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SATISCHANDRA CHATTEREE.? IS IDEALISM REFUTED? (In Calcutta-Review).

There is now a widely current belief in the philosophical world that Idealism has
lost its old prestige. It is no longer given a place in the forefront of philosophical
speculation, but is supposed to have exhausted itself and pushed to the background by
better equipped competitors. Realism, pragmatism, voluntarism, behaviourism,
Bergsonism —ever so many isms recently invented are now in the ascendant. Idealism
is look upon as a bankrupt institution, a thing of the past, an exploded theory or a futile
and frivolous type of speculation. In words like these or in even stronger and more
bitter ones, has the death-knell of Idealism sought to be sounded and its refutation
driven home to us.

Reviewing all the varied and strenuous attempts that have been made to
disprave and discord Idealism we may notice two forms of opposition to the idealistic
creed. The first is a frontal attack directed to the very foundation on which the massive
superstructure of Idealism stands. It questions the validity of the basal principles of
Idealism. All the main grounds on which Idealism is based are subjected to the most
relentless criticism. The attempt is made to demonstrate that Idealism is supported by
no solid ground, but is built on quicksand. The second is a sort of side attack which
aims at exposing the defects and inconsequence of the Idealist’s philosophy. The point
pressed here is that Idealism offers no adequate solution for many facts of the real
world and certain problems of actual life. It stands condemned by the presence of evil
in the world. The questions of individuality and freedom, the reality of time and
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progress are stumbling-blocks to Idealism of the absolutistic type, if not to all. It is
proposed in this short paper to examine the first line of argument which is employed as
a basis for the refutation of Idealism.

What3 is Idealism? Much depends on the answer to this question. What is
professed to be the refutation of Idealism does not, I venture to show, touch the essence
of genuine Idealism but only certain specious forms of it. Modern Idealism asserts two
general principles. According to it, the ultimate reality is mind. Idea, Experience,
Reason, Consciousness and Spirit are the various terms used by different idealists to
express the mental or spiritual character of ultimate reality. It is the prime source from
which all things arise, for which they all exist and by which they are sustained. It
follows next that between mind as the ultimate reality, on the one hand, and the finite
things and beings, on the other, there subsists a necessary relation of correlativity as
between subject and object. The world of things has existence as a system of objects
necessarily related to mind. It has no independent being apart “from relation to the
unity of a living universal experience. On the other hand, the ultimate reality as a
mental or spiritual principle is the subject of experience of the world of objects. The
unity of its life and experience is meaningless apart from its relation to a variety of
contents in other real things and beings. The reality of things, therefore, does not lie in
their independence of all minds. It consists in their objectivity in relation to a subject of
experience. The reality of the ultimate mind or subject, again, lies in the activity of
evolving and experiencing a world of objects. Reality and rationality, the objective
existence of things and their subjective reference are reciprocal conceptions.

Now, let us consider the attempts to refute Idealism as sketched above in its bare
essence. One such attempt consists in tracing the cardinal doctrines of Idealism to the
Barkeleian principle: esse is percipi, and then showing that “in® all the senses ever given
to it, it is false.” As Dr G.E. Moore observes: “That wherever you can truly predicate
esse you can truly predicate percipi...is.....a necessary step in all arguments, properly to
be called idealistic, and what is more, in all arguments hitherto offered for the idealistic
conclusion.”

It is here held that the Hegelian principle of the correlativity between subject and
object is none other than Berkeley’s principle of “esse est percipi” but thinly disguised.
The Idealistic view of the spiritual character of reality resting, as it does on this
argument, ends in reducing the objects of experience to aspects of experience or ideas of
the mind. Modern idealists do indeed admit a distinction between a sensation or idea
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and its object. But they “are not thereby absolved from the change that they deny it.”
Their view of the inseparable relation between ideas and objects, their conception of the
two as forming an ‘organic unity’ land them logically in the same position as that of
Berkeley’s subjective idealism. “That Berkeley and Mill committed this error will,
perhaps, be granted: that modern Idealists make it will....appear more probable later.”

Whatever of truth there may be in the above argument against the Idealistic
position, it hardly contains anything to convince us of the truth of its conclusion. What
is urged here is that modern idealists commit the same mistake as Berkeley in that “esse
is held to be percipi, solely because what is experienced is held to be identical with the
experience of it.” But a levelling statement like this cannot be accepted as true in any
possible sense. It rests on a radical misunderstanding of the position of modern
Idealism. A theory of subjectivism or mentalism of the type worked out by Berkeley is
indeed open to this charge. With Berkeley the principle® of “esse is percipi” is a
psychological truth. It is the result of an introspective analysis of the conditions that
make the world actual to us. And since Berkeley (following the lead of Locke’s
empiricism) could accept only empirically verifiable conditions, he had to reduce the
esse of things to our actual or possible perceptions of it. So far we can understand how
esse is equated with perception, how what is experienced is identified with the
experience of it or how blue is held to be identical with the sensation of blue. The
position of modern idealists, however, is altogether different. I say this through no love
of settled opinion or favouritism but in a spirit of fair criticism. That modern idealists
admit a distinction between idea and its object, that it is no part of their intention to
identify the two and also that they expressly assert the actuality of this distinction is to
be admitted by the most perverse of their critics. It remains to be seen whether from
any of their assertions the identity between idea and its object, that it is no part of their
intention to identify the two and also that they expressly assert the actuality of this
distinction is to be admitted by the most perverse of their critics. It remains to be seen
whether from any of their assertions the identity between idea and its object follows as
a logical consequence. Such an assertion, it has been urged, is contained in the idealistic
view of the relation of inseparability or organic unity as subsisting between the idea
and its object. To say that two things are inseparably related or that they constitute an
organic whole is to deny their distinction. Hence it has been pressed by the critic that
the idealists” assertion of inseparable relation or organic unity between idea and object
leads logically to their identity. As Dr Moore says: “When, therefore, we are told that
green and the sensation of green are” certainly distinct but yet are not separable, or that
it is an illegitimate abstraction to consider the one apart from the other, what these
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provisos are used to assert is, that though the two things are distinct, yet you not only
can but must treat them as if they were not.”

But it is too much, I think, for any logic to prove identity from inseparability.
The idea of inseparable relation requires (1) two things that are somehow distinct and
different from each other. It is meaningless to speak of the same identical thing as
inseparably related to itself. (2) It requires also that their relation holds good in all
times, places and conditions, and that one cannot be separated from the other without
prejudice to the existence and nature of both. This is illustrated in the relation between
substance and attribute, cause and effect, genus and species and the like. Nowhere in
the conception of inseparable relation do we find anything that forces us to the
conclusion of identity and its logical consequence. Far from this, it requires the
distinction between two units of existence, howsoever alike they may otherwise be.
Nor is it sound reason to say that two things cease to be distinct and become identical
because they form an ‘organic unity’ and because it is an illegitimate abstraction to
consider the one apart from the other. An abstraction may become illegitimate when
we attempt to assert as a part that which is true only of the whole to which it belongs.
But Dr Moore is not right when he says that this principle is used to assert “that
whenever you try to assert anything whatever of that which is part of an organic whole,
what you assert can only be true of the whole,” and “this can only be because the whole
is absolutely identical with the part.” What is true of the whole cannot obviously be
true of the part. But from this, it follows by no means that what is true of the part of an
organic whole is true of8 the whole itself and therefore the two are identical. All that
can legitimately be said is that what is true of the part is true of it as a member of but
not as identical with the whole. Hence even if idea and object be organically related
and cannot be considered apart, it does not follow that they cease to be distinct and
become identical. What is true of the idea is true of it as a distinct unit that refers
always to an object and what is true of the object is true of it as another distinct unit
always referred to by idea. It does not, therefore, appear from the above argument that
modern idealists make the same mistake as Berkeley and that they deny the distinction
between idea or experience and its object in spite of their best intentions to the contrary.

Another formidable attempt to refute Idealism consists in attacking the Idealists’
principle of co-relativity between things and mind, or, between object and subject. That
all things are necessarily related to mind or that their existence depends on their
relation to some mind is an idle and unfounded assumption. Things have an
independent existence of their own. True, that they are sometimes known by us thus
enter into the cognitive relation. But this is no part of the essential nature of things. It is
an accidental and adventitious quality of things. They can and do exist in all their glory
even when there is no mind to know them. The last vestige of the cognitive relation
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may disappear and yet things exist as no whit less real. “Many tulips are ‘born to blush
unseen’ for ever.” To say that a thing known at certain times must be known always is
as foolish as to argue that because the letter ‘a” occurs in the third place of words like
‘place’, ‘that” etc., it is to be defined as the letter occurring in the third place of words.
“This specious argument” Prof. Perry says, “may be conveniently described as
“definition by initial predication.” It may be that the knowledge of things is not
possible apart from? consciousness, because to conceive is ipso facto to bring within
consciousness.” But this is a redundant proposition. It means simply that a conceived
thing is an idea and an idea cannot exist except in mind. “But what the idealist requires
is a proposition to the effect that everything is an idea, or that only ideas exist. And to
derive this proposition directly from the redundancy just formulated, is simply to take
advantage of the confusion of mind by which a redundancy is commonly attended.”

The above anti-idealistic argument has the merit of clearly bringing out the real
point at issue. That matter exists as well as spirit, that things are not mere ideas of the
mind or that the objects of experience are somehow other than experience will be
readily admitted by modern idealists, if not all. But the moot-point to decide is: How
do things exist? Do they exist only as related to mind, as present to consciousness? Or
do things exist independently of the relation to any mind, the cognitive relation being
one of the many contexts into which things may indifferently enter? Idealism, while it
grants the distinct existence and objective reality of things, holds that they are
necessarily related to and not independent of mind. It is plain that all the things we
speak about or anywise refer to are related to our minds. However much we may try to
get a thing existing apart from ind, we not only fail but also see how doomed to failure
all such attempts must be. No sooner than we get at the thing it becomes relation to our
mind. A man cannot leap over his shadow. The bird cannot soar above its wings.
There is then no gainsaying the fact that all the things we anyway point to are related to
our minds. But the question still remains: Is this relation of things to mind as necessary
or an adventitious one? Is it inherent in the very constitution of things? Or, is it only an
accident that sometimes befalls them but touches not!¥ their essence? Now so far as the
finite mind is concerned, it cannot, I think, be said that all things are necessarily related
to it, or, that they do not exist when out of relation to it. At the same time that we
cannot point to any thing without bringing it into relation to our minds, we are
convinced that the thing existed before and would continue to exist even when my or
your consciousness disappears. Who among you would doubt the existence of your
pen at the intervals no man takes notice of it? No doubt a thing stands related to our
minds as often and as long as we deal with it in any way. Nor can we conceive
anything as existing apart from relation to our minds.
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JOSEPH JASTROW.
“EFFECTIVE THINKING”

1. The air is, literally and figuratively, crowded with new ideas, unproved theories,
exciting prophecies. It is no longer possible to make up your mind once and leave it
undisturbed for the rest of its natural life. To-day the mind, more than ever, is an
instrument to be kept bright and keen by continuous, careful usage.

2. On every hand our minds are being gassed by political journalists, system-
mongers, nostrum-venders, inspirational “psychologists”, and other up to date
confidence men. Still more reflecting the menace of weak thinking is the sway of
prejudice, the strangle-hold of ignorance, the folly of flabby emotions.

It is hard to get people to think about thinking. They are still affected by the
traditional notion that thinking is a ritual of “logic” which along with economics is a
dismal science. This idea is a relic from medieval days when the prestige of authority
outweighted the appeal to reality. That type of thinking belongs to a dead past. Our
‘logic’ is alive with the vivid life of crowded enterprise.

Right™ thinking came not as a new logical dispensation, but in the wake of a
change attitude toward nature.

3. The first step is to set forth the actual technique of thinking. That includes some
logic, not as baggage but as directions for the journey. It is all in simple, direct
statement that carries a meaning here and now. Next, we undertake to discover why
thinking goes wrong. It goes wrong, one might say, because it is beset by temptations —
by human urges, desires, prejudices, that are strong as they are irrational. We map
these temptations, we chart these obstacles. Then we consider the constructive phases
by which right thinking is guided and encouraged.

4. Since men feel as well as think these two sides of human nature are closely fused.
Feeling may obstruct thinking or give it purpose. How man learned to regulate his
feelings as well as his actions, by taking thought of consequences, is likewise part of the
story.

Every stage in man’s progress has been an advance in the art of thinking. The
tirst chapter takes us to psychology, which is the general study of the human make-up
and its mental behavior.

19
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5. The notion that there is no more need to learn to think than there was in your
childhood to learn to walk, that nature attends to that as you grow up, is a near-truth
that does as much harm as though it were wholly false.

6. Yet psychology is interested in all kinds of thinking, good, bad, and indifferent;
while logic offers a guide to useful, profitable thinking. Though for the time concerned
with the mind’s activity as it gathers material for the logical venture, we shall not forget
that sound thinking is our aim, and a knowledge of the psychological structure on
which it is based the means to our goal.

The accredited name for the science and art of thinking is logic, the father of all
the ““ologies.” But!? of all subjects that were taught in a formal manner, logic was the
most unpopular. It was as dry as sawdust, and, like sawdust, appeared to be what was
left when all the useful part of the tree of learning had been disposed of. Yet to regard
logic as a useless study is a big mistake.

7. The first rule for effective thinking is to be a good observer. Sharp eyes, quick
ears, sensitive fingers, a keen nose and a discriminating taste are among the essentials.
Everything that sharpens the powers of observation is an aid to thinking.

Since dull senses make dull thinkers, cultivate the senses. Do not see things
generally and vaguely; observe them accurately and in detail. That is the great value of
learning to draw. You cannot draw anything without observing it in detail. It is
surprising to find how little you know of the common things of life until you try to
draw them. You cannot draw a horse in general, for there is no such beast. You can
only draw a horse of definite shape and coloring, and it is enlightening to discover how
many are the points to be observed about a horse to make even a rough sketch of it.

8. Thinking is a biological function, as much as breathing or walking. It is just as
necessary to think as it is to see or hear; the life of the senses supplies the material for
thought and for action. The test of good seeing and good thinking lies in the behavior
which it directs.

9. The facts or data or results of your observation that you start from are called
premises. Thinking proves to be the drawing of a conclusion from the results of
observation; and that is all. But the “all” contains enough to make a lifetime study for
the best minds of the day; and they would not get very far in the art of thinking if they
could not build upon the work of the best minds of previous generations. Some of these
had a genius for thinking —a genius that led to discoveries and inventions that moved
the world. But in form it is no more than the drawing of inferences from?3 the results of

12 10

JOSEPH JASTROW
“EFFECTIVE THINKING”
1311



observation. For fundamentally there are only two sources of knowledge: what the
senses report, and what the mind by orderly reflection, which we call thinking, builds
upon them. That in a nutshell is the process of thinking. There is another and a special
name for this process: reasoning. Reasoning is that last step of drawing a conclusion,
right or wrong together with all its supporting processes.

10.  The next step is to consider the typical mental processes that support thinking.
Observation or perception is one of them already noted. The next is memory. Both of
you recalled how a man looks or acts when he is about to turn a corner, and how, when
he intends driving straight on. Memory looks backward. Without it you could have no
experience; you could never learn. You learn by experience, because experience leaves
a registry

It things seen left no impression, you would not be a bit better off the second
time than the first. The burnt child dreads the fire because he remembers the
unpleasant sensation of the burn. No memory, no thinking.

A good memory is an aid to good thinking. Memory is not photographic, but
selective. You could possibly remember everything you saw. If you did, your mind
would be so cluttered that you could not think at all.

To remember everything on the front page of the newspaper or the whole
contents of a show-window would not help, but hinder your day’s work. So you select
a little and forget the rest; you concentrate; you organize your memory according to
your interests. You select and select and select. But the “right” things leave a very
considerable impression; it is on the memory of that impression that you learn and, by
learning, think.

The upshot is that you do not live in the present alone; out of sight is not out of
mind. You keep in touch with your past, and through books, with the!4 past of the race.
But equally, in order to think, you must look to the future or anticipate. Eventually you
foresee, look ahead; and if you know enough, you predict. That is the very cream of the
test of good thinking —the power to foresee. That is taking time by the forelock, acting
for the future. The psychologist’s name for it is imagination.

While memory is dependent on the past, on what has actually happened,
imagination has no such limitations. You can imagine things that never happened and
perhaps will never happen. The imagination can be a great aid to thinking; it can also
be a hindrance.

11.  The Tower of London, the bridge over the Thames—al these are pictures of my
imagination, but based on actual impressions. They were once sense-perceptions,
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retinal images, and now are faded mental images. The power of image-making is the
basis of memory and imagination alike, and thus supplies the usable data of inferences.

12.  We recognize that there is order, sequence, and linkage in our ideas; they do not
come any which way. The steps in the same process must be co-ordinated.

13.  The first use of taking thought is to explain. That represents the great why of
understanding. After the first few years of infantile examining, exploring, fingering,
seeing, listening, tasting and smelling—and all with the increasing purpose of attaining
satistying experiences —the second stage of child curiosity bursts forth with constant
inquiry: why?

14.  Explaining is one of the great patterns of thinking. It is well worth while to
analyse it minutely. Such analysis will be useful also in tracing other logical patterns
and thinking needs. Just as there is no horse in general but only specific types and
specimens of horses, no emotion in general but only special emotions with sources and
objects, so there is no thinking in general,’> but only specific patterns of thought,
distinctive in end and procedure.

15. By way of summary, we have: Pattern (1): Given result and rule, and infer the
case, and you explain; Pattern (2): Given result and case and infer the rule, and you
generalize; Pattern (3): Given case and rule, and infer the result, and you apply. And to
complete the summary, the logical names for these thought-patterns, are hypothesis for
(1), induction for (2) and deduction for (3).

16.  Reasoning by analogy may be both suggestive and effective; and it may lead
hopelessly astray. There are scientific analogies and popular folklore analogies. There
happens to be a strong tendency for the human mind to reason by analogy, and to
accept weak and remote analogies in support of conclusions otherwise and not always
openly arrived at. Many an ambitious thinker has gotten into trouble by too free
indulgence in this questionable procedure. For many errors of thought the uncritical
use of analogy is responsible.

17.  Thinking takes form and purpose by the same step; its elements are results of
observation, rules of uniformity or tendency, and cases or instances. Explaining is
determining what kind of a case, an event, a symptom, an appearance really is, to what
order of happening it belongs. Generalizing is putting the world in order, finding its
governing rules. Applying is employing knowledge to practical ends. There are other
varieties of argument, such as analogy; and another is the interpretation of signs. The
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value of the thought product derives from the quality, the insight of one’s explanations,
the basis of one’s applications. Understanding the logical patterning is an aid to
effective thinking. The patterns supply a formula on paper for something real in fact.
Excursions into the abstract give returns in dealing with the concrete. A complex world
requires adequate instruments of its comprehension.

18.  Your!® career as a thinker began in your infancy. You then made two great
discoveries. You discovered your own body, and you discovered things outside
yourself.

19.  Right thinking leads to right doing. How we found that out is too long a story;
but it was by the method of experiment, making a guess as to the cause and trying it
out. That trying-out is called verification—testing the truth of your guess as to the
cause of the observed effect.

We arrive at a point of importance. How we handle our causes and effects, how
we think of them, depends on our general system of thinking; we may think fairly well
by one system in regard to one set of things. You as a business man may think fairly
correctly about business and merchandise and costs and profits, and not so well in
regard to the subject of disease.

20.  Such knowledge, gained largely by doing, by experience of how things happen—
with little insight into the why —is called empirical. The word is useful because it sums
up a common stage in learning how to think.

Observation of hundreds of cases of cause and effect, collected haphazardly as
the opportunity arose, but without much relation to one another, would advance
science and the arts about so far, but would stop there. What was needed, and always
sought, was a principle, a supremely important product of thought. Nature is orderly;
order is heaven’s first law. Things do not happen haphazardly, but uniformly,
according to principles—if only the mind of man can discover them. The principle
binds a mass of observations together, and makes the order of nature intelligible. It
explains on a large scale.

21.  Aviation began by a study of why birds are able to fly. An aviator flies like a
bird as the result of studying the principles of gliding planes in air currents. The power
supply of his mechanical wings is derived from half a dozen principles!” of combustion,
electricity, and engine construction. The principle of the X-ray came out of elaborate
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study of wave-lengths. The telegraph depends upon one application of the electro-
magnetic principle; the telephone of another. Invention is the application of principles.

22.  The study of cause and effect extends from infant exploration to elaborate
scientific research. It observes the sequences of nature, but penetrates behind the scenes
by formulating principles. Much of it remains empirical, partly explained knowledge,
but enough to establish control. We may not know just what electricity or life is; but we
can devise dynamos and health measures. @ The hope of application invites
investigation. Studying the principles of bird flight led to aviation. Cause and effect
extends from atom to universe. Physics and chemistry and biology have a common
logic, but each develops a technique of its own. The forces of nature are so complex that
they make a life study for layman and specialist alike. The intellectual and no less the
practical life a constant experience of cause and effect.

23.  The mental world includes the set of agencies brought into being by men to run
themselves effectively and profitably. But underlying this partly artificial system is a
nature-made set of motives and mechanisms that runs largely by laws of its own. These
motives it is the business of psychology to study —and of applied psychology, aided by
logic, to employ. Mental causes are impulses, instincts, urges, drives, tendencies, traits,
wishes, desires, ideas, purposes, yearnings, strivings. They may be generally referred
to as motives, the source of the motive power. In operation, they lead to effects, which
may be called behavior, actions, conduct, expression, including the attitudes that
accompany or induce them.

24.  Motivation!® is nothing less than the logic of human behavior determined by the
temperament and training of the individual and the social forces to which he is subject.
The Freudian psychology has reinterpreted motives, finding deeper and unconscious
sources of action.

25.  For practical purposes there is a line of cleavage between the physical and the
mental world. In the physical world, the mere thinking things so has no power to make
them so. We cannot, herely by wishing, make the sun stand still, nor water run up-hill,
nor smoke rise on a damp day, nor the kettle boil faster. But when it comes to aches
and pains, body and mind may be hopelessly entangled as to cause and effect. Bodily
symptoms may arise through mental causes and be cured by the same means. If you
gather mushrooms, prepare them and eat them, and then have some misgivings as to
whether they were the edible kind or the harmful kind, you may become uneasy or
even quite sick. The cause of your symptoms may be not the mushrooms but your state
of mind about them. If an expert tells you positively that what you ate was the
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wholesome meadow mushroom, agaricus campestris, and most certainly not the deadly
amanita muscaria, you are relieved mentally and your symptoms disappear promptly.

26.  The principle may be illustrated in a hundred ways. You may call it suggestion.
Whether the ‘it" comes from the tomb, or from belief of others in its wonder-working
powers, or from witnessing the cures, or from seeing the crutches left by recovered
cripples, it derives its strength from your belief that it will help you. All suggestion is,
in the end, self-suggestion; your attitude acts as a cause to produce your behavior as an
effect.

When about to jump a ditch, your confidence that you can make it helps you to
jump farther. Any serious doubt or hesitation may be conveyed to your muscles and
land you in the mud just short!® of the bank. In these matters, thinking things so helps
to make them so. However, relations in the mental world are rarely as simple as this.
Mental causes and effects operate far more subtly. Yet, even when complex and
indirect, they are of the same order, and involves similar mechanisms.

27.  You have a natural principle of explanation, which makes any supernatural
explanation as needless as it is far-fetched and illogical to those prepared to think in
scientific ways. It is an ironical fact that the very instrument first devised to prove
subconscious movements was converted into a ouija board (the name combines the
French and German for ‘yes’) to prove the supernatural.

28. There is first bad observation, such as failure to note that the subjects in table-
turning or rapping were really exterting their muscles in the direction of their
intentions, when they believed they were not doing so. It may have been a pardonable
error, since the indications were often so slight as readily to be overlooked. There is
next the error of selected evidence,—not taking a fair sample of cases. This occurs in
many superstitions. You note when your signs or dreams or premonitions come true,
not when they fail. The failure to make allowance for coincidence is another order of
error.

29.  Social and economic causes, like supply and demand, seem as “real” as
gravitation, but are human motives in disguise. The mind as cause will always remain
complex and uncertain. Logic leans on psychology at every step in which human
values enter.

30  What distinguishes man is that he is a tool-making, and not merely a tool-using
animal. An elephant may, with a stick held in his trunk, dislodge a leech under his hind
leg; he may break off a palm leaf and fan the flies away, or throw straw on his back to

1917
JOSEPH JASTROW
“EFFECTIVE THINKING”



keep off the sun; but he does?’ not invent a fork, or a bellows, or an umbrella. Beyond
his mere manual skill, the mind of man invents the tools to aid his thinking.

