jbas
amenable to various influences. In sleep and abnormal
conditions of the mind, we Know
Reason is a ‘““ body ;" its disappearance. On the 'dthér-
it is not the true hand, the very fact thab We =SS
self know this disappearance 18 proof
of the stability and the unchange-

LA
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We never do know, or can
' We can lose our |

.s individuals, as selfs. The most

. < the sense of the ego. But no

and claim to be an entity,

f TReason 18 to this man

put off —something

1tive nature.

ability of our ntu
ance of the latter.”

know, the disappear
reason, and still act

can lose his intuitiveness

man
an, the true sel

Tt is the 1nmost m
something that may be put on or
like a body ext ernal to his being.
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the above distinction i1s arrived at
We can have no knowledge, no
without reasoning.
'+ 1s true that all
the outcome ot

Tt is true that even

by means of reason.
i wn]ightenment,

At the same time
enlightenment 1s
| in thought of the problems created by
__ “;l thought. Reason has value only in curing 1ts own

diseases,—in resolving 1ts own misconceptions. When
this is done however, there 18 no more any problem, no
occasion for the exercise of reason. This 1s true en-
lightenn}ent,, and not the obtaining of any visions.
Reason 155, 2 limitation. But we can be free from 1t, not
by I‘E'fI:ISIII'g to reason, but reasoning to the very point
where 1ts limitations become a means of their own dissolu-

3 True enlightenment.

the removal

tion 1n complete and ultimate satisfaction.

*Th ' lon
e common muisconception in regard to this point has to a
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