31.  The motive for the invention of signs and symbols is the urge to communicate.
The social impulse is the great stimulus to thinking, even though each individual does
his thinking for himself. As we must live together, so also must we think together and
understand one another. Sending and receiving, we acquire a set to aid our thinking in
all its phases. Words form a vast collection of symbols of things and ideas, and ideas
are relations between things. A vocabulary is a large and efficient kit of tools for the
work of the thinker. Once the thinker uses words, he lives in another and a richer
mental world.

32.  This account of communication and record with other than word-symbols will
aid by contrast in showing how enormously superior to any other order of symbol are
words. Spoken words use as tools the lips, tongue, teeth, palate, vocal cords, lungs.
The actual sounds, the sensations of the percussions of the air (such as the telephone or
phonograph disc transmits) are meaningless, arbitrary, not the same in any two
languages; but the meaning is in the word thus spoken through its power to call up the
thing, the relation, the experience, the idea. That is no longer gesture-language, or
picture-writing, but word language; it has gone far ahead as a tool of thinking.

The thinker, equipped with a language that grows as his power of thinking
grows, expands with every need, responds to every shade of thought and invention, is
launched on the most challenging venture of the mind. Language aids thinking as a
tool, but does not supply the ideas. Thinking is an independent art, however
dependent for its record and its procedure on words.

How naturally and enormously words and talking aid thinking, appears
convincingly in the promptly formed?! habit of children to talk at play as soon as they
can command words. The parents, who wait eagerly for every evidence of their child’s
growing intelligence, measure it by the increasing vocabulary.

33.  The one great tool of thinking is the symbol, substituting a sign for a thing; the
second is the concept, which leads to a general idea, a relation, or a part-quality of a
thing, and which proceeds by abstraction.

34.  Words do not refer to a single individual object alone; they refer to an object as a
specimen of a class, and that makes a concept. You never saw a horse in general, but
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only this and that horse; but you know what a horse is; and you can at once regard
donkeys, mules, and zebras as “horses” in a general sense, but not so when you make
finer distinctions.

Words are concepts, so far as they are not just labels or proper names; it is as
concepts that they become tools of the mind. We could not think as we do if we were
literally limited to thinking of things as pictures or images of actual objects. My desk
does not give me the same image when looked at from front or back, from above or
below; your photograph is not the same in profile and full-face; but the desk or person
is recognised by resemblances—despite differences. This flexibility of concepts is
essential to thinking. You call it an idea, and ideas are thoughts.

35.  Dominant is the psychological system of human relations which in the concrete
appears in family relation, in attitudes to friends and strangers, pals and older persons,
men and women. All of them abstract, but embodied in actual human situations. You
cannot behave like a human being without them, and by them you direct your
thoughtful behavior. Throughout, they are handled by way of words — the rich, flexible
vocabulary of relations growing with our needs, and adequate if we can make the
translation from fact to expression. The?? spoken words, when heard, must in turn be
translated back again in the hearer’s mind, the ideas conveyed into motives and
determinations, before they affect his behavior.

36. So accustomed are we to think in words, and to accept words as the embodiment
of thought, that there is great danger of accepting words as the reality. Our ideas may
be vague, and not clearly thought out; we acquire a fluency in handling words, without
a real grasp of their meaning; we lose the fine distinctions between the boundaries of
one concept and another; we just repeat what we hear or have read, with but a partial
comprehension. And some minds become so befuddled with words that they mistake a
verbal fluency for thinking. Words not only may conceal thought, but may confuse it
and become a substitute for its absence.

37.  Words have so many and such slippery meanings, and we are so easily biassed
in using them, that misunderstandings arise. Language will never be a perfect tool, nor
those who handle it perfectly expert in its use; but it is the great reservoir of symbols
and concepts by which men do their thinking and make the world of ideas move on.

38.  however well endowed, even a genius will have to think in order to meet the
situations of life. He cannot meet them by following his natural impulses; his genius
consist in his capacity to learn, in which acquired thinking plays the leading part.
Genius and average man alike guide behavior by trained reason.
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Nature’s contribution to the regulation of behavior is instinct. The lowly and the
lofty orders of creation including homo sapiens, are equipped with instincts, which give
the set to their behavior. If the sum total of the instincts afforded an adequate guide to
behavior, reason would indeed by unnecessary. As things are, however, instinct and
reason divide the field between them.

38.  Man?? has had to pay heavy penalties for his insufficient protection by instinct in
avoiding many varieties of dangers; he has had to learn by sad consequences what to
avoid and fear. Being inexpert in the art of thinking his way in the world, man has
acquired by the same route of thought a motley collection of unreasonable fears. He
fears quite innocent events and signs and conditions which, when outgrown, are called
superstitions. But superstitions are not unreasoned; they are only crudely and falsely
reasoned; they become fears under the prompting of a native timidity, abetted by a
natural credulity.

39.  The perspective of human behavior is overwhelmingly that of the issues of
learning. Tradition, logic and psychology shape our thinking. Everyone thinks in
accord with the intellectual level of his class, day and generation.

40. In vision, you see or infer that an object is solid, not flat, that it has three
dimensions and not two, because a solid object forms slightly different pictures on the
reninae of our eyes. Knowing that fact will not alter your use of the eyes.

41.  The uncertainty and obscurity of the field of operation of intuition have given
rise to strange beliefs and intriguing theories.

42.  Intuition must be rationally defined. The temptation to make of it a marvel or a
mystery is often present; if we yield to it, we do not strengthen but impair our thinking
powers. With transcendent sources of knowledge we have no concern. Those who
believe in inspired doctrines do so by loyalty to a faith; they may attribute such
inspiration to prophets, seers, or saints. Because of the prevalence of that tradition,
there has been a wide dissemination of the belief in supernormal knowledge.

43. It is my conviction that, so far as any of these procedures are substantiated, they
fall within the rationalistic view of intuition, under the formula? developed—a
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composite of subconscious, implicit, vaguely impressionistic data. And much of the
rest is myth or hearsay or popular belief that will not stand the test of proof.

44.  The civilized, educated mind of to-day is not only far more richly informed; it is
far more logical than the simpler order of intelligence with which children and men in
the childhood of the race set out.

In all the less tutored, less disciplined and logic-trained portions of the
community, the patterns of thought follow a simplified and limited reason, with a
greater dependence upon the intuitive level of apprehension. The same holds of
complex social situations, particularly when strong human emotions are involved,
when we tend to feel rather than reason our way to conclusions.

It is desirable that intuition be naturalized in the domain of logic; but it must take
out its citizenship papers in the name of reason and avoid claims which science cannot
validate.

So far as we can admit intuition as a guide to behavior, it falls under the province
of reason. I should prefer to call it insight, to make this point still plainer. We have
insight of the human variety only because we have reason. It could never develop from
instinct, though the same mechanism and endowment which instinct serves, continues
to act when guided by an intuition or a reasonable insight. Both spring from the
psychological roots of thinking behavior; both have a place in evolution.

Thinking is necessary because human instinct, except in lowly functions,
supplies only the driving power and that vaguely, leaving the pattern of behavior to
develop by experience, by trial and error and reflection. Men must learn what to fear
and to avoid, and to unlearn their natural trends as well. Superstitions are
unreasonable fears. Reason analyses?® complex situations and plans the way out.
Intuition is an impressionistic judgment. It is not a mystic or third order of knowledge,
but proceeds upon sense impressions and implicit judgments. Intuition operates
complexly in human relations. Where animals find their way by instinct, man guides
his course by a map. Homo sapiens is well named. Reflective intelligence is the human
type of guidance of behavior. Effective thinking is an acquired art.

45.  The understanding of right thinking may be advanced by analysing how
thinking goes wrong. Logic has always included the study of fallacies. A helpful
psychological approach is to consider that as there are impediments of speech which
prevent the speaker from speaking plainly, so there are also impediments of thought
which prevent the thinker from thinking effectively. These defects are in the nature of
temptations to use the thinking machine wrongly. Every thinker is tempted by his own
psychology to accept and to reach weak, improbable, or false beliefs.
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We behave and misbehave like human beings by virtue of the same psychology.
We misbehave variously; for sin is versatile. The like holds of our logical sins, when we
mis-think. The average citizen is not a uniformly logic-abiding individual. Hence the
need in a manual of effective thinking of a fairly comprehensive survey of the
impediments of thought.

Correct thinking is a difficult art for many, and especially for two reasons. The
tirst is that many minds are not equal to the task; the average mind easily gets beyond
its logical depth. Most of us can think well enough in simple matters; but when the
data are complex and the relations involved, we lose our way; we are stuck, and
thinking stops, or gets side-tracked. That is an intellectual limitation. We could all
think better if we had better thinking machines, trained them better, kept?¢ them in
better order.

The second reason is an emotional intrusion. Our feelings get in the way of our
reasoning, or throw the thinking machine out of gear. We draw or accept a conclusion
under the influence of a wish, a hope, or a fear; our thinking is in so far warped. That is
prejudice—a psychological trait with logical (or rather illogical) issue. We are to
consider how thinking goes wrong through an emotional interest in the conclusion.

Prejudice means literally judging in advance. As it operates, it includes ignoring
some of the evidence, over-estimating other parts of it, and a strong inclination to a set
conclusion to start with. We are biased in many ways by our prepossessions. For we
think with our total psychology, in which feeling often plays a more potent part than
reasoning. At all stages of cultural development, there has been more false and weak
thinking than sound thinking. Prejudiced thinking abounds.

46.  Few of us form quite neutral or objective estimates of our fellow men, or hold
unbiased opinions on current issues. Racial and class prejudices thrive. We may
recognize them as impediments to fair judgment, without supposing that by such
confession we shall get rid of them. Love is blind to faults, and keen-eyed to virtues;
the eyes of hate see quite oppositely. We are apt to ascribe to beautiful persons other
desirable qualities which they do not possess; it is proportionately difficult to detect the
good qualities of the unattractive. We are prejudiced for or against people by
appearance, or by manner, or by what we have heard in compliment or detraction.
Human relations are so strongly emotionalized, that they represent the favourable field
for the exercise of prejudice. Yet it is our intention to deal with our fellow men and
with our common problems, in a rational, unprejudiced manner. What commonly
happens in any matters in which we are honestly trying?’ to reach a fair conclusion, is
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that we combine logic with prejudice and prepossessions. We have some sound
reasons for our conclusions, supported by a varied medley of emotional tendencies to
accept them.

47. When passions are aroused, rationality abdicates. In the World War, all the
factors conducive to reason suffered. Even the senses were deluded. There was
widespread belief in the appearance of the Angel of Mons, duly attested; there was the
accredited myth of the Russian army appearing in England. More characteristically
there was a war hysteria, which disturbed judgment, ascribed to the enemy any and
every variety of atrocity, and intensified propaganda and suspicion against loyal
pacifists and harmless conscientious objectors. As feeling runs high, reason runs low.

48.  Another human habit, that of forming beliefs whether or not we have the
competence or the knowledge to do so is that we have inclination to take sides; without
that, controversies would not be so sharp nor the exchange of opinion so interesting. It
is an inevitable habit, exposed as we are to so many issues and arguments, even if our
reading does not go far beyond the daily papers and the popular magazines, and our
discussions remain as unauthoritative as those of the rural corner grocery or the city
club. It is only when this habit extends beyond its legitimate field —which it does
commonly —that it lowers the quality of thinking. By discussion we may both reduce or
strengthen our prejudices, learn to recognize or to insist upon our prepossessions. It is
better to think and occasionally think wrongly than not to think at all. Effective
thinking matures by exercise in the process of argument and evidence; it may lead to a
recognition of prejudice and prepossession.

Impediments of thought are not so obvious as impediments of speech. The
thinker may be as little aware of them as of color-blindness, which he discovers by
learning that others see things differently. Prejudice?® need not be crude and coarse and
obvious and simple. It may be subtle, delicate, intricate, elusive. It intrudes at all levels,
in endless variety. We approach most matters with a somewhat predisposed set of
mind, neither quite closed nor quite open. Prepossession divides men sharply into
diverse camps, and followings, and presumably plays the largest part in determining
what we believe, how we appraise evidence, how we think.

49.  This recognition becomes central in the Freudian “wish”, indicating that belief,
no less than behavior, follows desire, and desire follows the clue of satisfaction. So
fundamental is this mental habit, that Freud recognizes two orders of thinking. One
follows the pleasure principle; the other proceeds on the reality principle. The conflict
between the two is the source of much mental struggle.
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50.  So long as the nature of romancing is recognized as such, its powers to affect
thought are limited; it may be an aid to imaginative thinking as well as a hindrance to
realistic thinking. Indulgence in it is natural to childhood. The real world and the
world of fantasy often persist side by side without serious confusion. Gradually, the
insistent claims of the world of reality must be recognized, for behavior must be
adjusted to them. We cannot afford to live in a fool’s paradise. Logic derives from the
reality principle; we must thing rationally to live effectively.

It is obvious that we cannot afford to believe whatever strikes our fancy. It is
obvious that no normal mind lives by wish thinking alone. Only the deluded, who,
through loss of mental balance, have reduced or forsaken contact with the world of
reality, are absorbed in their own fantasies. By such “concentration” (which is
limitation), reality is excluded, irrantionality dominates; their logic is not that of the
accepted world, adjustment to which is the sign of sanity. Responsible thinking implies
a control of fancy by allegiance to reality.

51. Idols?? are congenial errors of the mind; they are mental tendencies that induce
wrong reasoning, and their source lies in the frailties of human character. If we
continue to call them fallacies, we do so with a new insight; they are not the cut-and-
dried fallacies of the logic books—violations of the partly natural and partly
conventional traffic-regulations of thought—but are psychological in origin. They are
psycho-logical.

52. A tribute to Francis Bacon is in place because he so long ago recognized that
ways of wrong thinking have a lesson for right thinking. He wished to free the mind of
idols, to prepare for the great reform of science by effective thinking, as he called it, the
Great Restoration. Whether or not the word is derived from the eidola of Plato, to
whom it meant the false appearance of things, since Bacon it means false ways of
looking at nature.

In the idol of the tribe (which is the first of Bacon’s group of four idols) he
included a variety of tendencies common to and inherent in the human race, so that
they are not likely to be completely eradicated. He mentions the noting of instances
favourable to our beliefs, and the neglect of the unfavourable ones; generalizing from
too slight data; regarding as real, figments of the imagination to which we give a name;
the will and yielding to the passions; building up a world from our own point of view
and thus distorting reality. His second idol is that of the cave (or den), which was a
way of stating that we tend to look at things, each from his own point of view, and tend
to overdo and overstate our favorite notions. It is a restriction of outlook. Minds live in
caverns, and when they emerge, they wear blinders.
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His third idol is that of the forum or marketplace, and represents the force of
tradition and the loyalty to prevalent doctrines. It includes the following of weak
analogies and regarding as alike what are in essence different. The forum represents
the social and the popular side of thinking and3 its tendency to develop formulae,
slogans, and a “band-wagon” following.

The fourth Baconian idol is that of the theater. We might call it the idol of the
platform, of creeds and cults and sects and parties. It refers to the allegiance to the past,
and a dogmatic insistence. These impediments of thought tally, in part, with those of
our modern insight. But they lack the psychological touch, and are too much
influenced by the protest against the scholastic habit of mind, then prevalent, but long
since outgrown.

What is still more remarkable is that the thirteenth-century Roger Bacon should
also have enumerated four obstacles to, or violations of, good thinking, which he called
offendicula. Roger Bacon described these as the overweight authority, the slavery to
custom, the dominance of the opinions of the unskilled masses, and the concealment of
ignorance by the pretense of knowledge. These impediments, likewise, still survive.

If we live differently to-day, it is only because we have learned to think more
effectively, more scientifically. Advance in knowledge proceeds upon a better logic as
well as a richer body of facts. The essence of the Baconian “restoration” is that beliefs
should be framed not from preconceived notions of what nature should be, but with an
open mind to follow the trail of truth wherever it may lead.

53 In the art of persuasion, by orator, politician salesman or friend, the emotional
appeal is uppermost, and convictions proceed by sentiment as much as by reason. The
facts of history are distorted by the appeal to patriotism, and biography is coloured by
hero-worship. Propaganda and partizanship have an emotional as well as an
intellectual complexion; rationalization is an added confirmation. Once embraced,
opinions are held with the fervor of the extension of one’s personality. There is rarely a
conclusion reached by the3! cold light of reason; beliefs persist by their emotional
warmth.

54.  The emotional inpediments of thought spread over a wide domain. Subjective
feeling impedes objuective judgment. The personal equation enters. Prejudices reflect
social tradition; as they engage emotional loyalty they lower the quality of thinking.
Followed dominantly they form a will-to-believe. More commonly they intrude subtly
and compose versatile prepossessions recognized as idols or congenial errors of the
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mind. The Freudian view finds the origin of prepossessions in the lure of pleasure
thinking and the enhancements of personal satisfaction which may be extended to
movements and causes, which once embraced retain their hold. The recognition of
prejudice serves as a caution in the conduct of the mind’s logical pursuits.

55.  The ancient saying of Protagoras that man is the measure of the universe,
contains both a truth and an idol. That to each man he himself is the centre of his world
is the personal fallacy from which we shall never escape. Yet despite it, every normal-
minded man can learn to think objectively. Only as the human race learned to think
objectively and impersonally did valid science arise. To that end, each in his own
thinking must hold in check the idol of the self, the distortion of the thought by the
intrusion of the psychology of the thinker.

56.  Modern psychology recognizes in hysteria a tendency to over-emotionalism and
a too personal reaction to the incidents of human contact. It is not merely our thinking
but our general behavior that is distorted by the idol of the self. Near this kin is the Idol
of the Thrill —the temptation to believe what is interesting, striking, unusual, dramatic.
It is an inclination toward accepting as true what has a “kick” in it, to credit what is
emotionally satisfying. The fondness for what makes good story is intelligible.

57. It is the confusion of the interesting with the true that favours an idol. The
logical mind is a critical®? mind; it is less disposed to accept as true the interesting but
improbable. Were it not for the attraction of the thrill, the distinction between truth and
error would be more secure; the story of human belief would read quite differently in
the tangled tale of the logical pilgrim’s progress.

58 The third of the dominantly subjective idols is the idol of the Web, the tendency
to spin the truth from an inner conviction as to how things should be. It is a more
limited and an intellectual idol, in so far as it involves a devotion to thought, though
under the impediment of a confusion between what is contributed from the loom of the
inner world and what is found in the world without. The idol of the web makes things
so by thinking them so. The devotee of the idol of the web declares and asserts,
assumes and denies. His is a creative invention, yet he regards the product as an issue
of discovery, possibly, of an inspiration.

59. A mob is made up of a group of persons unable to think straight because they are
affected by the consciousness of their own number.” It is this “thrilling awareness of
number” that distorts the critical appraisal of what the idea or the article or the
argument may be worth, and gives it another and false kind of value.
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60.  Complex is a Freudian term, indicating precisely the moulding of opinion no less
than of behavior through a limiting emotional bias; it implies as well the overdoing of a
trait natural in ordinary proportion. The affection toward and dependence upon a
mother is natural; the intense fixation carried beyond the childish years is a complex. A
feeling of diffidence in situations trying to our self-assertion is natural; an inferiority
feeling may rise to the stature of a complex. A sense of guilt in situations in which we
have culpably failed is natural; the inability to surmount it, the constant®? brooding
upon it, permitting it to warp or stunt the psychic growth is a complex. An ardent
religious piety is natural, but the absorption of the total energy in that direction
becomes a religious complex, more narrowly, a pietistic or ritualistic complex. One may
be by rational judgment a prohibitionist, or a single taxer, or a socialist, or a spiritualist;
but one’s loyalty to any of these causes may assume the quality of a complex.
Complexes form formidable impediments of thought.

61.  So tenacious is this idol that such a triumph of science as the radio —which never
would have appeared had the frame of mind hospitable to astrology persisted —is
actually used to broadcast to modernly thinking minds the discarded debris of a remote
and long obsolete state of thought.

62.  Doing the right thing for the wrong reason does not destroy the benefit.

63.  The study of idols, of logical transfressions through psychic frailties, suggests the
vast amount of poor, weak, defective, one-sided false thinking that is going on all sides,
and of which the story of thinking is a continuous panoramic record. We seem to be
surrounded by swarming illusions, unconscious assumptions, vagaries, and esoteric
heterodoxies, traditional orthodoxies, imported and transported dogmas, private or
class prejudices, political and related doctrines, all tinctured by expediency and vested
interests —a veritable thicket of entangled undergrowth which must be penetrated or
removed before clear vision of the trees and the forest of human problems appears,
while the difficulty of seeing the forest for the trees remains.

64.  Superstition refers to a survival or hangover of ways of thinking belonging to
earlier stages of human development. For thinking has a long history; we have come to
our present standing by slow degrees.

Superstitious®* thinking is contrasted with scientific thinking; each follows a
logic of its own. Superstitious thinking is crude, primitive, ignorant, dominated by fear
and wish.
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65.  Many elaborate cults and systems that aimed to set in order and rationalize the
world of forces and desires. These may be called the pseudo-sciences, since they
attempt to follow the methods of science, but proceed largely in the manner of
superstitious thought.

66. A common remark in a “post-mortem” analysis of a situation is: “Why didn’t
you do thus and so?” and the common reply: “I never thought of it.” The logical light
failed; your creative intelligence did not work. Psychologically the failure is one of
imagination; for it is the imagination that looks ahead, foresees, supplies, completes,
plans, invents, solves, advances, originates.

67.  Imagination can be fertile or futile. It can help or hinder; it can strengthen or
weaken the psychological team-work and the logical resources. Imagination, too, needs
direction and discipline. Imagination alone is an uncertain pilot, and may run off the
track and wreck the train of thought.

68 How do we see objects as solid? Only an original mind would recognize in this
familiar experience the data of a fundamental problem. The solution was the
stereoscopic principle, which reads that each eye receives a slightly different image of a
solid object (a shadow or silhouette would have the same contour however seen); and
the mind behind the eyes combines the two views in one perception. The resulting
invention was the stereoscope which gave each eye its own appropriate view and by
mirrors (Wheatstone) or prisms (Brewster) combined them. Synthesis followed analysis
is quite the same manner as if, determining the composition of a diamond or of rubber,
we could then proceed to make them artificially. The result is% a synthetic creation of
solidity from two flat drawings or photographs.

69.  There are mental inventions designed to aid the thinking process. Language is
such an invention, both oral speech and written record. Number is such and invention;
from counting on one’s fingers and measuring by the span of one’s hand up to the
elaborate calculations on which the constructions of modern science and engineering
stand. The origins of language and of number are lost in the obscurities of prehistoric
times. That a sound made by the human voice (the X) might be used to indicate an
object or relation (the Y), is perhaps of all early inventions the most significant. The
elaboration of that idea to indicate the finer distinctions of mood and tense, of plurals,
genders, questions, conditions, relations, qualifications, and so make a language by
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which men could express their meaning accurately, is a supreme example of
intelligence created in interests of that intelligence. The greatest instrument of thinking
is language.

In recorded language the inventive process is more clearly traceable. Speech and
writing are as typically inventions as a plough or a bow or a gun, and in their
development show similar stages of perfection. Writing was first picture-writing,
which involved a versatile, high-grade invention, uncertain and ineffective as it was. To
devise in its stead a system by which the marks as written (letters) became but signs for
the sounds made while speaking, was an unparalleled stroke of genius. Without the
invention of an alphabet, all other discoveries and inventions might have been lost—
except as handed on by tradition. Writing extends the memory of the race and
completes the individual memory and grasp; the modern world is built upon the
records of the past.

70.  The3 central story of belief is a thinker-pilgrim’s progress “from myth to
reason.” Myth, explanatory in intent, is imaginative in method. It creates gods and
heroes and explains the origin of the world (creation myths) as their work, much after
the pattern of human labours. Noah’s Ark, the labours of Hercules, the Golden Fleece,
Pandora, the Gardens of the Hesperides, satisfy the imaginative cravings for a world of
adventure and romance, though incidentally and often primarily it is the purpose of
myth to account for facts in nature and events in history. Such are myths of
explanation, common among primitive peoples and caught in the modern spirit by
Kipling, in his “Just So” stories—a logic-book, fascinating to the child mind. That is
their “plot’ the appeal of which is emotional logic parallels the satisfaction of insight into
the cause and effect in the logic of the intellect.

71.  The intrusions of emotional logic continue to this day. The will to believe is a
will affected by the desire for the consoling, the satisfying, the dramatic, the interesting.
But with the establishment of the logic of science, these intrusions become more subtle,
less crude, except as the older methods of thinking survive. The physical sciences
achieve an objective status; the disciplines standing close to human relations continue to
be affected by prepossessions, by the acceptability rather than the demonstrability of
the conclusions. We give up the belief in the central position of the earth readily, and
are not affected by the consideration that we dwell on a minor planet. The resistance to
the acceptance of simian relatives for the human race has a stronger emotional basis of
the same order. But most of us are prepared to let science settle these matters and to
accept the conclusions objectively. We reserve our emotional bias for beliefs3” that
touch our lives more closely.
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72.  We begin by assuming that thinkers profess loyalty to the same logic. They start
with much the same premises or have access to them; intent upon a common journey
they arrive at different destinations, each traveller convinced that his is the right one.
Equally honest and it may be equally able thinkers take opposite sides of an issue.
Controversies abound; the world of opinion is as beset with warfare as that of politics
and economic interests.

73. In problems of mathematics, there will be no difference in conclusion. The
premises are definite, the rules of reasoning fixed, the answer follows rigidly. All who
understand the problem and the technique of its solution reach the same conclusion.
There can be no controversy; we do not call the attitude toward a proposition in
geometry a conviction. Is there any hope that all thinking on all subjects will eventually
be reducible to that pattern? There is none. For many problems vital to human welfare,
it cannot be remotely approached, though we retain the intention to make the data
reliable and the interpretation sound. Despite it all, differences of conclusion are
inevitable, and doctors and all other experts will disagree.

74.  Controversy itself has taken a more scientific turn, and convictions proceed with
a greater loyalty to logical principles. That is the essential progress. In that sense we
think better, arrive at our conclusions more critically than did our predecessors. As
thinking improves we shall reach greater agreement in most issues of importance. The
difference in capacity for the thinking process will indefinitely continue to hold
convictions by use of such logic as they can command. Those who think most closely to
scientific standards are more likely to reach an agreement in conclusion than those who
think loosely, and are prone to prejudice and fallacy. Men will continue to® live by
convictions and to engage in controversy. The field of controversial issues both
contracts and expands; doubt and exploration advance side by side, older controversies
are settled; newer ones arise. There is progress through it all, for the urge to rationalism
endures.

75.  The prevalence of controversy seems to invalidate logic, but finds its natural
explanation in the complexity of the issues which reflection raises. History is not logic;
by way of and despite controversies knowledge and control have progressed.

76.  Man is by nature a thinker in embryo. He is born with the makings of a mind
capable of logical thought. But the mind as it is employed today has been long in the
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making. By cultivating his tendency to think man has risen to his present estate. The
power of thought has created civilization. What keeps the world going is not
“horsepower”, or steam or electricity, but brain-power. Because a few men in each
generation carried the art of thinking to a higher stage, have we all come to think more
effectively, or can do so if we will. Thinking must be considered as an acquired art, for
the most part imperfectly acquired. Under the pressure of necessity, spurred by
curiosity, rewarded by benefits, men came to engage in the pursuit of ideas as well as of
food and possessions.

77.  The lure seems to attract, despite the obvious fact that if these professors had the
art they profess, they would not need to peddle it. Any such hope is vain and its
promise misleading. Thinking is not that kind of an accomplishment; and the outer
semblance of intelligence, like cosmetic applications, deceives only the undiscerning.

78.  Much of our thinking is done in terms of words. Speaking and writing crystallise
and organize thought. A legal or a scientific argument or a political®® appeal translates
ideas into words. Training in language is training in thinking, quite differently in
different orders of thinking; the language of the Psalms and of Euclid are wholly
distinct. Words may impede and endanger thinking because they may so readily be
used without definite, well thought out ideas in back of them. Much weak thinking
results from the lure of words. To learn to say effectively what you think is a principle
of logical hygiene. Thought is matured by expression. In the very process of writing or
talking, as of doing, you learn how to think effectively.

79.  The primitive mind thinks by other concepts, believes and interprets in quite
different fashion than that stage of understanding from which this book is written, to
which it is addressed.

There is evolution in human thinking. Logical hygiene arises out of the
complexities of modern life. The range of modern interests and the high-grade concepts
of modern science have developed in the service of understanding and control. The lay
mind that desires to participate intelligently in the progress resulting from the
contributions of the specialized minds, must do some intelligent thinking about
thinking itself.

Sound thinking is accordingly the issue of an educational discipline on the basis
of psychological equipment. It is not an acrobatic art, nor a bag of tricks, nor a legalistic
tripping up of contradictions, nor a dialectical contest nor an oratorical display. It is the
consummation of intelligence, rationally directed. It includes the avoidance of thinking
that is weak, illogical, prejudiced, haphazard, lacking organization. The traditional
logic, however limited its outlook, recognized technique and impediments; it taught
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rules for correct thinking; it illustrated fallacies. Logical hygiene considers closely the
temptations that beset the would-be logical mind. The impediments of thought have
been surveyed to that* end. Many a writer on the subject of thinking—which has
recently come into popular favour —comments upon the low level of thinking among
the people in general, and finds therein a major source of the misery and evils and
injustices that oppress a reflective world. Men have ever followed false gods and
listened to unwise counsels. The cheap orator and the shrewd advocate, the sophist
who could make the worse seem the better cause, the mountebank and the demagogue
and the promoter and the hypocrite find their followings. Logical hygiene reduces their
appeal; by wise mental sanitation it renders the public mind more immune to popular
error. Itis not a simple task. Eternal vigilance against fallacy is the price of safety.

ERNEST P. HORRWITZ.
VEDA AND VEDANTA.

1. The so-called realities of life, failure and success, sadness and gladness, April
tears and laughter, crabbed old age and sparkling buoyant youth, are but a passing
spectacle, a variety show, constantly enacted before the enwrapt and entrapped senses.
But higher values abide beneath the crowd of fleeting sensations; permanent substance
is hidden behind flitting shadows. As atma spurs the grandiose dreamlife, the roused
mind presses on to coherent thought and concerted action. Sakti-flooded and power-
driven, the soul rushes in spiritual torrents from theory to practice, and from rhetoric to
reality. Fears and fetters fall off before the majesty of Being. Confronting the vagaries
of the mobile mind stands as a tranquil witness eternal atma the glorious self which like
brilliant firework breaks forth in myriads of names and forms, even as the mild moon
radiates in an infinitude of silver beams which flood with magic light on the
transfigured landscape. Moonlight has no existence apart from the lunar orb.
Similarly, the whole cosmos and its greatest*! achievement, man, moves in atma, its
primal source and fountain-head. Atma is our light, breath and soul; in atma we exist
and plan and jostle. Being young, we claim liberty of action, but hard experience soon
teaches us that we have to follow a higher law than our own sweet will. Character and
environment, karma and dharma, shut us in on all sides, curb our desires, thwart our
planning and purpose. According to Vedanta, the regimented philosophy of the
Upanishads, human nature is not free, however much we may boast of apparent liberty.
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As soon as we feel our nothingness outside atma, we learn to abase and reject ourselves.
Along with self-abandonment comes self-realization which means spiritual liberty.
Atma alone is real (sat), while individuality is unreal (asat), shifting and transient, a
moving picture, and part of the cosmic veil of nature (maya). Sat means literally “that
which is.” Reality “is” and abides. Sat is unchangeable, beyond evolution and its laws.
Yet Sat is not static; the veil of maya is worn and torn by supple sat. Maya signifies
“measurable,” and constitutes the tangible, visible, objective world.

2. The law of causation or karma, if carried to an extreme, enervates the mind, and
impregnates it with the diseased germs of fatalism. And indeed, causality has spread
its sombre shadows for and wide over India. In the vain endeavour to escape from
merciless law of endless action and reaction, Indian preachers sometimes command the
crushing of desire. Self-repression is the essence of their wisdom. In the case of a few
saints and sages, utter detachment is possible and excellent, but psycho-analysts trace
many a crime and morbid mental condition to repressed desires. To satisfy legitimate
longing is our healthy western ideal; the mystic East swarms with pensive ascetics,
often as mad as sad. For most of us it is best to harmonize matter and spirit, to co-
ordinate faith and economics sanely. The senses are natives of the earth where soul is a
forlorn*? pilgrim; our very self or essence is a migrant and alien in the world.

3. Vedantists, just like Uddalaka, always lay stress on the oneness of life, pervading
the myriads of nature’s fickle forms. They neither deny the existence of matter nor the
plurality of manifest life (it would be lunacy to deny such palpable and obvious facts),
but what they do deny is independence of the physical universe. Matter, in their
opinion, is not in a free state, but objectified by human consciousness as red tints are
projected by a ruby. Matter is limitation of mind, and has no intrinsic value, being
regulated and determined by the subjective side of life. Vedanta and Sankhya are rival
currents of philosophy, both emanating from the Upanishads. Vedanta declares that
the material aspect of things shrinks in the same measure as mental vision expands and
moral consciousness grows. Entangling matter assumes gigantic proportions before a
stunted intellect or narrow sympathies.

4. As a rule, Buddha was reluctant to speak on topics, unprovable and unprofitable,
which might engage immature listeners in idle argument. The ever-present Now is
more dynamic than the buried Yesterday.

5. Whenever Menander reflected on the possibility of reincarnation, he utterly
resented the prospect of having to lose, at the time of rebirth, his individuality which he
had cultivated so diligently. The problem puzzled and perplexed his alert mind, since
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all men crave for individual existence. Does personality persist after death? the
illustrious ruler, time and again, would ask himself. In this perturbed frame of mind,
the king drove one day to a learned Buddhist monastery just outside the city, and
consulted the reverend father Nagasena, superior of the Buddhist order in Bactria
(Balkh), on reincarnation and retention of personality. Menander enquired: “When I
die, must I lose my individuality? If I am born again, is my person to be radically
different*3 from what it is now?” The priest answered riddling in a parable: “A light, lit
from another light, need not quench the original flame.”

6. Individuality, said the priest, is but a convenient term to designate perception,
reflection, disposition, consciousness, and what else may work silently and
subconsciously in our complex minds. Your car is a grouping and make-up of various
materials, and your individuality is an aggregate of mental and moral qualities. Car
and individuality are both compounds which, sooner or later, must break up into their
elements. Sire, let us get out of the rigmarole of words.

7. Buddhist Science: Stratosphere aeronauts are impressed with the unity of the
universe, as they gaze from dazzling altitudes at the starry expanse, with a blazing sun
overhead. In a flash of realism, the span of space dissipates to a mirage, suspended in
the air. The blue vault of heaven is but an optical delusion; the trick is done with
myriads of minute mirrors of dust and cloud. The gossamer web of space and the
tissues of time are both fancy-woven. As susets are not the sun, but his image and
reflection, so time is but imaginary, projected by the magic of the mind. The historic
drama, packed with grim actualities and romantic films, is life-like as a vivid dream.
Arctic explorers, encased in the perpetual night of a polar winter, live as much today as
the dawn of Christianity or in the age of stone. Life is a rapid succession of elusive
events. The every skies looked different to soldiers fighting at Waterloo, or Bunker Hill,
or Trafalgar. A planetarium actually turns the clock backward, and projects celestial
orbits and conjunctions as they appeared to bygone generations. Aswaghosha knew
neither stratosphere nor planetarium, but keenly felt the unreality of space and time.

In their eagerness to stem the swelling tide of materialism, the new theologians
allowed the doctrinal pendulum to swing to an extreme idealism. The* regarded
visible objects as visionary and unreal. Aswaghosha went even further, and declared
that individual consciousness, the source of all things, is illusory, null and void. As a
crystal catches the reflection of a bluebell or red rose, he argued, so the mind is coloured
and overlaid with mental images. All sorts of imaginings cover pure intelligence. This
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brain-cloud produces the variety of mundane appearances; a whole crowd of ill-
assorted phenomena makes up the cosmic cinema or moving panorama of the showy
world. Tangible objects can no more be separated from subjective notions than
moonbeams from the moon. Objects do not exist by themselves, but only in our busy
brains, Aswaghosha pleaded; they are mere phenomena of consciousness. The whole
objective world is a castle in the air, a dream devised and staged by the mind, and
mortal mind is utter delusion. Christian science has an eastern counterpart in Buddhist
science as conceived by Aswaghosha two thousand years ago. Subconscious memory,
he tells us, clouds the soul, and results from previous experiences. Pictures, conjured
up, hold us spell-bound; we fondly dwell on dim memories of our remembered or
forgotten past, our actual and prenatal history. We go on dreaming, and fancy all this
optical deceit, the gay and dismal display of life’s perpetual motion. Awakened sages
who have overcome the force of memory are not at the mercy of their thoughts, but can
manipulate and control every subconscious impression; they know the meaning of
personality, see humanity in man, conceive the general behind the specific. Sages
realize the eternal in the transient, and revere abiding unity in all things. Name and
form vanish before the supernormal vision; what remains is the essence of things, the
thing itself, the same yesterday, today and tomorrow. In a superconscious state the
complex compounds of mind and matter break up in simple elements which again
merge in Being. Shadow and semblance turn to substance, are transubstantiated.
There# is nothing left of shape and form, either gross or subtle, except its spiritual
perfume. According to Aswaghosha’s super-idealism, soul alone is real, is THE thing,
is THAT thing. Hence Buddhist science which repudiates mortal mind is known as
Thatness (tathata).

The new idealism which became characteristic feature of Neo-Buddhism was
virtually the old Upanishad teaching that we can only see life through the spectacles of
our impressions; what the universe really is nobody knows. Our preconceived notions
and sensations need constant correction. The whole creation is a mirage and image, a
floating film and flighty vision, a web of sensation or tissue of mortal mind as
Aswaghosha expresses it. We rarely give ourselves as we are. We want to make an
impression; we act and pose and bluff. But appearance cannot be the real thing. Love
and hatred, flattery and abuse, attraction and aversion and another thousand opposites,
sway the muddled mind; they blur the cosmic picture in our excited confused distorted
brains. Buddha had preached the middle path between extremes: courage instead of
rashness or cowardice, generosity between extravagance and meanness, and so forth.
The Saka sage was dispassionate, serene and selfless. Aswaghosha too had a keen sense
of proportion, and in moments of exaltation was privileged to see things as they are,
their inmost self through outer seeming, without the intermediary of sense and reason,
though through a glass darkly. Spiritual laggards mistake falsehood’s fancy-haze for
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truth ablaze; to them the real and the true are veiled. The blinded can only contemplate
the shadow and semblance of reality; economic pressure and sex-urge weigh them
down. We all live in a vague and misty dream world of our own; nothing presents
itself alike to any two men. There are not two individuals who look at a problem or
event from exactly the same angle just as there are not two faces precisely alike.

8. Buddhist4 Yoga: Many manuals exist on Neo-Buddhist idealism; the tile of the
most important text is “Transcendentalism”. The foremost exponent of the new
theology is the latter part of the second century was Nagarjun. This Brahmin from
Dekhan lived in Behar, and in his younger days had been an ardent suttantist. His
Sanskrit commentary on Transcendentalism molded Buddha’s golden mean to a
philosophy of the middle path. We are admonished once more, neither to be prone nor
averse to this butterfly existence which proves manity and vexation of spirit. Nothing
abides; hard facts and practical acts burst like soap-bubbles, and vanish like a conjurer’s
trick. Inbred delusion (Nagarjun calls it cosmic nescience) veils and dims the mind
which consequently mistakes clouds for crags, and the seeming for the solid. Visible
life-forms are dust and dead, but for their hidden vitality, the life throbbing and
pulsating in organic matter, is everlasting. To the visionless the unseen is a non-entity,
and appears to be non-existent. But like summer clouds before the golden sun, so is
innate ignorance scattered before the golden mean in conduct. Nagarjun told nothing
new when he sounded a warning neither to renounce the world nor to sink in its slime
and mire; to avoid vulgar obtrusion as well as sheepish restraint; not to be hustling and
aggressive nor servile and submissive, neither too slick nor too soft; neither abusive nor
commendatory; to keep right in the rush and bustle of life, and yet be above it; to enjoy
all things, but contemplate them from an eternal angle. He upheld the individuality of
immortal soul, just as yoga, the secret of atmabodhi, affirms the personality of almighty
God. Nagarjun knew the lure of a great personality which after all is an expression of
the impersonal, and reflects the unmanifest. Another concession he made to the
shallow tastes and base instincts of the money-making middle class was the infusion of
psychic practice#” and occult spell, vibhuti and tantra, into Neo-Buddhism. Medical
magnetism and magic were productive of Buddhist yoga.

Yoga teaches that health is harmony, and disease is discord. Violation of
nature’s laws is fraught with dissonance; non-injury attunes to the infinite, and makes
contacts with the heart of humanity. Yoga is a blend of psychology and
transcendentalism, Sankhya and Vedanta with a theistic sprinkling. A sane co-
ordination of rational thought and soul-vision is not easy, and yoga is not always
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logical and consistent. But yoga is unique as a practical presentation of the spiritual life.
Its teachings are clear, and its methods precise.

9. Interior analysis and self-realization are to break the tyranny of the delusive ego.
A clever juggler manipulates phantom-objects; jigging monkeys grip the bending
branch of a forest tree, and let it go again. The restless squirrel-mind clutches all sorts
of mental pictures. “Yoga practice” (Yogachara) teaches how to throw them overboard
and “submerge” them; how to control the mind. Auto-suggestion to the effect that the
world is not what it seems is part of medical psychology which Buddhist yogis cultivate
eagerly. Nature has hypnotized us into false beliefs, they maintain, and auto-
suggestion can de-hypnotize us; it is curative and brings happiness, if only used with
wise restraint and modesty. Moreover, when the contemplation of visible forms is
turned inward to the subtle workings of the mind, this introspection or survey of the
sequence of mental phenomena recalls to memory much of the forgotten past, and
allows a firmer grip on current problems. One-pointedness, thinking of one thing at a
time, to the exclusion of all other thoughts, grows to visions of immortality; in the
crucible of yoga they are transmuted into serve to humanity.

10.  Patanjali worked out the science of breath in every8 detail. He maintained that it
is perfectly feasible to draw vitality straightway from the boundless ocean of harmony
and health, in particular from the sun, so that we may be constantly rejuvenated and
refreshed, electrified by rhythm as it were. Every public speaker and actor should
master rhythmic force, and achieve harmony of soul. Rhythm will strengthen his
oratory, and self-expression will help him to self-realization. Rhythmic breath carries
force and persuasion; harmonious breathing is curative. Persistent and methodical
breathing charges the physical frame with rhythmic motion and dynamic energy.
Rhythm is hygienic, and alleviates nervous disorders such as stuttering and
stammering, palpitation of the heart and outbursts of temper. Deep and regular
breathings from the diaphragm render the voice rich and sonorous; its very tone and
inflection will lay subtler shades of meaning into spoken word. The complexion will
become clear, the body light, and the appetite healthy. Nausea and indigestion,
insomnia and insomnia and bilious head-aches, boils, and pimples, will gradually
vanish before the magic mastery and mystery of breath. On the slightest provocation,
untutored minds flare up in mad excitement, and lose all self-control. Breath experts
take annoyances more calmly.

Thythmic breathing like every other art requires hard and steady practice, before
complete lung control is attained, and through it self-command which is the gateway to
self-knowledge: the mortal becomes conscious that he is immortal and has eternal life.
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10.4°  You must learn to stand sentinel over your thoughts; at present they control you,
and you are at their mercy. One morning you wake up with a bright and happy mind;
next day you have a splitting headache, and feel utterly miserable. You cannot breathe
rhythmically when a hundred conflicting mental currents rush headlong through the
restless brain,® creating discord, and dragging the poor helpless mind in a hundred
directions, just when you wish to concentrate. A productive artist simply cannot create
unless his soul is one-pointed, enamoured of one ideal, not agitated by alien thoughts,
but tranquil and serene. Do you imagine that Beethoven could have composed his
heavenly symphonies, or Shakespeare his deep-laid plots, if there mental lake, so to
speak, had been perturbed by worry, or ruffled by anger and resentment?

11.  Rhythmical breathing is the finest tonic for shattered nerves, far better than a
dose of medicine or a vacation at the seaside, and certainly less expensive. Continued
practice will not only bring signs of nerve purification, but healing gifts, therapeutic
power and psychic intuition, superior to learned argument and heated discussion. All
this will develop. You will be able to read other minds, their thoughts will come to you
in picture form, but yogis generally avoid these tempting bypaths, and go straight
ahead for self-realisation. The magnetic rock of magic, more irresistible than the
perilous lure of sex, has shipwrecked many a strong-winged soul.

12.  Full success in yoga is impossible without chastity in thought, word and deed.
Every initiate knows how to transmute the accumulated sex energy into spiritual force.
About the method of transmutation yogis are reticent. The little the author has been
able to ascertain is that they seem to know of a physiological process by which the
retained life-essence can be drawn up through the spinal column to the cerebellum. The
periods of transmutation are computed according to the sun’s position at the hour of
birth. After scoring three years of success in brahmacharya (chastity), or figuratively
speaking, after thrice slaying the twelve beasts of the zodiac, the celibate takes the
mystic degree of self-mastery. The aspirant is now an apta or adept, qualified for the
higher life;>! he is regenerate or twice-born.

13. The two Buddhist converts, and the Gauda adwaitists after them, declared that
the visible world is void and vain. To which Badarayan added: our sense impressions,
depending on exterior objects, are nil and worthless too, so many empty bubbles.

49 The original editor inserted “10.” By hand
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14. In the eighth century a fearless Gauda theologian composed a metrical
exposition of non-dualism (Adwaita). A firebrand, being swung round and round, the
poet-sage explains, resembles a flaming wheel. Even so are physical phenomena but
swift vibrations of consciousness. As the apparent wheel on fire is really one light, so
the ever-turning wheel of mundane existence is one life, though, being set in motion, it
appears manifold. As soon as mortal mind is sufficiently concentrated to withdraw
from the objective world, and the though-waves in the mind-lake are stilled, the unity
of all life reveals itself to the amazed contemplation. The Gauda poem is the earliest
Vedantic document extant. Two generations later, a native of Malabar, Sankara (788-
828), once more annotated Badarayan’'s terse aphorisms. The lapse of centuries had
rendered their brevity more obscure and unintelligible than ever.

15.  Sankara: Names and forms, maya-toys, are passing emotions, a temporary
onrush and overflow of accumulated energy; infinitude (brahma) alone abides. Sankara
contemplated finite life in its endless moods and possibilities. Once the acharya was
asked: Master, you always dwell on brahma and make light of visible things! But can
you explain nature’s variety show? How is it that the One has become many? Why did
the ever-free allow itself to be caught in the meshes of space, time and causation?
Sankara smiled as he replied: last night a mosquito stung me under the bed curtain. I
did not reflect how the troublesome insect had slipt inside the net, but rather how to>2
get the self-invited guest again. Nature’s netting has caught us, and keeps us captive in
the tenement of flesh. We humans are where free men should not be, in prison!
Adwaita points the way out of the bondage of the senses, so that we might rise again
above inbred limitations to a higher vantage-ground, to a larger and more universal
view of life. The lure of nature, I mean woman and wealth, still beguiles you, young
man, or else you would never have idly enquired how it is that the perfect has become
personal, and unity divided.

Master, do you believe in reincarnation? Yes and no! it all depends on one’s state
of consciousness. From a normal and natural standpoint, rebirth and personality,
creator and creation, seem real enough. But a more bracing and penetrating vision soon
dispels all cherished day-dreams from the be-clouded intellect, and only beholds unity
where mortal mind still sees plurality of things and persons. “As soon as consciousness
of non-difference arises” runs the classical passage in Sankara’s Commentary, “the
transmigratory state of the indivisible soul and the creative quality of brahma vanish at
once. The entire display of multiplicity springs from misconception and is removed by
perfect knowledge which leaves no room for creation and reincarnation.”

In a superconscious state (nirvikalpa) Sankara felt one with Brahma, but could no
longer speak about it. He was profoundly silent, a master-muni, his magnificent logic
being at perfect peace and rest. Reasoning only lasts until realization. The mouth that
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dares utter brahma defiles the sacred sound. But Sankara, the man of realization, was
an acharya; from supernormalcy he descended to a lower plane, and talked. Retaining
his purified ego, the mahacharya instructed men that the “personal god” whom they
ignorantly worshipped is in reality the boundless One without a second!

16.  The? neglected education of multi-millionaires benefits little from foreign travel.
They are generally pampered and self-engrossed; too much money burdens the mind
quite as heavily as stark poverty. The best things pertain to heart and soul.

17. Light is complete in itself, and does not depend on darkness; only it is more
conspicuous in the dark. But darkness may be changed to light.

18.  Sat is the ever-present, but asat is absent from a noble soul. Falsehood and
naughtiness are asat. In the beginning arose desire, the primal germ and seed of
organic life; sages who diligently search their hearts discover sat hid in asat.

The transient world as it appears to the five senses is asat; changeless reality, the
essence of all individuality, is sat. The senses can only cognize asat or outward
phenomena which are conditioned by space and time, and have to submit to the law of
evolution and causality. What bud, bee, babe really are, the senses can never know.
Earth life with its keen joys and sorrows is asat. We are asat, imperfect. The perfect is
outside of history and geography, and never changes. We change, and have reached
various stages of growth. And it is because we are more or less advanced, none equally
gifted, that so different views of life are taken. A painter’s eye sees finer shades, a
musician’s ear detects subtler tones, a poet’s radian fancy is more alert and intuitive, a
philosophic mind is clearer about the nature and reason of things than ordinary mortals
are.

18.  Human progress ultimately rests on pure science (gnana). Disintegrating society
pursues follies (maya), without sensing reality (sat) behind the veil of vanity.
Organized religion fails; faith wanes. Churches have lost the healing touch which
cleanses innate pride and baseness. Should land-hunger and greed of gold launch
another world war, many gospelers, despite solemn declarations to the>* contrary, will
again join the pagan madness of legalized slaughter. Ethical collapse has almost
destroyed doctrinal authority. Physical science makes gigantic strides; rationalists have
every reason to mock at static Christianity. Whenever modern research conflicts with
the Biblical letter, the fundamentalists flare up in defense of time-hallowed, but
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untenable doctrines. Creeds are not dynamic enough to retard the rapid decline of the
tottering west. Neither could Vedic tenets avert the break-down of India. Rajas and
nizams, or their divans responsible for government, never had an enlightened public
opinion behind them.

MAHENDRANATH SIRCAR. M.A. Ph.D.
COMPARATIVE STUDIES IN VEDANTISM.

1. Vedantic teachers have thought in concepts similar to those of Western thinkers,
have shown the highest logical acumen and have not been lacking in philosophic
boldness in pressing, as they do, their conclusions to a logical end.

2. The complete presentation of the Vedantic system demands a treatment of
Vedantism as a discipline in life; for Vedantism, rightly understood, is as much an art of
life as a science of thinking, and life ultimately in its fullness of growth embraces Truth
and finds its meaning and purpose therein.

3. Sankara distinguishes between consciousness and the self, and thinks that the
self, though a native accompaniment of consciousness, is not in it. To mean the one for
the other is Avidya.

4. Sankara’s conception of Being as homogeneity of consciousness and blissfulness
of Existence exclusive of determination offers a bold contrast to the theistic conception
of the Absolute as inclusive of infinite determination and endless qualification. To
Sankara determination is negation of Being, to determine it is to deny its absoluteness.

5. Consciousness, though it appears as determining empirical®® experience and
activity, generates none in dreamless sleep, samadhi and emancipation. It is not
expressive consciousness. Expressiveness requires either the self or the not-self as
objects of expression. The former makes its self-conscious and takes away its character
of impersonality. Brahman is not an object to its own self. The latter makes liberation
impossible by the constant demand of mutuality of subject and object.

6. Prakastma Yati points out that the consciousness of an object presupposes its
esse, but the truth of consciousness or percipii itself is not dependent upon the truth of
object, the supposed character of percipii to relate itself to object would destroy its
character of immediate intuition and lend to it the character of a notion.
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7. The subject-object theory of knowledge may have either a psychological or an
epistemological implication. The former accepts a psychosis as the object in perception,
the latter demands an objective reference. Sankara Vedantism would accept the former
and naturally deny the latter, as the objective reference in perception is illusory; the
limitation put upon by the senses apparently set up a division of subject-object, but if
one can transcend the habitual mode of thinking and observe the spontaneity of
creative effort in dream one would feel truly that knowledge does not necessarily
suppose the objectivity of the subject-object relation.
Dialectic on “Sakshi” Consciousness—: Witness-intelligence.

The distinction of the static and dynamic character of consciousness is also borne
out in the conception of saksi or witness intelligence.

8. Confusion arises from ignorance of the sense in which the term is employed. The
word, Saksi, has a transcendent and an empiric meaning. In the former case it is the
percipii accomplished. It has5¢ no relation with avidya. It is completely transcendent.
It is Suddha Cit. It is not saksi in its usual implication. In its empiric application, it is
consciousness not purely transcendent, but felt in isolation from its timeless but
accidental qualification.

9. Swarupa is essence which cannot be conceived to be related to itself. Relation
and essence cannot be synchronized. The attempt to establish a relation between Being
and attributes ends in a logical confusion. Either we must say that there is no relation
between substance and attributes, or we must accept an outwardness or mediateness in
relational concept. Either the attributes resolve themselves into substance or they are
illusory. Anything, besides this, forces us to a dualistic position.

10.  The Absolute to the Sankarites has no history of its life and development. To the
theists it is the perpetuity of an expression in Bliss and Consciousness: a history which
is a self-revelation to itself of its own inner possibilities in a transcendent plane, a
revelation to finite existences in experience, either through an inward revelation or
through the world of Nature.

11.  Though in the ideal of Brahma-Samyapatti, Brahman—Ilikeness, we have the
promise of an expansive and unrestrained life in knowledge and delight, still the
philosophic doubt about the possibility of such a life lingers. How can a being of
atomic magnitude transcend the limitation of knowledge and bliss and acquire a
likeness unto Brahman is a question that passes logical comprehension. The I-ness,
which is the creation of maya, may be removed, but how, with its removal, the finite
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being, by acceptance atomic in nature, can transcend its finitude and acquire an
expansion in Being, Intelligence and Bliss is what requires an explanation. And this
explanation is not logically possible so long as the least difference between>” the infinite
and the finite is retained.

12. The double aspect of Sankara’s philosophy presents us with a two-fold
category —transcendental and empirical.  Strictly speaking, Sankara’s philosophy
embraces a single identical category of existence, for, in the height of knowledge every
other form of being is an illusory appearance. To the sophisticated mind attracted to
the exoteric plane of Existence some modes of existence appears to be gaining a hold
upon consciousness as determinants.

13.  Here is the problem. Philosophy has either to negate relational consciousness or
to posit it in the Absolute. Bradley supposes that in the Absolute the differences, if not
completely annulled, are transmuted and fused, but how, he does not know. Hegel and
Ramanuja make a unitive synthesis of differences in the Absolute. Bosanquet is nearer
to Ramanuja in assimilating the differences in the Absolute as predicates or adjectives.
Bradley does not solve the mystery. Ramanuja and Bosanquet cannot give the unity
they desire so much

14. At the basis of immanent experience lies avidya which has the double capacity of
concealing the truth of identity and holding a scene of multiple existences. Avidya has
an epistemological and a creative function. It screens our consciousness. It has
individuating capacity. In Vedantism the epistemological aspect has been more
emphasized and the whole order of existence has been supposed to be a psychical
illusion and nothing real. The vyavaharika existence and the pragmatic value of the
experienced order have been set aside. The pratibhasika existence or psychological
ideality of it has been emphasized.

But in any case avidya is the root cause of the cosmic appearance, be that
appearance extra-mental or objective, mental or subjective. But both these forms are
prevalent in Advaitism. If the® objective order is guaranteed some constancy and
externality, it is supposed to be rooted in maya. The Vedantists use the word in a
cosmological or ontological sense. The word avidya is used in the epistemological
sense.

But in Sankara’s system the epistemological functioning of avidya is more
significant than its creative functioning, for no sooner does the epistemological
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functioning cease than the truth of identity is revealed and the creative functioning gets
a rude and a sudden check and in not time dies out. The epistemological functioning
has not been accepted with equal emphasis. Those who regard the creative functioning
as equally important have to maintain an objective extra-mental world. We notice,
therefore, a tendency among a certain section of the followers of Sankara to dispense
with the creative order as a subjective illusion acquiring an apparent objectivity through
inter-subjective intercourse.

15.  Sankara’s test of truth is purely metaphysical. A thing may appear or>® may not,
but this does not constitute its truth. A positive appearance which subsequently dies
out is no truth. The epistemological or psychological test of truth as appearance to or
object of consciousness has been set aside.

16.  Vivarthavada is a frank confession of a failure to exactly determine causation. A
change supposes a difference, for without difference it is no change. But it is hard to
conceive a difference and an identity together. The difference of the effect cannot co-
exist with the identity of the cause. Vacaspati thinks synthesis impossible. He inquires,
what is this bheda, which is supposed to co-exist with abheda? Are they mutually
opposed? If so, cause and effect will be totally different existences, non-compatible in
nature. If there is a difference, there is no identity, if identity, none can conceive a
difference. So the attempt®® to establish difference in identity in causation fails
completely.

17. The concept of an ‘I’ the unity of synthetic apperception, is more or less apparent
in conscious life, yet this ‘I’ is nothing real but a reflection. But, on the other hand, we
must not think that the ‘I’ is the mere sum total of the psychic states. The idea of an
integrative and unifying principle subsists through all psychical changes. Sankara
avoids two extremes of reality and complete unreality of the ego.. The ego is a scientific
and a pragmatic reality. It has a psychological or epistemological ideality, but no
transcendent reality.

18.  Empirical existences are facts of finite consciousness. They appear, and
appearance lends them a colour of truth. We cannot deny them. But all these
appearances have not the same hold upon finite experience and consciousness. And
this fact leads us to think of degrees of reality.

The pratibhasika existence commands the lowest degree, vyavaharika existence,
a higher degree. The one is a mere appearance to consciousness and has no claim upon
us, the other has a claim upon our personality, feeling and willing. Not only this, even

5 The original editor deleted “truth is purely metaphysical” by hand
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in the scale of existence the one appears and claims to be more real and durable than the
other. In other words durability has varying degrees and intensities. A varying degree
naturally suggests a beginning. An initiation which may rise and fall in being cannot
claim to be the Absolute reality, which, as absolute, must deny variation or degree of
reality.

That this variation is a fact to finite consciousness, Sankara does not deny. Its
character as real is also accepted. But because it is a degree, it is denied an absolute
character. Sankara is frank in his confession that we meet in experience such variations
in the degree of being, and so long as experience (finite) persists we cannot avoid them,
but on that ground we cannot®! accept them as truth. Variation and degree cannot
connote the full being and imply necessarily a partial being and a partial non-being. A
partial non-being characterizes its illusoriness and unreality.

A partial being is true as being and illusory as partial. Being is a continuum and
a plenum. Partiality of being is a creation and a false creation of relative consciousness
which, as relative, cannot transcend the division and posits to the unilluminated
intellect the degrees of reality. And so long as the intellect works, we cannot but accept
this division and grades of being. Partiality then does not posit anything new but
presents to finite consciousness the same reality in degrees. And as such this
presentation can claim truth relative to that experience and that consciousness. It comes
to this, then, partiality is not by itself a character of being, but an acquired appearance
of being in relation to consciousness to which it is reflected. In other words, partiality is
relative to finite vision and finite experience, and has no place in the Absolute.

19. The immanent and all-inclusive consciousness, though it represents the centre of
all centres of experience and is fully aware of the entire experience and presentation still
suffers within itself a limitation of the division of subject and object. And so long as it
has the consciousness of presentation, it has a sense of an outness, which is a barrier to
its absoluteness. And an outness, which is an expression of self to self, though often
claimed to be not strictly an outness, cannot be reconciled in the Absolute for an
expression has a differentiating implication inasmuch as it is an effort to be away from
the centre. Sankara has, therefore, conceived the Absolute to be denying all relational
consciousness, it is the centre which has no circumstance, it is the focus which shines in
itself, but does®? not throw out its splendour. It is expression. It is real, for it is
continuity. It persists. And Sankara claims that we finally get to such an existence,
which denies and transcends all relational import.
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20.  Really there are not two existences, the Absolute is the metaphysical reality and
the only reality, the appearance is not the reality, though it has an expression. And in
so far as appearance has a reality, it is non-different from Being. And in the extreme
section of the Sankarites the order of appearance has been reduced to psychoses,
samskaras and ideas projected outward. The world has been reduced to a
psychological illusion. Even if we do not go so far, we cannot ascribe to appearance any
reality, for Being is the only reality. Spinoza’s is a double-faced reality. It appears as
thought, just as it appears as extension. Advaita Vedanta cannot accept this. It reduces
all existences to consciousness. Nothing inert exists.

21.  The illusoriness of existence is still some form of being; it has an appearance. But
Vedantism in its highest effort of realization does not hesitate to deny this character of
appearance even to the cosmic manifold. It not only denies it, it does not recognize it at

all. Denial presupposes a prior acceptance or assertion. It denies denial and assertion
both.

22.  Next comes the stage of pure percipience which does not attach any objectivity to
the manifold. It is a subjective reation. It exists only in the form of drsti. It is an
appearance and as appearance it is not independent of percipi or percipience. The
notions of practical reason are mere notions or concepts, corresponding to which
nothing exists, for nothing has existence beyond consciousness. To think that anything
outside exists, or to lend to subjective concepts and notions an objective color, is to
invert the true order and is psychological illusion.®3 Pure percipience in its highest
stretch can only see the immanence of certain fundamental concepts in intuition, which
as intuition surely transcends them. The intuitions of practical reason have not in this
stage pragmatic significance. They have not as yet acquired it. They are there as mere
empirical intuitions, fundamental psychological notions of which no mind is free. But
they are still notions floating eternally in the ether of consciousness and we must
characterize them as notions of empiric consciousness and apart from empiric
consciousness these have no reality. This pure percipience sometimes feels its
transcendence as witness, sometimes feels it not. But in any case it does not see the
extramentality and objectivity of the psychic manifold. Hence Prakasananda says, “The
wise consider the world as identical with consciousness, the ignorant as something
objective.” Nothing is objective, nothing is real, save and except pure percipience.
Percipi is the being of esse. Drsti is srsti. Confined within empirical intuitions this high
intellectual isolation denies will and its activity and does not recognize anything
besides these intuitions. The creativeness of will is denied, that of imagination is
accepted.
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23.  Sankara’s system is chiefly intellectual and the philosophical discrimination of
the real from the unreal is the immediate cause of realization. With an intellectual
discipline in Vedantism, the seeker transcends the impulsive and emotional
consciousness and has a soaring in intuitive effort. Here again, the intellectual
discipline may have two forms, the one is a dialectic consciousness, the other, a
psychological opening. The Samkhya Marga (as the former is called) is exclusively an
intellectual insight, reared up by a logical discipline, unaccompanied by any form of
mystic opening. It is prominently the philosophic method. It requires an opening
open® and a free mind to follow the course of rational thinking and when this logical
understanding is satisfied, the discriminative reflection begins. As the result be there of
the mental-consciousness soon parts with its concrete modification, for backed up by a
logical sense, it no longer attends to the sense-datum. It now is engrossed in meditation
upon atman, and an indeterminate modification of mental being, a continuous and
undivided transformation into the form of atman is soon established. Such a
modification is called vrtti in Vedantic terminology. The process of inversion is started.
This is the first stage. Before it can take a firm hold upon mental-consciousness, it must
destroy the contrary modification of antahkaranam in the form of the manifold, the
samsara. In this stage the mental consciousness has the capacity to get over the habitual
accommodation and to go out in search after reality. It soon realizes in the intensity of
meditative penetration the delight of self-opening and becomes more engrossed in it. It
gains a firm ground in us and soon the absolute consciousness in its integrity reveals
itself. This is the third and the last stage which is immediately preceded by the
negation of the manifold existence including the vrtti itself. The first stage marks out
the origin and the continuity of vrtti, the second, its final disappearance, the third is the
stage of illumination and knowledge.

Between the second stage, the denial of the manifold and the atmic-revelation in
the third, there is no sequence in time. They are simultaneous. Atman, strictly
speaking, cannot be known, for it is near an object to a subject. It transcends the
ordinary operation of thinking. Even if it be not known, its existence and knowledge
can be indicated by the last stage of mental transformation. It is known by implication
as identical with the denial of illusion. And we have this denial in the% concrete in the
last state of vrtti (mental functioning) (i.e. the second stage indicated above) which
destroys the conceptual structure and the empirical intuitions of the sense and with it is
itself lost or destroyed. The meditative penetration has the effect of opening intuitive
consciousness and with it the conceptual thinking and completely disappear. Avidya
with its phantoms is totally denied. A training in Vedantism has not the desirable effect
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of destroying nescience, unless it is followed by direct knowledge. The immediate
assertion of truth requires a direct denial in knowledge. The consciousness of division
is put off, and the jiva attains the freedom or emancipation. Freedom or emancipation
is not of atman, which is eternally free. Nothing can restrict its freedom, for nothing,
besides it, exists. We cannot speak of freedom or bondage of Atman, for they are
relative concepts. The one implies the other; these concepts can be extended to jiva, the
psychological self, but not to atman, the transcendent identity. Here again, the
psychological or the empirical self completely vanishes, and psychological ideality
consists in limitation or reflection. So with the limitation (put upon by avidya)
removed, the transcendent self is what alone is left. Liberation is to cast off this sense of
limitation, and to get into expansive consciousness.

24.  Such a realization presupposes an adaptation and a fitness chiefly intellectual.
This is generally indicated by the three-fold method of sravana, manana and
nididhyasana. Sravana introduces the subject with a course of instruction, manana
establishes the logical cogency and nididhyasana, the sustained reflection, strikes deep
the truth of identity in our heart. Sravana displaces the crudest form of ignorance, viz.
Brahman does not exist. Manana refutes the opposite philosophic conclusion.%
Nididhyasana is the continuous meditative effort to realize the truth of identity. The
discipline is chiefly reflective criticism and psychological analysis. Nididhyasana is the
continuous meditative effort to realize the truth of identity. The discipline is chiefly
reflective criticism and psychological analysis. Nididhyasana has two forms according
as the duality of the witness and the mental modification, the peculiar psychoses set up
by the constant thought of the axiom of identity, exists or not.

25. We should not forget, for a moment, that the direct and immediate cause of
emancipation is knowledge; ignorance causes bondage, knowledge gives liberation, for
knowledge is opposed to and destructive of ignorance. Whatever may be the
preliminary discipline, transcendence and emancipation are simultaneous with
knowledge destroying ignorance. The chasterning of emotion, the purification of will,
the right regulation of conduct, in short, the ethical discipline, have a place in the life of
knowledge, but cannot give us knowledge direct.

They prepare us for the final intellectual penetration and insight, but they cannot
effect immediate vision and transcendence. Vacaspati holds that they indirectly help
our knowledge by creating a desire to know and by purification of the mental and
intellectual sheaths. Karma or merely properly regulated life in the light of Sastric
injunctions, generally known as dharma, is inherently incapable of removing ignorance;
for it is a life in ignorance; a divided life cannot, by a pulse of will or by a move of
emotion, deny its own individuality. A course of evolution in accordance with an ideal

66 62
MAHENDRANATH SIRCAR. M.A. Ph.D.
COMPARATIVE STUDIES IN VEDANTISM



of perfection is possible, but it is not emancipation. It may be the ethical or the karmic
end, but because of its being separated for ever from the truth it cannot be the goal of
the®” search. Truth is everlasting. Everything is illusory and unreal. Will and its
affirmations have a value, but not the permanence; but that which is not abiding cannot
demand intrinsic value, sooner or later its truer nature reveals itself to be a hollow
show, however attractive it might have appeared a moment before. Truth is reality.
And the eternal reality is the fact of consciousness. The real is, therefore, the good. In
Sankara Vedantism, therefore, the ethical life gradually transforms itself from active
usefulness and regulation of conduct to search after truth, for it soon discovers that
truth is our being.

MAX BORN.
THE RESTLESS UNIVERSE.

1. It is odd to think that there is a word for something which, strictly speaking, does
not exist, namely, “rest.” We distinguish between living and dead matter; between
moving bodies and bodies at rest. This is a primitive point of view. What seems dead,
a stone or the proverbial “door-nail” say, is actually for ever in motion. We have
merely become accustomed to judge by outward appearances; by the deceptive
impressions we get through our senses.

2. The physicist takes it for granted that air merely consists of a lot of small
particles which he calls molecules. These molecules are flying about all the time and are
continually colliding with one another

3. At one time scientists were accustomed to draw a distinction between
“permanent” gases, which could not be liquefied, and other gases which were known to
be “vapours” of liquid or solid substances, bearing the same relation to them as steam
does to water. As lower and lower temperatures were reached, however, one gas after
another was liquefied; first carbon dioxide (at -78.5" C), then®® air (at -193" C) and other
familiar gases. The last gas to resist liquefaction was helium; but at last Kamerlingh-
Onnes succeeded in liquefying this gas also, at the extremely low temperature of -269’
C. It is clear, then, that there is no real difference between a gas and a vapour.
Conversely, every liquid or solid substance can be vaporized, i.e. transformed into a
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genuine gas, by the application of high temperatures. There is no substance, not even
iron or gold or platinum, that will not melt and vaporize if the heat is great enough.
One of the most difficult metals to vaporize is tungsten®, the boiling point of which is
estimated to be 4800" C. Thus the concept of a gas includes every substance whatever —
provided the temperature is sufficiently high;

4. The restlessness of the very small parts of the universe then, is a matter of very
practical concern.

5. More than a hundred years ago a botanist named Brown, on looking down his
microscope, saw that the minute particles which detach themselves from pollen when
the latter is thrown into water keep continually moving about like a swarm of bees. But
it was only in 1906 that Einstein and Smoluchowski realized that this is a direct proof of
the reality of the molecular motions.

6. No one who has ever seen the swarming points of light under the microscope
will cast any doubt on the truth of the kinetic theory of gases.

7. By the kinetic theory of gases, we know that the molecules are never at rest.

8. According to Chemistry, the incomprehensibly great number of substances of
which dead and living matter is made up are compounds formed from a comparatively
small number of elements. There are 92 different kinds of atoms— the elements—and
all molecules are combinations of some of these elemental atoms. This analysis is one
of”0 the most wonderful achievements of the human mind.

9. The same spiritual urge has led research still farther —for who is going to believe
that there really are as many as 92 ultimate units?

10.  The genuine physicist believes obstinately in the simplicity and unity of Nature,
despite any appearance to the contrary. Hence, for him, the periodic table was not a
tombstone inscription, but a command to renew his inquiries.

11.  Light is an electromagnetic process.
12.  Suppose next that the earth people make the same observations on the clocks on

Mars. They find them showing the same time when, from the standpoint of the
observer on the earth, they should not show the same time at all. Who is right? Who is
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wrong? Einstein’s answer is: neither is. They are both right and both wrong. Each
planet, more generally each moving body, has its own system of time, and also of space;
it can be shown that the Lorentz-Fitzgerald contraction is closely associated with the
“relative” of time. No planet can claim to have the absolute system of time and space.

13.  Shells from large guns can already be made to travel faster than sound, so that
they arrive before their own sound-waves —the victim is hit before he has time to hear
the shot.

14.  If we stick to the relativity principle, we must alter ordinary mechanics. But
nothing of the many established results of mechanics must be lost.

15. A certain crystal, Zinc sulphide, gives a flash of light when it is struck by a fast
particle from a radium preparation (a so-called a’!-particle, in reality a helium ion. In a
darkened room it was possible with a not very powerful magnifying glass to see the
individual hits as little points of light, so-called scintillations, which can easily be
counted if the eye is suitably rested. Anyone who has a watch with a luminous dial can
verify this; for the figures are painted over with zinc sulphide’> powder mixed with
traces of radio-active substance. To the naked eye the figures seem to be feebly
luminous; but a magnifying glass shows that the light is really intermittent.

16.  Light is the most important messenger bringing us news from the outside world.
What does it really tell us? We think we actually see things, their outlines and colours.
In reality the light merely reports this: “I come from such and such a direction, vibrate
with such and such an intensity and such and such a velocity, and I have entirely
forgotten what happened to me on the journey on which I set out just after my birth and
which ends here on your retina with my death.” Everything else, such as our
perception of coloured objects is not like a newspaper reporter’s “copy”, but is an
unconscious combination by the editorial department (the brain) of thousands and
thousands of these reporter’s messages, depending on impressions derived from all the
senses taken together.

Most people find this journalistic combination so fascinating that they scarcely
pay any attention to the reporter’s skill. The physicist, however, finds these very
reports particularly attractive. He does not combine them unconsciously, but, on the
contrary, deliberately sets out to analyse them, using considerable ingenuity and
cunningly devised apparatus. Then they tell him quite a different story, one of a
restless universe of atoms, governed by strange laws.
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Light itself forms part of the restlessness in the world of the very small. Even
where there are no atoms, in empty interstellar space, for example, there are light-rays
coming from the stars and moving in all directions. And near the stars, which of course
are glowing suns, like our sun, light vies with the atoms, rushing on in a wild dance.

17.  The great revolution in physics began with the work of a single man, Max
Planck. By extremely careful”® experiments he showed that in certain phenomena of
heat radiation the observed facts cannot be reconciled with the hitherto accepted laws of
mechanics and optical theory. Once he was absolutely convinced of this, he sought to
make a very trifling modification in these laws, which would bring them into
agreement with the facts. In 1900 he asserted that it is necessary to assume that the
emission and the absorption of light take place in quanta—“atoms”, we may say —not
in arbitrarily small amounts (as was possible according to the wave theory.) Yet this
very minute discontinuity of the process, assumed by Planck, had dramatic
consequences! Five years later Einstein came forward and declared that Planck had
said far too little. According to him, discontinuity does not merely occur in the
emission and absorption of light; no, light itself by no means consists of smooth waves,
but is quite discontinuous or “quantized”: in short, it behaves like a rain of particles:
photons or light quanta.

This is Newton's old hypothesis again, but now armed with quite new
experimental facts, above all, the observations of the photo-electric effect.

This we have already mentioned. If light of short wave-length falls on matter, it
knocks out electrons. The process has been investigated by means of photo-electric
cells; these are evacuated glass tubes with a coating of metal (e.g. sodium) on their inner
surface, and provided with a quartz window which lets through ultra-violet light.
These cells are used for a variety of practical purposes, e.g. in talking films and in
television apparatus. There are also photo-electric instruments for measuring the
intensity of light, which photographers find useful in estimating exposures.

Physicists have accurately investigated the connection between?* the number and
velocity of the electrons emitted and the properties of the light. If the intensity of the
light is increased, the current of electrons emitted by the metal becomes stronger, but
not, as one might expect, because the electrons are more accelerated by the stronger
vibrations and fly out of the metal more quickly —no, the velocity remains the same so
long as the colour, or, more accurately, the wave length of the light remains the same; it
is the quantity of electrons emitted that increases. If, however, the wave-length of the
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light is altered, the velocity of the emitted electrons is altered in accordance with
Planck’s law.

18.  Einstein asserted that this puzzling behaviour would at once become intelligible
if light were regarded as a rain of particles (photons), whose energy, following Planck,
is hv. But we see at once that such particles cannot be real in the sense of having mass;
for if they had mass and moved with the speed of light, their energy would be infinite,
as the theory of relativity tells us. A photon falling on an atom can give up its energy to
an electron instantly and knock it out of the atom. The quantity of electrons knocked
out by light is accordingly proportional to the quantity of photons, and the energy of
the electrons (less the work required to separate them from the atom) is proportional to
the frequency.

At first physicists were extremely sceptical about this idea; for the wave theory
seemed excellently confirmed by countless experiments and measurement. But
gradually there accumulated a host of experimental facts which immediately became
intelligible on Einstein’s hypothesis, whereas the wave theory could not do anything
with them; and these were mostly phenomena in which light was transformed into
other forms of energy or conversely.

19.  Experiments”> demonstrate quite clearly that light and matter unite in
themselves properties of waves and properties of particles. We therefore cannot say
that they are one or the other: they are both, displaying one side of their nature or the
other, according to the type of obstruction they meet.

This circumstance raises great difficulties of theoretical interpretation. Bohr has
declared outright that there is an incomprehensible irrational factor in physical events.
To make the position clear, we need only state bluntly what the quantum postulate of
Planck and de Broglie means.

Energy and momentum are properties of minute particles. Frequency and wave-
number, on the other hand, are properties of simple harmonic waves, whose definition
implies that they extend indefinitely in time and space.

Yet it is asserted that—apart from the factor h, which serves to transform the
units of measurement —energy and frequency are to be identified, and also momentum
and wave-number.

We see at once that this is not possible unless we sacrifice some fundamental
assumption of ordinary thought.

The case is like that of the theory of relativity. Their experiments on the
behaviour of light in rapidly moving systems forced us to form a new conception of
space and time. Here in the quantum theory it is the principle of causality, or more

75 69
MAX BORN
THE RESTLESS UNIVERSE



accurately that of determinism, which must be dropped and replaced by something
else.

To be quite clear about what this principle means, we shall return to the
illustration of a gun firing, which we used right at the beginning of the book. We then
said that a knowledge of the laws of nature is far from being sufficient to enable us to
make predictions about future events; we must know the initial conditions as well. In
the case of the gun the form of all possible trajectories is determined’® by a law of
nature, which expresses the effect of gravity (and perhaps also air resistance) on the
motion of the shell; but the path actually followed by the shell in a prescribed case
depends on the direction in which the gun is trained and the muzzle velocity of the
shell.

Now in the older physics it was assumed as obvious that these initial conditions
can always be stated with any desired degree of accuracy. Then the course of the
subsequent phenomena (the trajectory of the shell, in the case of the gun) can also be
calculated with any desired degree of accuracy. The initial state determines the future
according to the laws of nature. From a given state onward everything goes on like an
automatic machine and, provided we know the laws of nature and the initial state, we
can predict the future merely by processes of thought and calculation.

This actually does happen. Astronomers, above all, predict the positions of the
moon and the planets, the occurrence of eclipses, and other celestial phenomena, with
great accuracy. Engineers, too, rely firmly on their machines and structures doing what
they have been calculated to do —and successfully.

Nevertheless, modern physics declares that the matter is not so simple as this,
whenever we have to deal with the restless universe of atoms and electrons.

Even in the case of gases we saw that the determination of phenomena from the
initial state may be an excellent idea in theory, but is of no practical consequence. For it
is quite impossible to determine the positions and velocities of all the particles at one
instant. Instead, we have recourse to statistics. We make an assumption about equally
probable cases (the hypothesis that the molecules are arranged at random) and deduce
results from this. As these agree with experiment, we are led to the belief that
statements about probabilities can be”” just as good objective laws of nature as the
ordinary laws of physics. This kind of statistical argument, however, has only a loose
and superficial connection with the rest of physics.

All this is changed by the discovery of the dual entity of wave and particle.
Experiments show that the waves have objective realities just as much as the particles —
the interference maxima of the waves can be photographed just as well as the cloud-
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tracks of the particles. There seems to be only one possible way out of the dilemma; a
way | have proposed, which is now generally accepted, namely, the statistical
interpretation of wave mechanics. Briefly it is this: the waves are waves of probability.
They determine the “supply” of the particles, that is, their distribution in space and
time. It follows that the waves, a part from their objective reality, must have something
to do with the subjective act of observation.

Here lies the root of the whole matter.

In the older physics it was assumed that the universe goes on like a machine,
independently of whether there is someone observing it or not. For the observer was
believed to be capable of making his observations without disturbing the course of
events. At all events, an astronomer looking thro” his telescope does not disturb the
march of the planets!

But the position of a physicist who wishes to observe an electron in its path is not
so simple. He is like a craftsman who is trying to set a valuable diamond with a
mason’s trowel. He has no apparatus available which is smaller and finer than the
electron. He can only use other electrons, or photons; but these have an intense effect
on the particles under observation, and spoil the experiment. We see that a necessary
consequence of atomic physics is that we must abandon the idea that it is possible to
observe the course of events in the universe without disturbing it.

Now?8 if the steps necessary for making an observation had quite complicated
effects on the events, mathematical physics could not exist at all. Happily this is not so.
The fundamental laws of the quantum theory, with which we are already acquainted,
see to it that enough is left to enable us to make predictions. But the predictions are no
longer “deterministic,” in the sense that “the particle observed here to-day will be at
such and such a place to-morrow”; but “statistical”: “the probability that the particle
will be at such and such a point tomorrow is so and so.” In the limiting case of large
masses, such as we have in ordinary life, this probability of course becomes practical
certainty; here the principle of causality still holds in its old form.

To penetrate more deeply into the meaning of these statements, we go back and
consider an electron and its pilot wave. We saw that physically there is no meaning in
regarding this wave as a simple harmonic wave of indefinite extent; we must, on the
contrary, regard it as a wave-packet consisting of a small group of indefinitely close
wave-numbers, that is, of great extent in space. Then the group velocity is identical
with the velocity of the particle; the wave-packet moves with the particle. But where-
abouts in the packet is the particle?

Clearly it is in accordance with the spirit of the probability idea to say that this
question has no answer. We can, however, say that the particle has an equal probability
of being anywhere in the wave-packet. The wave is just that part of the description of
the phenomenon that depends on the intrusion of an observer; it replaces the initial
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conditions of classical physics. The difference, however, is this: the assumption that the
particle has a definite velocity necessarily means that the position of the particle is and
must remain largely indeterminate. For it is only in the case of a group of waves of
almost equal wave”’-numbers that we can speak of a group velocity. As was stated on
p.148, the product Extension in Space of Wave X Range of Wave-number is
approximately 1; hence if the range of wave-number is small, the extension in space
must be great.

This rule can be stated in another way, in which it no longer refers to waves but
tells us something about the measurability of the position and velocity of the particle.

As we have seen, the extension of the wave in space corresponds to the
uncertainty about the position of the particle. We now recall de Broglie’s relation:

Wave-number=Momentum +8 h.

A definite range of wave-number therefore corresponds to a definite uncertainty
about the momentum Thus we obtain the result that the product Uncertainty of position
X Uncertainty of Momentum is never less than h. This is the celebrated Uncertainty
Principle of Heisenberg, which interprets the irrationality of the quantum laws as a
limitation of the accuracy with which various quantities can be measured. There is
another similar relation between time and energy.

20.  This interpretation of the periodic system, an interpretation due in essence to
Bohr, has given a powerful impetus to chemistry. Indeed, we may say that the
distinction between physics and chemistry has disappeared, so far as theory is
concerned; the difference is merely one of practical methods and modes of instruction.
For even the nature of chemical forces has had light thrown on it by the quantum
theory.

21.  Yet there is no possible doubt that the quantum theory is capable of explaining
all the properties of atoms and molecules accurately, although the working-out of
details may still leave very much to be desired. The riddle of matter is not indeed
solved, but is reduced to a deeper problem, which, however, is in many ways simpler,
namely, what are atomic8! nuclei?

Before we attack this problem, however, we shall consider one of the most
remarkable consequences of the quantum theory in somewhat greater detail.

We must not forget that in spite of all its successes the quantum theory demands
an intellectual sacrifice —renunciation of the complete determinability of position and
time for a particle whose momentum and energy are known, and renunciation of the
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complete prediction of future events. Bounds must be imposed on reason and
understanding; because Nature seems to exhibit features which are irrational and
unintelligible. Even among concepts which we seem capable of grasping, there are
many which are highly paradoxical. One of the most peculiar is quantization of
direction.

21.  We reach the atoms in their thermal dance. We penetrate into them, and far from
finding a state of greater rest, we find still wilder motion. The electrons in the inner
shells of a light atom like lithium vibrate about 107 times per second—a colossal
number! Let us compare it with long intervals of time and ask ourselves the question,
what happened 1017 seconds ago? In one year there are 60 x 60 x 24 x 365 = 3 x 107
seconds so that 1017 seconds come to about 3 x 10° or 3000 million years. This is a
longer time that that which has elapsed since the formation of the first solid crust on the
earth. With the heavier atoms, the number of times the inner electrons vibrate in a
single second is many times greater that the number of seconds since the “creation of
the world.”

Now we have reached the nucleus and have hopes of greater rest, firmness, and
solidity —but we find none. True, the nuclei are much heavier than the electrons, and as
a whole they therefore move correspondingly less rapidly. What goes on in their
interior, however, does not pro-promise peace or repose.

22. The? idea that the atoms of electricity, the electron and the proton, are the
ultimate units out of which matter is built up was a simple and beautiful one. But, alas,
it is wrong. There are other particles as well which have an equal right to the title of
ultimate atoms.

In the first place, it was found that neutrons do actually exist. Their discovery is
closely bound up with another discovery, namely, that nuclei can be excited and made
to emit light, just as atoms can. This had been suspected for a long time. The rays, of
the same nature of light, which are emitted by radioactive substances, can be explained.

23.  Even in empty space there is no rest. Everywhere light-waves coming from the
luminous stars are in continual oscillation. Here and there an atom is found wandering
about by itself; their density in interstellar space is estimated at about 1 atom per cubic
centimeter. Further, the sun is continually shooting out very fast electrons; these give
rise to the aurora (“northern lights”).

24.  Matter does not persist from eternity to eternity, but can be created or destroyed.
A positive electron and a negative electron may annihilate one another, their energy
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flying off in the form of light; but they can also be born, with the annihilation of light-
energy.

Once the equivalence of mass and energy had been recognized, the possibility
that material particles, electrons in particular, can be created or destroyed was often
thought of. But now the phenomenon is made visible to our eyes. For in the Wilson
chamber we actually see the birth of an electron-pair. The reverse process, the collision
and vanishing of a positive electron with a negative electron, has been demonstrated
with equal certainty. The state of affairs is therefore as follows: each electron seeks for a
partner of the opposite kind and rushes to unite with it. In this wild wedlock?? the
parents disappear and a pair of twin photons are born. But not all electrons find a
partner. In our part of the universe there is a superfluity of the negative kind. Why?
We have no idea. In other parts of the universe, perhaps, the reverse may be true.

25.  The old hypothesis that the nuclei consist of protons and electrons no longer has
any justification now that the neutron and the positron have been discovered, and there
are a number of facts that directly contradict it.

26. I am convinced that the dual conception of matter, as particles which act on one
another by means of the electromagnetic field, cannot be final. Particle and field must
form a higher unity; they must be much more intimately related to one another than is
assumed in the wave mechanics.

The riddle of matter is still unsolved, but it is reduced to the problem of the
ultimate particles. The solution of this problem is the task of the physics of the future.

We have reached the end of our journey into the depths of matter. We have
sought for firm ground and found none. The deeper we penetrate the more restless
becomes the universe, and the vaguer and cloudier. It is said that Archimedes, full of
pride in his machines, cried, “Give me a place to stand, and I will move the world!”
There is no fixed place in the universe: all is rushing about and vibrating in a wild
dance.

27.  Truthis what the scientist aims at. He finds nothing at rest, nothing enduring, in
the universe. Not everything is knowable, still less is predictable.

SARDAR# UMRAO SINGH SHER GIL.
THE YOGA THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE AND ITS POSITIVISM.

Yoga starts with the facts of the existence of subject and object, and holds that
their correlation is without beginning. The subject is, and was, never bound by
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ignorance, and is ever free, while the individual spirits, though free in their essence, are
bound by ignorance to Nature. Purusha is called Chtishakti, consciousness as power,
not as a process. As long as ignorance persists this relation and the consequent
experience will continue, and it can cease for the individual only when knowledge has
destroyed this ignorance.

It appears from the study of Patanjali’'s Yoga aphorisms and the scholium and
commentaries thereon that (1) Purusha, the soul or spirit, is merely self-luminous pure
consciousness, etc. etc. and may be said to be in a certain sense only the seer or subject
and passive witness of the functions of the mind: (2) Chitta or mind is merely the organ
of thought, etc. whose very nature is Prakhya i.e. “showing” and “making known” all
things including itself and Purusha to Purusha: (3) Mind is unconscious in itself, being a
product of insentient nature, but through which the beginningless but close association
with Purusha or consciousness and becomes conscious, so to speak, with the result that
its activities, which otherwise would be purely mechanical and blind, become
intelligent, and we get what we call states of consciousness, functions of the mind,
Pratyayas (motions)., etc. It is the medium of knowledge. Buddhi (understanding) or
Chitta (mind)—both words used in this system are synonyms which is a product of
Sattva plus Rajas and Tamas, is thus the medium of knowledge for Purusha. In it, and
through it, will be represented to him every object of knowledge including himself, the
mind, and sense objects, gross and subtle.

We see in ordinary life that the person whose mind is less dull and agitated, and
consequently more clear and concentrated, has greater power of knowledge,% through
the senses by observation, and by thought, reasoning and memory and mental grasp
generally, through the mind. In greater mental activity we observe an abstraction from
the senses, and men of genius and talent are a proof of that. After a certain stage sense
activity gives place to, and is merged in, mental activity.

Modern psychology has shown in the phenomena of hypnotic sleep, which it
considers an extension of natural sleep, that a certain exaltation of various mental,
moral, and emotional faculties occurs in certain depths of trance. Mandukya
Upanishad also speaks of the extension of the range of knowledge in the “dream” phase
of consciousness by which, of course, is meant something more than ordinary dream
state. In this state of the abstraction of senses into the mind’s depths appear
phenomena of vision which are veridical and not merely illusory. Some subtler sense
opens out the windows of the soul and enlarges its power of perceiving things actually
existing, known as clairvoyance, lucidite or telaesthesia, as Myers prefers to call it.
Whatever the theories advocated to account for it, the fact remains, and Yoga
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philosophy understands it to be neither more nor less than the simple act of perception
made possible through the reduction of the influence of the Rajasic activities of the
senses playing upon the mind stuff and moulding it in various shapes, thus standing in
the way of its pure perceptions. Not that every one during sleep or trance can be a
clairvoyant. The ordinary man in his average condition would seem to be overcome by
Tamas (darkness and dullness), and unless darkness and dullness as well as the
agitating Rajasic influences were absent, no exaltation of faculty of what nature would
take place. To the agency of the Rajas are also attributed the fancies, theories, and
illusions during waking state of sleep or trance, and the Yogi places no trust upon his
faculties till he has over come Rajas, i.e. passion, as8 well as Tamas, darkness and
dullness. When that has happened, then alone he is called Ritambhara-Prajna,
“possessed of truth-bearing cognition (or gnosis).” This simply means that the Sattva
now is fairly free of these impurities, and is consequently clear. It would not be out of
place here to refer to the idea of Mandukya Upanishad that in the phase of
consciousness called Sushupti, where no dreams or various other notions arise in the
mind has reached the highest state of consciousness and experiences, bliss and unity of
consciousness. Yoga also speak of Sananda (blissful) and Sasmita (with I-am-ness)
conditions where he feels himself “infinite life an ocean without waves.” (See Yoga
Bhashya 1,36).

It is interesting to compare this with the oversoul of Emerson and the cautious
hypothesis put forth by Myers and Sir Oliver Lodge, that the deepest levels of the
subliminal self, where a sense of unity exists, may be after all oneness of consciousness.
It is here that the Yoga philosophy touches the fringe of Vedanta, but keeping itself to
the semi-empirical standpoints which it has to adopt for the sake of the enquirer, it
confines itself to dualism or rather the idea of many purushas, but clearly postulates,
this Purusha to be the power of consciousness, changeless, immovable, pure, and
endless.

For final knowledge it sets it aside completely like the testimony (agama) of
others. Preconceived notions and fancies, too, have to be destroyed before the specific
knowledge through cognition of Samadhi (samadhi Prajna) is possible.

Patanjali considers fancies (vikalpa) as non-viridical, and condemns illusions and
hallucinations as obstacles to Samadhi like other obstacles such as disease, uncertainty,
(Or dout), heedlessness, slothfulness, not-detachment, and delusions, not finding the
stage, and not remaining established in it (namely falling back from what8 has been
achieved). Chap. 1. Aphorism 30.).

86 79

SARDAR UMRAO SINGH SHER GIL

THE YOGA THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE AND ITS POSITIVISM
87 80



ADHAR CHANDRA DAS.
SRI AUROBINDO AND THE FUTURE OF MANKIND.

1. Out of all the confusions of the different schools of current philosophy, the
problems emerge with baffling freshness, namely, what is philosophy? What is its
starting-point? (S. R'krish.)

2. Without the senses the things are devoid of shape, size and colour; the twinkling
stars, the blazing sun, the beautiful landscapes, the pretty flowers, all fade away into the
utter blank of infernal darkness. That there is an external world or at least the objective
facts of experience, we know, on the evidence of the senses. Seeing that the senses play
an important part in the constitution of knowledge, some thinkers regarded them as the
only sources of knowledge. Others, on the contrary, extolled reason at the expense of
the senses.

3. Philosophy beings in wonder. Wonder is undoubtedly the awakening of human
reason from its slumber in material quiescence. Thus pure action of reason lifts us
gradually from the hundrum sort of life to the metaphysical standpoint. The interest in
philosophy indicates partial awakening of the human spirit.

4. “Dialectic is necessary,” says Bergson, “to put intuition to the proof, necessary
also in order that intuition should break itself up into concepts and be propagated to
other men.”

5. Difference in our world-views will inevitably ensue, for every one approaches
the world-riddles from his own standpoint. His personality and his intellectual power
have much to do with his conception of the universe.

6. Metaphysics which stands on a presupposition, must fail to attain to the full
view of Reality, for at least there is the presupposition which its scrutiny leaves
untouched.

7. But88 this satisfaction is relative. What is the source of satisfaction to one is the
beginning of dissatisfaction to another.
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8. The path of knowledge also aims at the realization of the supreme state and it
relies upon intellectual reflection. This path coincides with philosophic search which
begins with the analysis of our experience. It takes one order of being after another and
reflects over its reality or otherwise. On a close scrutiny, the empirical reveals its self-
contradictory character and the intellect proceeds by negating the contradictory. In this

AT

way, by the method of “neti”, “neti” a sort of destructive criticism.

9. In aviation, exploration and in other adventures, the pioneers are the persons
who find the path. They bear most of the stress and strife of the struggle. But they turn
to account the lesson they learn from their experience. They generalize and formulate
principles of procedure which are recorded in the form of a literature which turns out to
be a real possession of the ardent aspirants. Now what is true of enterprises in the
phenomenal realm is true with a greater force in the spiritual sphere. It is an invisible
world that sustains the visible. It is only the seers who therefore can bring message to
men. Shastra is the record of their endeavour and experience.

10.  For definite guidance and driving force, the aspiring soul demands a human
being who in the image of the eternal upon whom the Divine has descended with light.

11.  Though spiritual discipline demands a guru or teacher, there is no reason why it
should lead to sectarianism or fanaticism. Sectarianism is an off-shoot of ignorance. In
it the soul is still enmeshed in the ego. A parochial religion is “pooled self-esteem.”

12. The sadhaka need not feel troubled with time, for it is a help and no hindrance.
It is the condition of% his progress. His ideal attitude then is one of persistence and
patience.

The sadhaka should not fly away from the normal surroundings in which his life
is found and seek shelter in caves or jungles. Spiritual illumination will ensue not by
way of rejection of our normal course, but in virtue of its transformation.

13.  The dedication of our all to the Divine depends upon some amount of energizing
of our thought. So it presupposes a measure of intellectual culture in the individual,
inborn or acquired. As the religion of love without a philosophic background is turned
into one of laxity, superstition and obscurantism, so this yogic discipline, lacking a keen
intellectual insight and losing the dynamic influence of an illumined soul, will tend to
degenerate into a resting place of lethargy and into a life of indifference. There will be
retardation and no progress.
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LORD HALDANE. (In Mys. Econ. Journal).
TRAINING OF THE NATION.

On Wednesday, July 12, in the House of Lords, Viscount Haldane rose “to call
attention to the training of the nation and to the necessity of preparing of the future.”

Viscount Haldane turning to the notice on the paper, said the country was
engaged in a tremendous struggle in which our life and freedom were at stake. But the
war which was going on was not the only struggle in which the country was engaged.
There was a larger rivalry, a rivalry more peaceful less obvious less rapid in its
progress, but no less decisive, if we were to hold our own and maintain our place. In
that rivalry knowledge, skill, and foresight were as much required as they were in the
war. We must turn to that task now, because we are not to be caught unprepared.
Although the struggle might not in the main rest on the shoulders of those who were
growing old still?® they not the less had a tremendous responsibility and a great duty.
They had to their utmost to prepare the future generation intellectually, morally, and
physically, to endure the strain they would have to face. We had done a great deal in
the past, we were doing a great deal in the present but other nations had been coming
up and devoting themselves with an assiduity and a science which were in excess in
some respect of our own. It was in that excess of assiduity on their part that the danger
to us lies. Scientific direction of our energy. He held his countrymen is some respects
higher than the people of any nation he knew but where we had been lacking was in the
scientific direction of our abundant energy, and in order to obtain that scientific
direction, training and education were necessary of a kind which we had not yet
known, which other nations were putting in practice, and which if we did not learn and
apply we should find ourselves inevitably left behind. The real difficulty that we had to
face was that we had never been ready to take up new ideas. A great teacher and
preacher to whom this country owed more than to any other man, Mathew Arnold, told
us some fifty years ago that our inaptitude for taking up new ideas was a danger which
we must train our minds to overcome if we are not to fall behind in the rivalry of
nations. For twenty years he had been himself interested in education and had done all
he could, both in and out of office to advance that cause, often with very indifferent
success. It was a matter of satisfaction to him that so much progress had been made
since the beginning of the present century, but if we had been making progress other
countries had been making progress also and more rapidly than we had.
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He was not talking of any particular nation. It was sufficient for him to take two
neutral nations”! —Switzerland and the United States of America, Switzerland put us to
shame in respect of her national system of education, and in the United States there was
a keenness and activity about the whole subject which we would do well to take note of.
Our problem was to make education interesting by showing what it meant not only
theoretically but practically. It meant not mere examination but the training of the
mind in the widest and most comprehensive sense, so that the youth of the country
might be able when the time came to turn, it might be to science, it might be to the
humanities, or to any of the thousand and one subjects which were covered by the field
of knowledge in the twentieth century. Lord Cromer was keenly interested in the
preservation of the humanities and he agreed with him about that. But some aptitudes
lay in realm of science, and it was necessary to take account of different aptitudes and
train men according to their aptitudes.

It Will Cost More.: It would cost a good deal of money, but it was an expenditure on
which they dare not economise. It was an appalling fact that in this country 90% of
your young persons got no further education after fourteen. What chance had they?
Take the most formidable enemy country with which this country would have to enter
into acute rivalry after the war was over —Germany. He was not taking Germany
because he had any special admiration for the German system. On the contrary it had
several great defects, but it had also some great virtues and he did not wonder at the
German Government of to-day for keeping up its expenditure on education in view of
the tremendous effort she was going to make to wrest the markets of the world from us
as soon as the war was over.

Secondary Schools: There was a great difference between this country and Germany in
the matter of°? the secondary schools. In Germany they were the strongest point in the
educational movement. They were thoroughly organized and virtually, though not
nominally compulsory. The preliminary studies, which encroached upon the time of
our universities, were completed in Germany in the secondary schools. It was,
however, a defect in the German system that a hard-and-fast line was drawn between
various classes of the nation — the aristocratic class, the middle class and the democracy.
We were more fortunate in this country. We did provide means for not merely the
small percent getting up the educational ladder, but the children of the working classes,
if they had exceptional aptitude, could obtain by bursaries and scholarships the benefit
of secondary education was the strongest point in the German system, it was the
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weakest point in, the problem of the secondary school was one of the most pressing we
had in this country. Our public schools were in some respects remarkable institutions.
They had the power to train boys to be rulers on men. But increasingly science and the
application of science were becoming a necessity for the training of a very large number
of our people. But they were discouraged because nearly all the scholarships in the
universities were allocated to the professions. It was not enough to do any thing short
of reforms which would improve our training system itself —the quantity and quality of
the teachers —and make education more interesting and comprehensive, so that when
boys wished to go forward to a particular industry and science they might go with their
minds so trained that they might be able to take up and absorb the scientific ideas
which they were to put in practice.

Lack of Experts. We suffered in this country from want of experts. It was no use telling
manufacturers to employ more chemists. We were not training them. Our taining
machine was not adequate to? produce the supply we required at this moment. There
ware only 1,500 trained chemists in this country, although on the other hand, four
German chemical firms who simply played havoc with our trade employed 1,000
chemists. To take another instance an expert calculation showed that by proper means
we could produce in this country the whole of the motor power which we used from
one-third of the coal we actually consumed in doing so. Another calculation was that in
the various stages of consumption and of the making of products we wasted as much
coal as would pay the interest on 500 millions after the war. It was not that we had not
got experts; for it was a great mistake to suppose that we have had that we have had not
got men of the highest science and knowledge but we had not enough individuals
possessing that science and knowledge to go round. He had spoken apparently
somewhat gloomy of the situation and he would turn for a moment to the great
progress that had been made. Since the beginning of the century ten new teaching
universities had been called into existence. London had become a teaching university,
but much remained to be done there though it was not for the want of trying that they
had not gone further. The others were Birmingham, Liverpool, Manchester, Leeds,
Sheffield, Bristol the Armstrong College at Durham, and two teaching universities in
Ireland. That was a great step forward and given time and above all, some
improvement in the system of secondary schools so that they might send up pupils
prepared to benefit by university training we should get an immense deal out of it.

Hampered by Religious Controversy: A good deal had been accomplished by the
Education Act of 1902 and previous acts, and we should have accomplished more had
we not had the religious controversy mixed up with education. He had always felt that
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if we have been sufficiently keen about education we® should not have had ary
religious controversy. In Scotland, where people were keen about education, very little
was heard about the religious controversy. He could not help thinking that here there
was a load of educational sin on the backs of some right rev. prelates and also a some
non-conformists; but the real sin educationally had been the indifference of the average
Englishman who did not care much about education and was very much bored with it
and left the matter to be turned into a controversy. We had now reached a period when
the nation was taking a far larger view of the matter. One striking thing which filled
him with hope was that we were now thoroughly awakened to the necessity of action.
Everywhere he saw the most magnificent public spirit. People were ready only not to
contribute their money and pay taxes, but the sons and daughters of all classes were
ready to throw their energies and abilities into the production of things necessary to
ensure victory. The spirit was going to stay and was going to influence us profoundly,
and we should be influenced still more profoundly by those who came back from the
war. If that were national spirit, then he thought it might be possible to do justice to
both sides of the education question. The interest in the continuation of the school
system was growing, and people were becoming aware of the peril to which we were
exposed from the want of a system for training the son of the workman in the expert
knowledge he required if he was to attain a high place in his industry.

Applying Figures. Our present position was really appalling in regard to the waste of
talent, owing to the denial of the opportunity of development and training. He had got
some instructive figures from a high authority. In England out of 2,750,000 boys and
girls between the age of 12 and 16 only 1,100,000 got any further education after 13. of
the remaining 1,650,000 the great bulk were educated only® for a very short time, most
in elementary schools up to the age of 14, Only 250,000 went to proper secondary
schools, and they were only for a short period in most cases. Thus quantity as well as
quality was deficient. Between the ages of 16 and 25 there were in England and Wales
5,350,000 who got no education at all. 93,000 only had a full time course for a period
which was generally very short and 390,000 had a part time course in evening schools.
Those were appalling figures. What chance had we against other nations which go on a
different plan and thereby had the power and knowledge to stimulate industrial
capacity and activity? In England each year 18,000 and in Scotland which did much
better, 7,770 entered university institutions. That was a deplorable state of things. A
great responsibility would rest in our rulers if they did not take the lead in availing of
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that vast reservoir of undiscovered talent, which might contain men and women who
would raise the genius of the country in every walk of life.

Physical and Religious training: It was impossible to speculate as to what would be the
organization of the future army of this country. But whatever system was adopted
whether it was a purely voluntary system or some compulsory form should be much
better if we attended to the physical side. It was essential if we were to have a complete
system of elementary education, that physical training should be looked to. He should
like to see the Boy Scouts made an integral part of the elementary schools. This country
owed far more than it knew to Sir R. Baden Powell in his great discovery of the Boy
Scout System. (cheers). Then coming to the secondary schools we should like to see
cadet corps training made compulsory up to seventeen or eighteen When they came to
the University they had the work of the Officers” Training Corps which afforded an
opportunity to every man of talent to qualify himself to% become an officer. He was
quite sure also that there could be no comprehensive system of national training which
would fall upon them if ethical and religious were left out of the school. (cheers).

In conclusion, he deprecated any dilatory action and said we had to act at once.
We in this country disliked thought before action. When we had no competitors we
made our position by energy. What was necessary now was energy directed by high
science.

Practical suggestions. If we were asked what could be done practically, he would
suggest that a Minister should devote his whole attention to certain things. The last
year at the elementary school should be improved. Then there was the question of
freeing the university from preliminary studies, which ought to be carried out in the
secondary schools. Lastly there was physical training in the schools, which he thought
might be introduced without delay. If money was spent on these things it would come
back a thousand fold. We were face to face with a new order, and our old methods
would avail no longer. The sands were sinking in the glass. When the war was over
the struggle would be on us almost immediately, and at present we had taken no
adequate steps to prepare for it. He recalled to the House the lines of Shakespeare
beginning: “There is a tide in the affairs of men” and concluded: —Let us not lose the
tide.

N. RAMA RAO.
THE WORLD IN CONFLICT. (In. Mys. Econ. Jrl
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1. In the series of thought-compelling articles collected under the appropriate title
of the World in Conflict, Professor Hobhouse attempts to discover the real underlying
springs of the great World Tragedy. If the desolation that has befallen Europe is due to
the mistakes of statesmen or the wickedness of rulers, there is a hope that things will
resume their normal course after peace is”” restored. But if the war indicates that this
seemingly solid civilization is but a thin crust which can no longer withstand the
disruptive pressure of seething barbarism, the future is full of gloom and menace for
mankind.

He sorrowfully observes that to the philosopher who could see below the
surface, the war could have come as a surprise. The indifference of Europe about the
Armenian massacres was perhaps the earliest indication that faith and honour had
come to be regarded as anachronisms, and that there was no longer a common
conscience, like that which had prompted the Crusades of an earlier age. A cynical
Europe, which could not, for a moment, postpone selfish interests to the clear call of
duty, or be withheld from pursuing schemes of agrandisement by the dictates of
honour of humanity, was rushing headlong on disaster.

Political history is merely an outward manifestation of political morality.

2. With the growth of scientific knowledge, men began to question the infallibility
of accepted moral notions. Soon this cleavage between science and tradition widened,
and the theory of the survival of the fittest led to a feeling that progress was achievable
only by strife and self-assertion.

This weakening of the moral sense reacted viciously everywhere, but nowhere so
disastrously as in Germany. She was throbbing with new-found national life, and had
been nurtured on blood and iron. With the splendid victories of 1870-71 has come a
consciousness of strength and an arrogant belief in her own invincibility. With this
consciousness came also a maddening sense of constraint.

3. The loosening of moral bonds had in other nations produced only distortions of
literary artistic taste, or at worst a mischievous and rather ridiculous jingoism. But in
the peculiar condition of Germany, it resulted in a fatal perversion of® the very
concepts of rights and wrong, and a total destruction of all restraint. Nietzsche’s
Pragmatism which recognised no law or restraint on the will of man, Hegel’s deification
of the State, and Treitschke’s gloomy consecration of it as an embodiment of ruthless
force which demanded a sacrifice of all that was noblest and best in life, fused together
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into a creed of merciless and brutal aggressiveness which held nothing sacred, and to
which the strongest bonds of honour were mere scraps of paper.

The Triple Entente intensified this feeling, and added the unreasoning impulse of
fear to the pugnacity of self-conscious strength.

European polity, which rested on such unstable foundations, was bound to
collapse; and the only surprise is that the crash did not come earlier.

Prof. Hobhouse sees in the present was a momentous struggle between two
ideals. The one, which we may call democratic and humanitarian, is the goal of what
we regard as civilization, and holds truth and honour dearer than material gain and the
increase of human happiness the great goal of all endeavour. The other, which may be
styled bureaucratic and militarist, is the negation of faith as a principle of conduct, the
denial of the rights of the weak, and the deification of brute force. It is a war such as
was waged of old between the powers of light and darkness, and it is the future of
mankind that is at stake.

The allies have wakened to a full realization of the stupendous issues involved in
the conflict; and mankind may look forward with confidence to the result, for in such a
struggle, civilization, which believes in itself, has never yet been vanquished; and truth
and justice will emerge triumphant now as ever. This war, in passing, will,
undoubtedly, have altered the world. Much that reckoned itself real and permanent
will have passed away, and much that was believed impossible will have® taken place
in the established order of things. False prejudices and unreasoning pride of race based
on immaterial differences of creed colour, or circumstance, will have vanished. It will
be for the architects of human destiny to clear the ground of the debris of departed
solecisms, and construct a new and lasting civilization, with sweeter manners, purer
laws, and a nobler aim than a narrow racial aggrandisement.

Prof. Hobhouse discusses the question of what the most lasting and
advantageous re-adjustments of international relations would be after the restoration of
peace.

The war, he says, was due to the prevalence of immoral political ideals and the
lust of power and gain; and argues that the future of civilization must depend on the
extent to which these root vices are eradicated.

There is one element of hope—that this calamity will shake the nonsense of
unreason and immorality out of the nations, and bring them to the work of
reconstruction in chastened mood, free from frantic boast and foolish word.

The moral death of the European Concert sent the nations headlong into the war
and the future will necessarily recognise the need for an organized community of
nations. There are no doubt formidable difficulties. For one thing, the other nations of
the world would find it difficult to co-operate with a beaten and sulky Germany in a
spirit of frank trustfulness. Prof. Hobhouse recognises also that the spirit of nationality
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which is so potent a factor in European politics, and which has wrecked many a well-
intentioned scheme in the past, would militate against the permanence of any thing like
a federation. Nationality often find natural expression in aggression, and is, in this
aspect, incompatible with public law. History has shown however,1 that no
adjustment which depends on the suppression of nationality can be stable; and the
future organization to be permanent or even practicable, should take full account of
“the distinct individuality of the component peoples.”

Prof. Hobhouse dismisses the notion that alliance or federation could be the basis
of the future organization.

“What is the nature of that bond to be? Is it to be an alliance? But alliances are
rarely made except as against a common enemy, and we are hoping to supersede
enmities. Is it to be a federation? But a federation involves a considerable sacrifice of
internal sovereignty, and is not effective unless the armed force is in the hands of the
federal Government. Is it conceivable that the European States would confide to any
common centre the control of their military organization?”

Schemes of arbitration presuppose that nations love peace, which is not true; and
“no schemes of arbitration unsupported by force, are worth the paper they are writ
upon.”

4. “It (the alliance) is going to be a part of the most moving historical traditions of
these peoples. So far as the three Western States are concerned, it is reinforced by
similarity of political development and by geographical conditions and all these forces
together have engendered a sense of true solidarity which must not be allowed to
perish. Scoffers ask whether we are really fighting for Belgium, France or ourselves.
The true answer is that we have been forced by hard facts to regard the cause of all
three as one. We are fighting neither selfishly nor unselfishly, but for the whole of
which we are members just as the man who works for his family is working neither
selfishly nor unselfishly but for the whole of which he is a member. I cannot think that
this sense of solidarity once gained will, or ought to, die away. On the contrary, I think
that here we may have the beginning!%! of that true foundation in feeling which may be
the basis of an international state. I would look to the union of States in Europe through
the existing alliance and not as requiring its dissolution.”

The alliance would lose its primary martial character by being converted into
“something of the nature of a permanent league or Federation,” with a standing council
for dealing with matters affecting the league as a whole, and in particular with
questions arising between any of its members.
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The sentiment of common interest, and we may add, the feeling of camaraderie
born of the death struggle in which they fought shoulder to shoulder, would be
sufficiently strong to make the members agree to a collective regulation of their affairs.
Prof. Hobhouse even thinks the assumption of the League of a certain amount of
military authority, including the control over the manufacture of armaments, not
impossible. The League would then slowly expand, by the free admission of new
members, including every neutral State in Europe and America, till it ultimately
approaches the ideal of a world federation. This organization would, no doubt, prima
facie, appear antagonistic to Germany; but this arises from the necessities of the
situation. Germany’s inclusion is not to be thought of in a league held together by
mutual confidence and good-will, and the memory of suffering for a common cause.
Germany’s political creed repudiates civilization, and laughs the laws of God and
Humanity to scorn. She is a false friend and a barbarous foe, and must always be
reckoned a great power of sixty or seventy millions bent on mischief in the centre of
Europe.

5. This we think, would be imbecile charity, and not statesmanship. This is not the
spirit in which a sensible penal law deals with truculent disturbers of the peace. To
leave Germany, defeated, no doubt, but all the more dangerous on that account, free0?
to nurse her wrath and craving for revenge till she gathers strength for another
stipendous onslaught on civilization, would be a sorry result for all the suffering and
tribulation, for devasted homes, and fair countries drained of their heart’s blood.

We think there should be no patched up peace with Germany which leaves her
beaten and baffled, but still able to bide her time. The sword should not be sheathed till
militarism is stricken to the earth never to rise again. Germany should be disarmed and
held in tutelage till the generation which learnt state-craft and political honesty from
Nietzsche and Treitschke has entirely passed away, and yielded place to a new German
manhood which believes in reason, honour, and humanity.

].B. MORGAN
“THE WAY TO CLEARER THINKING.” (approved by V.S.1.) (In “Psychologist”
London)

Do you believe that two equals four? That two and four are not equal numbers is
one of the facts you believe so strongly that no amount of evidence would convince you
otherwise. But a mathematical trickery will make you, as a thinker, wonder how often
proofs can be trusted, and in what way belief and truth are related.
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The fact is that your belief is your feeling about a fact and has little to do with the
truth or falsity of the fact. Belief does not make a fact true. Disbelief does not destroy
the truth of a fact.

Even large numbers of persons believing a certain thing is no proof or disproof of
its truth. At one time men believed the sun moved around the earth; now we are
certain that the earth moves around the sun.

You cannot prove the truth of any proposition by gaining supporters for that
truth. But our beliefs1%3 are more likely to be sound if we think clearly.

Even when we do learn the rules of clear thinking and apply them rigidly we fall
into errors and find ourselves arriving at conclusions which are false as when we prove
that 2 is equal to 4. If we can make such mistakes in simple problems of this sort, how
much more likely are we to fall into logical errors where the factors are much more
complicated.

The difficulties in the way of clear thinking are enhanced by a little trick we play
upon ourselves. Instead of waiting until reason brings to light a belief for us to accept,
we adopt an attractive belief first and then try to support it by reasons.

BELIEFS ARE OFTEN FALSE: Beware the belief that gives you personal satisfaction.
You can hardly imagine a person getting any great personal enjoyment from believing
that 2 plus 2 equals 4, but what a thrill he may get by believing “Mary loves me.” If he
should discover some evidence that two plus two did not equal four he would view it
calmly. Let someone prove that Mary loves another, and he will not view the evidence
with equanimity.

Beliefs that depict realities are a safe anchor, but beliefs are often false. Because
most of us feel the need of security, we are prone to seize the first comforting belief that
comes our way. We are not happy to be without an anchor in the seas of thought:
doubt is an irritating state of mind.

Because of this, a good way to measure the validity of a belief is to determine
how much you wish to believe it. The more you wish to believe, the more you should
suspect the idea of being untrue.
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Truth is nothing to fight about. If something is true, there is no need for a fight;
if it is doubtful, the procedure should be to investigate. How1% can we be sure that our
investigations will lead us to the truth? There are four main principles which, if
observed, will ensure that our emotions do not lead us astray.

CLEARING WAY FOR CLEAR THINKING. It is extremely difficult to be rational
about a belief based on emotional preference. Freedom from emotional prejudice is
Point No.1 in clearing the way for clear thinking.

A great scientist once said that when he discovered some fact that went against
his theories he carefully recorded it and gave it great weight in his thinking because he
knew that he was emotionally prejudiced against it. When he found things which
favoured his views he knew that he would not forget them, nor would he slight their
influence in his thinking. It would pay all of us to follow him.

Willingness to accept any conclusion is Point no.2 in preparing to think clearly.
Are you willing to go anywhere your reason takes you? If your rational conclusions
contradict your cherished beliefs, which must go, the belief or the results of reason?

In answer to these questions you may counter, “Why should I give up a
cherished belief for a rational conclusion when I know that the rational conclusion may
be wrong? When you proved to me that two equals four should I throw away the belief
that two equals two?”

Answer to this is that the mathematical trick contradicted logical belief, not an
emotional one. When logical process brings you to an intellectual contradiction, the
next step is to hunt for the error.

Danger comes when you find your faith shaken in some belief when you want to
hold, but for which you have little logical evidence. If you can follow your reason when
your favourite theories are threatened by it, you are on the road to clear thinking. BE!05
READY TO CRITICISE YOUR BELIEFS: Point No.3 on the way to clear thinking is that
we must be ready to criticise our beliefs.

We are all likely to fall into the silly error of assuming that our acceptance of a
theory somehow enhances that theory. Then, we feel we must be loyal to the cause we
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have espoused. We develop it into a creed or code, devise some slogans to express our
position crisply, and force ourselves into a loyalty that will brook no criticism.

This may work well in politics, but it has no place in the realm of thinking. In
fact, you should be more critical of a belief you have accepted than one you have
rejected —just to counteract the natural tendency to do exactly the opposite.

All great thinkers have had to admit that they were wrong. Willingness to
change beliefs is Point 4.

Progress marks the versatile man from the old fogey. If you cannot see where
you have changed, you have already stagnated —no matter what your chronological age
may be. Resistance to change is a mortal enemy to clear thinking.

Meantime you have to get on with your daily work and play; you cannot spend
all your time investigating every belief you use in your everyday life. What are you to
do?

IS THERE A MIDDLE WAY? Some immature individuals realizing the danger of
adhering rigidly to a belief, go to the other extreme and hope to escape trouble by
saying that nothing is certain, and therefore they will believe nothing. They think there
is a virtue in denying obvious truths even those derived from pure reason. The same
people that told them there was a Santa Claus told them also that two plus two make
four. Discovering that Santa Claus is just father’s fun they turn bitter and say all the
rest is nonsense, too.

To1% believe nothing at all is just as emotionally unscientific and truth-flouting
as to believe everything that comes your way. Is there a middle way which will serve to
anchor us in the ocean of thought for the time being while we do the day’s work?

A.E. BAKER.
HOW TO UNDERSTAND PHILOSOPHY.

1. These earliest philosophers tackled one problem which has attracted thinkers
ever since. Is there any permanent unity behind all the variety and change of the
world? The great thinkers are ranged in opposing camps by their answers to that
question. Those who said, “Yes, the ultimate reality is one” are called Monists (from the
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Greek word Monos, which means “alone” or “onely”); those who said, “No, there is no
unity behind or within Nature’s plurality” are called Pluralists. The Milesian
philosophers were monists.

2. Heracleitus, who flourished in Ephesus about 490 B.C. was interested in the
actual concrete here and now and this, in all the variety and change of the world of
living experience, rather than in any abstract, unchanging unity which might be held in
the explanation of them. He found the meaning of the universe in the actual process of
experience, in the flow of time and change in which we are all immersed. All things
flow. Nothing remains the same. I stand on the river bank dabbling my toes in the
stream, but I never put my foot twice into the same river. Difference and Multiplicity
are as essential to the universe as are its Oneness and Identity. The One depends on the
Many as entirely as do the Many on the One. If the Many disappeared, there would be
no One, because the Unity is no more than the activity manifest in the changing variety
of the Many. It has been said that for Heracleitus reality was not a noun but a verb.

3. The'%7 Eleatics were the extreme monists of the ancient world. Parmenides was
carried by the Sun-maidens up to the Gate of Night-and-Day, and there he was
instructed in the difference between truth and appearance. Our perception of this
changing world is mere delusion. We grasp the real world by our reason. It is
unchangeably one and indivisible, with no qualities that can be discerned by the senses;
it is all that is, without beginning or growth or decay or end, unmoving and immovable.
The indivisibility and unchangeableness of the universe were emphasised in such an
extreme way that the system explained away, but did not explain, the difference
between one thing and another. No reply to this criticism was, indeed possible, except
a counter-attack. Zeno, in his well-known fable of Achilles and the Tortoise showed the
absurdities latent in the belief that the Universe is not one and indivisible.

4. His wisdom (and the Oracle at Delphi declared that there was no one wiser than
Socrates) was that he knew nothing except that he knew nothing. He questioned
everything. His method was characteristic and homely, as it is well-known, and must
have been very irritating. During a conversation somebody uses some general term,
such as “wisdom” Socrates asks him to define the word. When he offers a definition,
Socrates at once names particular examples to which the definition will not apply.
Other definitions are offered, which at once suffer the same fate. In the end, the
wretched person contradicts himself. It is amusing to notice that those who talk to
Socrates rarely take his negative attitude seriously. They always think that he has his
own alternative suggestion ready to offer. His main concern, however, was to teach
people to criticise their own principles. “The unexamined life is not worth living.”
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5. Greek!% teaching about sin had been concerned entirely with outward actions,
not with motives. Not only so, but Socrates commonly sought his illustrations in the
industrial arts. In shoemaking or carpentering, right actions follow from knowledge,
wrong actions from ignorance; and so must it be, he argued, with the art of life. He was
always mocked at for taking his illustrations from the workshop. He held that artisans
knew their business, but that many who professed to teach were ignorant of theirs.

6. The philosopher, therefore, is the only good man, in the fullest and proper sense
of the word. Others may have an opinion or belief about the good, by nature or the gift
of God. The chief way of developing this is by self-discipline. He who would live the
life of virtue or reason must “die daily” to the life of the senses. Plato defined
philosophy as “a practice of death,” and any idea of his system is incomplete which
ignores the ascetic element in it.

7. There is also however, in Plato’s system, much emphasis on education, as the
positive side of the training for the good life. Not the written word, but the fruitful
personal contact of teacher and pupil, is important here. Much of Plato’s life was given
up in the practical work of education.

8. It is natural, therefore, that Plato had a consistent and complete contempt for
science. He tries to deal with its subject-matter deductively, not inductively. He
accepts, without trying to cure, the imperfect equipment of his age for any kind of
scientific observation. Our acquaintance with the sensible world is mere opinion;
knowledge belongs to the unseen.

9. One of the unsolved problems of Plato’s system is the connection between
appearance and Reality. He found the reality or essence of individual things in the
general class to which they belong.1® But having reached his world of eternal,
unchanging, perfect Ideas, he cannot show how or why they condition a world of
imperfection, and change, and concrete individuality.

10.  Aristotle’s description of Causes is important and well known. There are four
kinds of cause in nature. The material cause, as bronze may be called the cause of a
statue, since without the bronze that statue could not exist; the formal cause, the form or
pattern which the thing has been made to assume (the statue is of the Burghers of
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Calais, let us say); the efficient cause, the sculptor who made it, Monsieur Rodin; the
final cause, the purpose or goal for which the work of art was created (let us suggest to
purify the emotional relations between two great peoples). Obviously the last, the final
cause, is the most important of the four. It is only when the mind has discovered the
purpose of anything that it is satisfied, and ceases to ask questions. This is the real
cause.

11.  Aristotle’s Ethics is the most systematic account of the science of human conduct
in pre-Christian times. His doctrine of the ethical “mean” has been especially
influential. Virtue, he taught, is in every case the mean, or middle point, between two
opposite vices; courage is a virtue; both rashness and cowardice are vices. This doctrine
is a protest against the false asceticism which condemns all natural impulse, and also
against the “immoralism” which accepts, uncritically, any impulse as the guide to
action merely because it is “natural”. It is also noteworthy that Aristotle has seen that
in many cases our natural reactions to situations go in pairs.

12.  The Cynics sought escape and security in the development of Socrate’s criticism
of the ideals of the average man. Knowledge and reason are to be followed, and riches,
honour, power, and pleasure are to be despised. The founder of the school was
Antisthenes (b.440 B.C.), one of little!'? band who shared Socrates’ last day on earth, but
the most characteristic and interesting member of the school was Diogenes of Sinope
(died 323 B.C.), He expressed to the full the cynic contempt for sentiment, hatred of
delusion, and antagonism to the ordinary standards of life: “Remint the coinage” was
his famous maxim, an early assertion of the transvaluation of values. He had a gift of
scoffing wit, and secured himself against all loss by having nothing to lose. “He had
prepared himself for every hazard of fate.”

13.  Their monism, asserting that all apparent differences represent a reality which is
one and undivided, meant that even the distinctions between good and evil and
between right and wrong are only appearances.

14.  Epictetus teaches that our character, and therefore our happiness, depends on the
strength derived from resistance to opposition. The suffering which we call evil is
merely the gymnastic exercise by which we attain self-mastery, and, as such, is a
blessing in disguise...The solution at which they arrive is that “Good and Evil” is a
subjective distinction. All things are good. It is thinking makes some of them appear
ill. “My judgment” —my opinion—the way things seem to me—runs through all
Epictetus’ teaching like a keynote.
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15. Certain things are ours, in our power, under our control, matters of our will and
choice. Other things are not ours, beyond our power, they force themselves upon us.
The impressions of the senses are beyond our control, but the use we make of these
impressions, our thoughts about them, our estimate of them and their consequences,
these are in our power.

The aim of practical education is to attain what we desire, and to avoid what we
dislike. The world, however, has little respect for our desires. We cannot get what we
like, we have to learn, therefore, to like what we can get. The Stoic will alter!'! himself
and his desires to fit a world that he finds he can alter only a little. He must limit his
desires to the few things that are subject to his control. If he is to avoid disappointment
and despair he must school himself to accept whatever is as right, and learn to
recognise that what does not exist cannot be desirable. The result of such discipline is
tranquillity, fearlessness, apathy (the peculiar Stoic virtue). We must obey the law of
fate, we have no option; the wise, therefore, will obey with eager willingness. We may
work for health or success, but we must not allow our peace of mind to depend on such
things.

16.  The Stoic ideal took flesh and came to life in the Roman Emperor, Marcus
Aurelius (A.D.180). He is Plato’s dream come true, the dream of a philosopher king, of
a ruler who would prefer not to govern. “Even in a palace life may be lived well” he
says. He turned from comfort and pleasure and sought only virtue. In his days plague
and famine and foreign and civil wars made problems enough for a ruler, and trials to
test the philosophic calm of one who believed in, and aimed at, self-control, but the
Stoic Emperor bore himself nobly and well, and his Meditations show that the bulwarks
of his spirit were never overthrown. His life, as well as his writing, broadened and
humanised Stoicism. The claims of natural affection occupy a large place in his book.
For him the brotherhood of man, the citizenship of the world, were warm realities
rather than cold abstractions; the common good, and nothing else, is the private
advantage which a man ought to seek, and to pity and forgive one’s enemies is a luxury
to be prized. “The best way to revenge is not to imitate the injury.” He will not expect
gratitude, or made any parade of virtue. There is no need to grieve because there is no
immortality; let us live this life well, if we have no other. His wisdom has never lost its
appeal, and never will, for it has little that is local or passing about it, and it appeals!?
to men of widely different temperaments.

Scepticism is related to an obvious element in the Socratic philosophy, although
it has also its relations with the teaching of Democritus. The founder of ancient
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Scepticism was Phrrho. His most characteristic saying were, “No more” (i.e. no more
this than that); “I decide nothing;” and “Balance” (of evidence and views). He appealed
to the consciousness of ignorance which is common to men. He appealed to the
consciousness of ignorance which is common to men. He seems to have held that we
have no means of knowing whether our sensations and opinions correspond to the
nature of things. We can, therefore, do nothing but hold our judgment in suspense. We
cannot know what is, and what is not. The result of this conviction is the carefree,
indifferent state of mind which some call tranquillity.

17. The aim of the Sceptics was to live in a world of facts, and the only facts beyond
dispute are immediate and present sensations, images, and thoughts. Science is
possible because simultaneity and succession are matters of immediate experience.
Beyond that we cannot go. Everything that men claim to know is either self-evident or
leads to an endless succession. Knowledge is impossible, therefore.

18.  Plotinus arrives at the thought of God negatively. Every attribute that we apply
to God, he holds, is really a limitation of Him, and He is infinite. We cannot say that
God is good or just or loving. We must remove all attributes until only God is left. He
is beyond thought, therefore He is unknowable. We cannot even say that He is real,
since that also would imply a limitation of the Absolute. It is strangely like the Brahmin
teaching about God, but it is even more like agnosticism wrapped up in fine words.
Looked at as the product of a logical process, thel’®> Neo-platonist thought of God is an
empty abstraction; for if we remove all attributes from any being, it is difficult to see
how what is left can be distinguished from nothing.

From this unreality, Plotinus himself was saved by his mysticism. God, for him,
was not merely the conclusion of an argument, He was chiefly the object of an
experience.

18.  Every spiritual monism is faced with the problem of explaining how and why
the Eternal and Perfect Absolute gives rise to a world of time and change and
imperfection and evil.

19.  The permanent importance of Plotinus is that he showed once for all the futility
of trying to explain the mental or spiritual in terms of the materialist tradition of
European philosophy has fed on his teaching.

20.  John Scot Eriugena (800-877), who translated the works of the Pseudo-Dionysius
into Latin, was an Irishman, himself a philosopher and mystic, a deep thinker and
powerful personality, and on of the most striking figures in the thought of the early
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middle ages. He had worked out a complete system. There is, he taught, only one
being are manifestations of Him. All existences are in God, and are emanations from
Him. The Divine Nature “is” in four successive stages. First, the Deity in His original
and unknowable being, God the Father, Whom no man can know, who does not even
know Himself, Nature uncreated.

21.  Evil as such is mere appearance, and the annihilation of evil is the clearing away
of intellectual or spiritual obscurity. But Eriugena finds it impossible to deal with sin
without assuming its reality. In many ways, as a thinker, he resembles Origen and, like
his great predecessor, his treatment of Christian doctrine is sometimes very free indeed.
He treats dogma as a symbolic approximation to truth.

22. This114 raises the whole question of Ideas, as Plato calls them, or Universals, to
use Aristotle’s description, and it divided the Christian philosophers of Europe into two
camps until the fourteenth century. Those who hold that species and genera are only
names are called Nominalists, but those who believed that universals have, in some
sense, real existence are called Realists.® Extreme nominalism is the belief that the
universal is a mere name and nothing more; it is probable, however, that no mediaeval
philosopher accepted this view. Moderate nominalism held that the universal is a
concept wherein intelligence grasps the common attributes in different things, and
raises them into a true notion. Although it is not easy to relate mediaeval thinking to
modern thinking (Father Joseph Rickaby says, “The gauge on which the mediaeval
mind ran was not our gauge. Which of the two is broad, and which is narrow, we need
not argue; anyhow the gauge is different, and the passage of the train of thought from
the one to the other is a troublesome operation.”), it seems probable that the moderate
nominalism or conceptualism of the schoolmen was in many ways closely similar to
modern idealism.

23.  The most effective critic of this, as of all the rational arguments for the existence
of God was Immanuel Kant.

24.  Scholasticism up till the second half of the twelfth century made use of Plato and
Aristotle, but knew little of either, and misunderstood both.

25.  The Crusades, and the struggle with Muhammedanism in the Near East and in
Spain, made European scholars acquainted with the thought of Islam, and, in particular,
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with the commentaries on Aristotle of the great Arabic scholars, Ibn-Roschd the'> Moor
and Ibn-Sina the Persian (whose names were Latinised as Averroes and Avicenna!).
These were very far from being orthodox, from the Catholic point of view. Averroes,
for example, denied individual immortality, and both thinkers were inclined to
Pantheism.

26 St. Thomas Aquinas (1193 to 1280), the greatest of all Christian theologians, on
whose thought the Western Church still lives, and proposes to live, after six centuries.
Albert’s chief work was to paraphrase the comment on Aristotle; St. Thomas
accomplished the tremendous task of a reconciliation and intimate alliance between the
received Christian view of life, as it had been handed down to him, and the recently
recovered Aristotelianism.

27.  Ockham’s razor is very famous as a principle of scientific method; it is that
entities must not be multiplied unnecessarily. It means that of two possible
explanations of any event we must always, other things being equal, choose the simpler.
This is quite sound, as a principle of method; but it is one of the reasons why science is
abstract, and possibly untrue; because, for all we know, the reality in any particular case
may be complicated, and not simple.

28.  The watershed between the Middle ages and the Modern World, is arbitrary as
all such distinctions are to some extent, is the great upheaval which in general culture
men call the Renaissance, but which appears in religion and theology as the
Reformation. The beginners of this movement appear before 1400, and it took nearly
three centuries to work itself out.

29.  The Renaissance was a definite turning away from Christianity, a reconciliation
with the paganism. Its characteristic notes are questioning and speculation, its interests
are outside, independent of, the Christian ideal. This world and the glory of it make the
other world grow!1¢ dim. Life becomes secular. Man and his strength and beauty and
self-sufficiency are so fascinatingly interesting that God is forgotten.

30.  Even in its greatest and most satisfying personalities, in Leonardo da vinci, for
example, the Renaissance expressed a pride of intellect, a self-conscious culture.
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31.  Authority had so hardened into despotism as to make it almost impossible for
freedom to express itself through membership in the Catholic Society.

The logical source of the Reformation is the kind of individualism which implies
the right or, rather, the duty of the individual to be the final judge of truth—the
infallibility of the man in the street. Individualism for strength and for weakness, for
evil and for good, is the mark of change from the middle ages. The growth of
commerce meant increasing competition, and the development of individual enterprise.
It also meant the growth of rationalism, and the disappearance of the discipline and
guidance for the conscience which men had found in the confessional.

32.  One obvious difference between mediaeval and modern thought springs from
the assertion of the duty of the human spirit to do its work independent of theological
dictation. Philosophy science, art, and politics no longer receive their orders from
theology.

33.  The two great formative thinkers who express the influences that have created
the modern world are Bacon and Descartes. To say this implies that the Renaissance
was, even more than a return to antiquity, a return to nature. It has the realism, the
appeal to experience, which mark the “modern mind” and a boundless curiosity which
thinks that nothing can be so surprising but that it may turn out to be true. Francis
Bacon (1561-1626) popularised a new logical method. He criticised with damaging
thoroughness the mediaeval thinkers, and especially their thought about nature, and he
stated clearly!” and once for all, the psychological causes of the prejudices and errors
which leam men astray in their search for truth. This last, perhaps his chief
contribution to the philosophical and scientific progress of the days that were to follow,
was his famous doctrine of Idola, or phantoms of the mind. These are the Phantoms of
the Tribe which are those common to all men; the Phantoms of the Cave, which depend
on the nature, character, or training of the individual; the phantoms of the Market Place,
the false suggestions which arise from intercourse with one’s fellow-men, and,
specially, from words and the easy mistakes which come from their careless use; the
Phantoms of the Theatre, the vainly imagined false philosophies, fantastic, shows,
neither realities nor copies of realities, which had tried to forecast what the world must
be. In the place of these false methods, he aims at putting the inductive or empirical
method; his Novum Organum was to take the place of the Organon of Aristotle, the
syllogism was to give place to observation and induction. Bacon overestimated the
simplicity of Nature, and expected that the whole truth about the universe would be
known in a few years. It is not true to say that he did not recognise the function of
hypothesis in the progress of science, but it is certain that he had no idea of the great
part that imagination, disciplined, of course, by a submissiveness in the presence of

17110
A.E. BAKER
HOW TO UNDERSTAND PHILOSOPHY



facts, was to play in the process of discovery. Although, he did not invent induction or
the empirical method, it is largely through his influence that they have been used
during the last three centuries. Nature and experiment became the main sources of
knowledge.

24.  Greater than Bacon, in his influence on modern methods of thought was
Descartes (1596-1650). He, and not Comte —not even Kant—is the true Copernicus of
modern philosophy. He maintained the right of private judgment to an extent which
implied that!'® doubting is a duty. Everything that can be doubted must be doubted.
We must free ourselves from all uncertainties. Guesses, prejudices, the things that we
believe because we have been told them, must all be given up, not as steps in the way to
scepticism, but to leave the foundation free on which true knowledge can be built.
When we press this method as far as it will go, we find that there is only one
proposition a man cannot doubt, and that is that he himself exists; for he must exist in
order that he may be able to doubt his own existence. Descartes puts it in a famous
phrase, cogito ergo sum, I think, therefore I am. Whatever else is doubtful, this at least I
cannot doubt, that I, as a thinking being, exist.

On this foundation he process to build his philosophy. The first principle is
thinking, cogito ergo sum, is accepted because it is self-evident. It is so clear and
distinct that no proof of it need be offered. The mind is being cleared of all doubtful
knowledge.

25.  If the only proposition which is absolutely indubitable is “I think, therefore I am”
then it follows that the only things I know directly are the states of my own mind, and I
have no escape, logically, from the sceptical person who reminds me that I know
nothing else, or from the idealist who says that everything that exists is mental through
and through. Some would press Descartes’ doubt further, and claim that “I think,
therefore I am” is already the product of inference working on immediate experience.
That there is an ‘I at all is an assumption, or at best a construction. Strictly speaking,
Descartes’ irreducible minimum ought to have been, “There is consciousness.” But as
there is no meaning in the idea of a conscious state or a sensation which does not belong
to a self, that argument is not very impressive. A more damaging criticism of
Descartes,1” however, is that consciousness is essentially a relation between subject and
object. The indubitable minimum is not “I think, therefore I am”, but “I am conscious of
something, therefore, I and an external world are.”
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26.  He reveals the revolt from the scholasticism which he had been taught in Oxford,
in an almost morbid fear of systematising and of the use of technical terms. He did for
the philosophy of the period what Mr Bernard Shaw did for the economics of a
generation ago. He made it speak the language of “the man in the street.” His
philosophical writings were unusually popular because they represent the essence of
the “common sense” of the educated classes of the time.

Locke’s system is really a criticism of the mind as a knowing instrument. The
sort of question that he sets out to answer is, What can the mind know, what are the
limitations of knowledge? He holds that knowledge is the perception of agreement or
disagreement of our ideas, and he defines an idea as “whatever is the object of the
understanding when a man thinks” or “whatever it is which the mind can be employed
about in thinking.” Ideas are the objects of minds, the appearances of things are those
appearances are presented to the mind or “in” the mind.

27.  Berkely (1685-1753), Bishop of Cloyne, is the founder of modern idealism. His
philosophy seeks to retain the description of the universe offered by common sense or
science, with an explanation of it in terms of the will of God instead of matter. He holds
the apparently paradoxical theory that the things we perceive exist only so long as a
mind perceives them. “To be” means “to be perceived” (esse est percipi). If an object
which I am now perceiving still exists when I no longer perceive it, I must suppose
some other mind or minds to be perceiving the object'? at all times when I do not
perceive it. No single human mind, nor all human minds together, perceive the whole
of nature at any time. It follows that nature as a whole must exist as an object of
perception for the eternal, all-inclusive mind which is God.

28.  There is more to be said in favour of Berkeley’s idealism, and it is much harder to
refute, than seems probable at first sight. If we use “idea” in Locke’s sense of the word,
the qualities of external objects, of “material things”, are ideas; Berkeley calls them
“ideas of sense.” This is true of the secondary qualities, as they are called (colour, taste,
smell, etc) and also of the primary qualities (shape, size, hardness). It is obvious that for
these, to be is to be perceived. Common sense, however, thinks of the qualities as
inherent in particular things. We say, the head is read, the brow is high, and so on. We
think of a substance, an indefinite, imperceptible “somewhat” which in some
inconceivable way “possesses” the qualities, or which “causes” the “ideas of sense” in
our minds. Berkeley will have none of these “substances”. A “thing” for him, is merely
a “collection” of ideas of sense, which is marked off from other “collections” or “things”
by a distinctive name. A thing is not a substantial “somewhat” which owns qualities; it
is a recurrent group of colours, tastes, smells, etc. Berkeley, that is to say, substitutes
“object for a mind” for “quality inherent in a substance.” His theory makes no
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difference, of course, to what we perceive, but it makes a great deal of difference to the
way we think of what we perceive. We perceive the effect, certain sensations, and we
infer the cause, which is matter. But Berkeley cannot understand how matter can act on
spirit. He perceives the effect, sensations, and he infers the cause, God.

29.  Dr Johnson, with characteristically English contempt for subtle thinking, thought
that he had disposed!?! of Berkeley’s theory by kicking a stone. In fact, he had done
nothing but prove that he did not understand the theory, for, as we have seen, it makes
no difference at all to what we perceive. Berkeley accepts the facts of perception as
whole-heartedly as do the scientist and the artist. Hardness is hardness, roughness is
roughness, brown is brown, whether Berkeley’s idealism be true or false. It has,
however, been objected to Berkeley’s system that it does not make it easy to distinguish
what is real, in the world of the senses, from what is imaginary. There is a considerable
force in this. In reply to it, Berkeley is reduced to saying that the real is more vivid than
the imaginary, and it is not dependent on any will. This is far from satisfactory, for it
would not show the delusiveness of the pink lizards which a dipsomaniac saw creeping
up the wall, and would prove helpless before the commonplaces of the New
Psychology. But Berkeley is not by any means the only thinker who has found the
problem of error too much for him.

The most obvious criticism of Berkeley is to point out that “to exist” is certainly
not the same as to be perceived. Perception may be the ground of my belief that a
particular thing exists. But to say that I see a horse is not the same thing as to say that a
horse exists. To say that the horse I see exists is more than to say the horse I see is the
horse I see, but the two statements would be the same if “to be” means “to be
perceived.” An object must exist in order to be perceived, but its existence is not simply
identical with its being perceived.” The other main objection to Berkeley’s system is
that it shuts me up to direct knowledge only of myself and my own sensations; the
universe is a dream which each man dreams in private. God and my fellow-man are
alike inferences drawn from my own sensible experiences.

30. Berkeley, as we have seen, eliminated from the!?? external things. The qualities,
primary and secondary, do not subsist in any “thing” they are not held together as
Locke supposed, by any material substance, they are held together by the perceiving
mind, and the only existence they have is as “objects” for some “subject”; being
perceived is the meaning of existence. Hume went further. There is, he held, no more
need to assume or infer a thinking or perceiving “substance” than a material substance.
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If we can do without a “thing” of which the sensations we have are the qualities, we
can, equally, do without the assumption of a “self” which holds these perceptions
together. All that we have experience of is our perceptions. We cannot discover
anywhere a mind distinct from its perceptions. If we take them away, there is nothing
left. Perceptions are our only objects, and knowledge is confined to them, and to the
relations between them. There are perceptions or, as Hume calls them, impressions (it
is noteworthy that his choice of a word assumes that the mind is passive in knowledge),
and there are ideas or images, which are copies, more or less vivid, of impressions. This
gives us a test by which “ideas” can be judged. “When we entertain any suspicion that
a philosophical term is employed without any meaning or idea (as is but too frequent),
we need but enquire, from what impression is that supposed idea derived? And if it be
impossible to assign any, this will serve to confirm our suspicion”. Hume assumes that
an idea is invalid if it has no single distinct impression as its source. Actual sense
experience is the only source of knowledge. The idea of substance, for example, is
asserted to be invalid because it turns out to be “a collection of simple ideas that are
united by the imagination, and have a particular name assigned to them, by which we
are able to recall, either to ourselves or others, that collection.” Similarly, the idea of
cause and effect is dismissed as'?® nothing, but the product of the persistent habit of
human nature to expect similar facts to be followed by similar experiences. The mind,
that is to say, is shut up to its own perceptions. And as its own existence is not directly
perceived, it is not justified in believing in its own existence.

Hume’s philosophy, like every thorough-going scepticism, is riddled with
contradictions. It could probably be shown that it is all built up on arguments which
are not the copies of single distinct impressions. It all assumes the law of contradiction,
for example, that a thing cannot both be and not be at the same time. But not even the
ingenuity of a Hume could derive that law from sensible experience. It is also probable
that Hume’s scepticism falls to the ground if we decline to make with him the initial
assumption that experience is merely perceptions, instead of perceptions of something.
Hume is an indication that it is possible for men to lose faith in truth. His philosophy is
a refusal to ask the meaning of experience.

31.  We are conscious of ourselves by inner sense. We know that we are, we
do not know what we are.

32.  The Ethica, Spinoza’s most important book, is presented in geometrical
form, that is to say, in axioms, definitions, propositions, and corollaries. It was all
assumed, probably, in the definitions. But it is noteworthy that the mathematical
method is not so rigid as it looks, for Spinoza is reduced at times to showing different
kinds of notes that his doctrine has a basis in experience.
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33.  Spinoza does not mean, by immortality, duration in time. Eternity is not
anything different from the eternity of the multiplication table, (it is an eternal truth that
twice two are four), it means rational necessity. But he distinguishes between
immortality and eternity.

“If the way which I have pointed out, he says, as'?* leading to this result
(immortality and true acquiescence) seems exceedingly hard, it may nevertheless be
discovered. Needs must it be hard, since it is so seldom found. How would it be
possible, if salvation were ready to our hand, and could without great labour be found,
that it should be by almost all men neglected. But all things excellent are as difficult as
they are rare.”

34.  Kant may seem very negative, almost a pure agnostic. He emphasises the
fact that all that we can know is the appearance of things and that the realities which
morality and religion demand are never more than assumptions. But in relation to
Hume’s reduction of the individual mind to a mere succession of sensations, and his
denial of the validity of the idea of cause and effect (a denial which, if true, makes the
sensations useless as material knowledge of the external world), Kant’s claim that some
knowledge is possible is itself a great advance. Little is infinitely more than none, and
the difference between agnosticism and scepticism is just as great.

35.  The philosophy of any period is most influenced by the science which is
making most progress at the time, not that about which most is known. So the
philosophy of the nineteenth century was dominated by biology, and that of the
twentieth century shows signs of being moulded, and made most amazingly difficult,
by mathematics.

36.  All philosophy before Kant is ancient; all philosophy since Kant is
modern. It is impossible to grasp what is most characteristic in nineteenth-century
thought without some understanding of the difference which Kant made.

Kant’s first great contribution lies in the realm of the theory of knowledge. He
emphasises and re-emphasises the activity of the knowing and perceiving subject in all
experience. It is important to remember that experience is always the experience of
some individual, and that the individual has'? a large share in making it. The mind is
not a tabula rasa, a clean sheet, on which the external world writes what it pleases;
rather is it ever active, choosing and arranging what would otherwise be an
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undifferentiated chaos. Time and space, Kant suggests, are not objective existences, but
are the forms in which we perceive things. It would be more true to say that space is in
me than that I am in space. They are the contribution which sensation makes to the
systematisation of the manifold experience. In the same way, the understanding does
its share in this task through the “categories”, or “notions of the understanding.” These
are such exceptions as cause and effect, substance and accident, unity and plurality,
purpose, and so on. They are not to be observed, they are not parts of experience, but
rather belong to the mind’s organisations of its own experience. They are not invalid,
but they belong to what the subject brings to his own knowledge. What we know, then,
is not the thing as it is in itself, but the thing as it appears to us. We cannot get outside
the subject-object relation; knowledge is fundamental.

Two things follow from this. First, since the knowing, perceiving, active subject
plays so large a part in the origination of experience, it is idle to pretend that the subject
himself is no more than a product of the object, an epiphenomenon. Kant placed the
argument against materialism in a new sphere. The onus of proof now is on the
materialist. It is much more likely, since Bishop Berkeley and Immanuel Kant, that
matter has no existence apart from, independent of, mind than that mind has no
existence independent of matter. Materialism has been put on the defensive.

The second thing that follows from Kant’s theory of knowledge, or perhaps it is
the same blow12¢ to materialism put in another way, is the assertion that all that we get
in the knowledge the senses give us is appearance. The implicit trust in facts which was
at the bottom of much dogmatic naturalism (and the dogmatism of scientists is not less
obscurantist and one-sided that of theology) will not bear examination in the light of the
critical philosophy. Facts are, in part at least, the creations of the mind and senses that
perceive them. “Trust your senses” is the postulate of all thinking in the natural
sciences; and apart from the curious contradiction that modern physics builds on this
trust of the senses, a theory that the physical universe is entirely different from what it
seems to the senses, the perceptions of sense are not the reality as it is in itself, but the
reality as it appears to us. Phenomena are all that we know; reality is for ever
unknown. As Mr Charles Marriot has said, “what we call facts are, after all, only
convenient fancies for dealing with the mystery of life....The facts, even if they exist at
all, are doubtful in character, and the only sure thing about the senses is that they are
misleading.

37. In the Critique of Judgment, Kant moves a little from his absolute
agnosticism as to the “thing in itself” behind the world of phenomena. Even in the
Critique of Pure Reason he had hinted that the supersensible mystery which is the
unknown reality behind the world of natural phenomena may be not entirely alien from
the reality of the ego. “Both kinds of objects differ from each other, not internally, but
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only so far as the one appears external to the other; possibly what is at the basis of
phenomenal matter as a thing in itself may not be so heterogeneous after all as we
imagine.” This is from the Critique of Pure Reason. In the Critique of Judgment he is
more definite. “There must be a ground of the unity of the supersensible, which lies at
the basis of nature, with'?” that which the concept of freedom practically contains.”
What this seems to mean is that the reality with which we have intercourse in our
natural experience is God. He is the Absolute with which our experience relates us.

Kant’s second great contribution to thought was his negative criticism of the
scholastic arguments for theism, which were attempts to prove the existence of God by
reasoning which would “coerce” the understanding as does mathematical reasoning.
Since Kant it has been generally recognised that none of them can be fully reinstated.
The Ontological Argument has been already discussed. The argument for a first Cause
seems now a poor attempt to demonstrate by reasoning what would be far from
satisfying the needs of faith. The argument from Design (what Kant calls the Physico-
theological argument) is the most widely popular of the three. But Kant held, and
Newman agreed with him, that the natural world, with the signs of purpose and design
that it affords, does not shut a man up, without logical possibility of escape, to say,
“This cannot be explained without God.”

38.  Much that has had a great influence on popular thought, for example, Hegel's
Philosophy of History and his Philosophy of Religion, is entirely dependent on the
Logik, in the sense that they are applications of what is there proved.

39. At the present time, there is widespread distrust of any kind of metaphysics, and
the sort of scientific common sense which assumes materialism in a crude or refined
form is very common. Hegel lived in an age which had the confidence in human
reason. Idealism held the field. The result is that Hegel is not chiefly concerned to
prove that materialism is invalid but to show that this form of idealism is more
adequate than its rivals and predecessors.

40.  Hegel’s argument starts from an absolute basis.’?® He assumes the category of
Being, in other words, that there is such a thing as Reality, or that experience really
exists, or that something is. Consider the proposition, nothing exists. Then if the
proposition is true, the proposition itself exists, and proves itself false by its very
existence. Every truth can be denied, but the denial of the category of Being contradicts
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itself. The first step of Hegel's argument resembles, in some ways, Descarte’s Cogito
ergo sum.

If we abstract from any object of thought every category except that of being, if,
that is to say, we remove every quality and adjective until we have nothing left but
mere existence, so that we can say literally nothing about the object beyond the fact that
it exists, we see at once that this thing is indistinguishable from nothing. The category
of mere being implies necessarily its opposite —nothing. But these two are in clear
opposition to each other. The law of contradiction will not allow us to say of anything
that it both is and is not at the same time, and in the same sense. But we come to see
that these two contradictory categories can be taken together, if we consider each as the
complement of the other. Both Being and non-being are included in the idea of
Becoming. So the first “movement” in Hegel’s Logik is from the thesis; Being, to the
antithesis, Nothing, and then forward to the synthesis, Becoming.

So the whole dialectic process moves forward. Each category, as the mind
apprehends it, reveals its inadequacy by showing that it implies its opposite. The
contradiction so manifested is reconciled in the less abstract, richer conception of the
synthesis. Then the higher category so arrived at becomes the thesis in a new “triad.”
And the dialectic process moves in this way from the abstract to the concrete. Its
beginning,1?® as we have seen, is the most abstract conception of all, pure, empty being;
its goal is the richest, most adequate, fullest, most concrete of all concepts — Absolute
Spirit, within which universality and self-differentiation are one, the Concrete
Universal, essentially self-conscious, a conscious unity in all its process, consciously the
source of endless distinctions within itself, an identity manifesting itself in its
differences, and claiming them as its own.

The elements on which the dialectic process is built up, the “triads” as they have
been called, thesis, antithesis, and synthesis, deserve a little further consideration. The
place of the negative—the denial—the antithesis—in the whole process is very
significant. When we remember that Hegel’s work as “Professor Extraordinary” at Jena
began, at the age of 26, in 1805, when the terrific upheaval of the French Revolution had
issued in the Caesarism of Napolean, and when we recall how inescapable has been the
effect of that upheaval on all the spiritual life of the nineteenth century, it is impossible
not to see that effect in the inevitable place of the “negative” in Hegel’s thinking. To
those who were born before the Revolution, and had known the condition of things
which had produced it, it was impossible not be believe that, in spite of all its excesses,
it represented, not mere chaos and destruction, but the spirit of man set free to conquer
and organise the realm of matter and force. It set a real problem, therefore, to idealism;
and in the dialectic process we see Hegel solving that problem by showing the
necessary place of the negative element, in reality and in the mind’s apprehension of it.
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It is significant, however, that the “triad” form, with!?0 its equality of the antithesis and
thesis, becomes less marked as the Logik approaches its conclusion. The higher the
categories with which the mind is dealing (the less inadequate, in other words, they are
to the description of Reality), the smaller the part played by the negative element. The
last transitions are the merging of a category into its successor, with little suggestion of
the distinction of positive and negative, as between thesis and antithesis.

We are accustomed in ordinary logic, in the syllogism, for example, to discover
that there can be no more in the conclusion than there was in the premises. Does not
the fact that Hegel’s dialectic begins with the empty and abstract and ends with the
Concrete Universal prove that the process is essentially illogical, and that by some
mental jugglery what is produced at the end has been imported surreptitiously into the
argument. The clearest answer to this difficulty is that given by the late F.H. Bradley.
He points out that although the mind has before it a single category, which is more or
less abstract so long as it is not the final category in which the process ends, the
Absolute Idea itself, nevertheless the whole mind engages in the process, and the total
reality of the Absolute Idea is implicit in the mind. We do not realise this presence of
the mind, because the mind, while it is actually doing the work of thinking, is not an
object presented to itself. But it is the fact that the mind, in which the Absolute thinks
itself, is apprehending the more or less abstract category, and the tension so set up
between the absolute and the concrete, which produces the result. The Absolute Idea in
which the dialectic process ends was, indeed, present from the beginning, but it was
present, not to the mind, but in the mind.

Hegel’s system is an Absolute Idealism. For him,!3! subject and object, in all
experience, are transparent to each other. Thought is the stuff of reality. It follows,
then, that this Logik. The dialectic process, is not only on account of how the mind
comes to apprehend reality, it is also an account of reality itself. The science of Logic is
identical with metaphysics, the science of the Absolute. The reality of the Universe is
one with the reality of reason. The rational is the real, and the real is the rational. In the
mind’s knowledge of the Absolute, the Absolute knows itself, just as in knowing the
Absolute, the mind knows itself.

The dialectic method is the essential part of Hegel's philosophy. All the rest is
dependent on that, and is secondary to it. What is called the History of Philosophy, for
example, is only a demonstration of how the actual systems of philosophy have been
related to those which preceded them, and to those which followed them, as, in the
dialectic, the antithesis is related to its thesis and to the synthesis. Similarly, the
Philosophy of History shows history not merely as one event after another, but as the

130 123

A.E. BAKER

HOW TO UNDERSTAND PHILOSOPHY
131 124

A.E. BAKER

HOW TO UNDERSTAND PHILOSOPHY



dialectic expressed in time. (We must remember, however, that although the dialectic
process is a valid description of reality, reality itself is not, in its truest nature, a process,
but a timeless and therefore static state, completely rational and perfect.)

39.  The decay of Hegelianism has been due, in an age interested in natural science,
to “its presumptuous attempt to withdraw the hypotheses of metaphysics from the
supreme jurisdiction of facts.” In part, however, we must admit that the natural
materialism of the ordinary man has rejected Hegel’s unfaltering trust in reason.

40.  The truth is, of course, that pessimism does not rest upon argument, it only
defends itself with argument. In itself, it is a matter of132 temperament. A recent view
is that it is a disease, partly physical, and pathological condition due to the failure of the
endocrine glands to function.

41.  The foundation of all scientific thinking is the idea of “cause.” We say that one
event causes another, or, more loosely, that one thing causes another. A match in a
powder magazine causes an explosion. The present state of the universe is the cause,
that is, the sufficient explanation of the state which immediately follows. There is no
doubt, however, that this whole way of talking is so obscure as to have very little
meaning. Lotze showed that it is not only difficult to show the connection between an
act of will and an outward event, as when I say, “I will to raise my hand,” and my hand
moves, it is no easier to show why the motion of one billiard ball causes another ball to
move. He tries to explain how one event causes another by emphasising the unity of
the universe. If the whole of things is eternal, and therefore unchangeable, we can
understand that a change in one part of it must be balanced by a corresponding change
in some other part, if the whole is to remain the same.

42.  The fundamental ideas in his system are the “Law of the three states” and the
classification of the sciences which depends on that law. The Law of the three states is
that each branch of knowledge develops from the theological or fictitious state through
the metaphysical or abstract state to the scientific or positive state. For example,
diseases used to be looked on as divine punishment; later, they were thought of as
entities which “attacked” people; now they are seen to be merely a dislocation of the
functional harmony in the organism. Similarly, the “divine right of kings.”

43. Pleasure in itself is not evil, and asceticism, except!3 as a training for service, is
alien to the religion of humanity. This social reference is implicit in all his teaching.
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44. The fundamental fault of Compte as a thinker, however, is that he was unaware
of the existence of the problem which kant set out to solve. He has no theory of
knowledge. He does not examine what we can know, and what are the necessary limits
of human knowledge. This means that he accepted the claims of science at their face
value, without criticising them.

45. By a psychological analysis of our perceptions of the primary qualities, such as

size and hardness, as well as of the secondary qualities, such as colour and taste, he
arrived at an idealistic view of reality.

46. “The Unknowable,” of course, is a contradictory conception, for if we know
enough about it to know that it is unknowable we already know a good deal about it.

47.  The philosophy of Bergson differs from most idealistic systems in its emphasis
on the reality of time.

THE MYSORE UNIVERSITY MAGAZINE.

1. A.R.WADIA: It was Locke who remarked in a bantering tone that people used to
reason long before Aristotle discovered the syllogism.

2. The question of right and wrong is not the monopoly of this or that individual,
but it is one of the same pressing problem for us all. We may despise the study of ethics
as idle, as more dazzling than illuminating, but ethical problems in their very nature are
bound to thrust themselves on our attention and clamour for solution. People may
extol practice at the expense of theory. But nothing can be more harmful than a
complete divorce between the two. Except perhaps in crude societies, practice is
invariably the fruit of some theory, and practical morality is'3* bound to be affected by
the theory of it. i.e ethics.

3 It is on this shoal of neglected psychology that many an imposing ethical system
has suffered shipwreck. A too rigid breaking up of man into body and soul has been
the source of countless illusions. The thorough-going ascetic sees nothing but evil in the
body; he is all for soul. He would starve his body to lift his soul to higher levels of
spiritual insight. Wife, children, mother, all the pleasures and joys of an ordinary
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healthy existence he condemns with cynical austerity. The forest is his home with the
blue sky as its roof; there he would sit-ash-covered, cross-legged, with uplifted eyes and
joined hands, and thus he would dream away his whole existence.

4. M. Seshadri. The application of Kant’s critical method consisted in discovering
what the nature of our understanding must be, and what the constitution of nature
must be, if the pretensions of the sciences of his time, viz. physics and mathematics,
were to be justified. But, says Bergson, of these pretensions themselves Kant made no
criticism. Bergson himself realises the strict limitations of the physical sciences. While
he has the highest admiration for the achievements of physical science, he yet considers
that it cannot give the key to the secrets of life. The true function of science is to subdue
nature to the purposes of man. The interest of science is practical. It may be theoretical
in form, it may be disinterested in its aim, nevertheless its function is to secure “the
perfect fitting of our body into our environment.”

5. Bergson considers that both mechanism and finalism fail to explain the evolution
of life. He protests that life cannot be reduced to a system of physical and mechanical
processes. Mechanism cannot explain the continuity of life. The teleological or the
finalist conception, which presupposes a'3® pre-established plan containing in advance
all that has to appear in the course of evolution, is an untenable as the mechanistic
theory.

6. Our intellect has been evolved in the interests of practical action. The function of
the human intellect, in the narrow sense of the term, is to bring about our adaptation to
our environment. In trying to understand the things around us we use these categories.
They are really the several instruments which our thought has invented in order to

meet the needs of practical life. How, then, can these be used to understand the secrets
of life?

7. Scientific truth has no intrinsic value. No; since intellectual knowledge is
subservient to the needs of practical life, out thought really touches the absolute. The
absolute knowledge which our thought gives us is, however, only knowledge of inert
matter. It is only when our thought attempts to fathom the depths of life that it fails.
Fabrication, invention, and not knowledge is the true function of our thought it to
invent instruments, if our thought fails to grasp the true meaning of life, must we give
up fathoming the secrets of life? Bergson answers, No.

8. Bergson lays particular stress upon the utilitarian character of our mental
functions. It is here that he comes very close to pragmatism. Bergson is a pragmatist, in
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so far as he asserts that the categories of our thought have been evolved in the interests
of practical life. For him, as for the pragmatist, the value of these categories consists in
their practical utility. But while the pragmatist stops here, Bergson goes further. Just
because the categories of our thought have been evolved under the stress of practical
need, Bergson concludes that they cannot give us a knowledge of the real, our thought
being orientated in'3¢ the direction of practical activity fails to comprehend the richness
and heterogeneity of life. Bergson therefore considers that we must invoke other
mental powers that lie hidden in us. These powers, when amalgamated with our
intelligence, will yield a vision as wide as life.

9. Even if intuition were possible, it would have to remain dumb for want of a
medium of expression. All language is the work of thought. Since reflective thought is
opposed to intuition, it follows either that the contents of intuition cannot be expressed,
or we must be ever falling into contradictions.

Bergson tells us that some of the greatest theories of science have been reached
not by a laborious process of reasoning, but by a sudden flash of intuition. For the
discovery of scientific hypotheses, “scientific imagination” is necessary. But the
scientific imagination is distinguished from the artistic by the fact that it is not an
absolute conclusion, but only the starting point for further reflections, while artistic
imagination has a value and an end in itself. That is why Bergson’s intuition belongs to
art and not to science. Bergson himself finds an analogy between art and philosophical
intuition, and he reverts to it more than once. When we pass to intuition there is no
solution of problems. On the other hand, we pass into a state without problems.
Hiffding is therefore right when he says, “Bergson rather paves the way towards a sort
of artistic perception than towards a higher science.”

By reason of the artistic elements which it contains, Bergson’s philosophy is,
however, interesting as the articulation of a tendency which, in modern times, comes
from the dissatisfaction with rational thinking and experimentalism. We may, indeed,
be of the opinion that our thought has missed the due need of place and recognition, we
nevertheless'3” cannot help admiring the power with which Bergson has portrayed, to
the eyes of his contemporaries, the eternal battle of science and of life.

10.  SCIENTIFIC NOTES. (i) Snakes are not all of them poisonous: in fact, the non-
poisonous kinds preponderate. Some, such as the python and the rat-snake (Jaripotu,
Kerehavu) though large in size are harmless; the latter may even be reared to great
advantage, in as much as it is an excellet ratter, and can therefore help to check the
spread of plague. (ii) Of the poisonous kind, the more common are—the cobra, the
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krait, (Kattuhavu) the deboia or Russell’s viper (Kolakumandala) and the saw-scaled
viper (Kalluhavu), the second one being the most deadly. (iii) In a good many cases
fear kills more than the poison does. (iv) Snakes generally raise their progeny through
eggs, except the vipers, which bring forth young ones alive. (v)The snake, being a cold-
blooded animal, is dull in the cold season and very active in the hot season. (vi) The
poison of the poisonous snakes is prepared in glands corresponding to our salivary
glands, in the mouth. Each of these glands communicates with a canal in the poison
fang on that side, the canal opening at the tip of the tooth. (vii) The minimum fatal dose
of cobra poison to man is the weight of a mustard seed (about.02 of a grain). (viii) The
time that might elapse between the bite of the snake and the death of the victim varies
from 2 to 24 hours in the case of the cobra and the viper; but cases are on record of
death having occurred within half an hour of the bite; here, fear must have played an
important part. (9) Charms and snake-stone have absolutely no effect on snake poison.
(10) First aid to a person bitten by a poisonous snake is to apply ligatures between the
part bitten and the heart, then to make deep scratches with a knife all round wound to
drive out the poisoned blood.

K.A. KRISHNASWAMY IYER.138
INTRODUCTION TO Y. SUBBA RAU’S “MULAVIDYA NIRASA”

(Sanskrit).

Mr Subba Rao has written a valuable work. His Mulavidya Nirasa represents, as
its other name implies, the Vedantic Truth as taught by Yajnavalkya, Goudapada,
Sankara and Suresvara. Later Vedantins came too much under the power of Reason
divorced from Intuition, Intellect severed from Life; and hence in their hands the
Brahman of the Upanishads, the soul of the Universe, has become a dry abstraction, a
concept void of human interest. It marks the decadence of the metaphysical sense, and
the triumph of the dead forms of thought to which myriad-sided Life is forced to
conform itself. The result is obvious. Vedanta has ceased to be a living force; and
notwithstanding the lip-homage paid to the System of Sankara its followers have
become either pessimistic anchorites looking with unconcealed pity on the struggles of
the ignorant, or selfish seekers of the goods of life, declaring that Truth is beyond the
reach of man, and its realization possible only after death. They argue that so long as
we identify ourselves with the physical body we are not enlightened; and, as this
identification is inevitable while we live, to aspire to an immediacy of knowledge, with
breath in our body, is to attempt the impossible. Thus even without the insidious
efforts of adverse critics, Vedanta has long ago come to lose its vitality, and degenerate
into a sanctified superstition.
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Mr Subba Rau has set before himself the task of pointing out the radical errors
that have crept into later Vedanta, defacing, disfiguring and very nearly killing out its
central Truth. If by his noble endeavour that Truth can be made to emerge from the
obscuration that it has so long suffered, he will have laid every lover of Vedanta under
a deep debt of gratitude. To an individual or a nation, nothing% is more precious than,
spiritual truths — truths in which Vedantic Literature is specially rich.

As this work, to be properly understood presupposes the reader’s acquaintance
with the later form of Vedanta as expounded at present, I will summarize the main
doctrines of the latter and show how they fail to establish the Truth, but turn Vedanta
into a mere handmaid of mysticism.

The oneness of Reality which from the time of the Upanishads down to the times
of Sankara and Suresvara was not a matter of faith but one of intuitive Experience, not a
doctrine accepted on authority but a Truth realized in life, has become a cardinal article
of belief based on Vedic assertion admittedly unprovable. The Vedantins of the present
day take refuge in Degrees of Reality known as the Paramarthic (Transcendental), and
Vyavaharic (empirical), and Pratibhasic (Illusory). In their hands the Transcendental
has passed into a pure assumption, since all experience has to be included in the
Empirical. Vedantic Truth has thus become an unsupported dogma resting on the
sanctity of the ancient writings, but neither attainable, nor demonstrable. With a
modesty undistinguishable from self-humiliation, the modern exponents confess that
they cannot aspire to the vision of the ancients, and that they must pass through
innumerable births before they can become entitled to Release. A great deal of
importance is attached to Samadhi, or trance, and only the gifted are supposed to enjoy
the bliss of the Mystic Union. Unchecked Intellectualism has punished itself. While the
Pandits cannot overcome the fascination of Vedanta, of the doctrine of oneness, they
feel their helpnessness as to how it can be attained in life.

The problem of the world, however, has tasked all their energies. If, as they
piously believe, Reality is one, whence this multiplicity and difference of Perceptual
Experience? It must be real, and’® must be traced to a real source. A difficulty soon
presents itself; If Brahman be the cause, then the cause and the effect must belong to the
same degree of Reality. The scriptures on the contrary insist on the one only being real.
The world must therefore be traced to some other Principle which by the side of
Brahman must part with its reality, but in reality, but in relation to the world be as real
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as the world. In this perplexity, the Post-Sankaras transformed Maya into the Prakriti
or the Primordial matter of the Sankhyas, and made it as eternal. This certainly
rendered the world more intelligible, but at the same time cast an impenetrable veil
over Brahman which has lapsed into a holy fetish, unconnected and unconnectible with
Life. The grand structure raised by Goudapada and Sankara on the solid foundations
laid by the Vedic seers has in the hands of the Pandits vanished like a summer-dream,
like Alladin’s Palace by the magic of the African sorcerer.

But their difficulties have only increased. The Avidya of the ancients have
somehow to be identified with this Prakriti, and Vidya or enlightenment must dissolve
it. His is this miracle to be accomplished? Nothing daunted, they proceeded with their
bold speculation, and declared that the unconsciousness of the world which we
experience in dreamless-sleep is due to the persistence of Prakriti or the world-
principle. It is Maya, Mulavidya, or radical nescience. Mere Avidya, or ignorance, they
argue, cannot explain the positive appearance of a world with its Time, Space, and
Causation. It is too negative being a mere non-existence and therefore uncreative. On
the other hand this root-Ignorance is a positive substance, adequate for purposes of an
evolutionary process and is experienced by all in dreamless-sleep in the form of total
Ignorance, Ignorance of the world and of Brahman. The waking world is a
transformation, an organic growth, like4! a tree from the seed, of the Positive Ignorance
persisting in sleep. Being a positive principle it gives rise to the positive world; but,
again, being of the nature of ignorance, of darkness, it disappears with the light of
knowledge. Sankara, they admit, did not put it so explicitly, but his system would
crumble to atoms without this doctrine. The Post-Sankaras thus claim the credit of
having made the system of non-duality complete and invulnerable.

The reader might fear that in making these attempts to provide the world with a
rational explanation, the Post-Sankaras have lost sight of Brahman altogether. But he
mistakes. For the Root-Ignorance is, according to them, not distinct from Brahman,
though not identical with it at the same time. Brahman does not, it is true, admit of a
second entity separate from itself, and is an unqualified one. Yet somehow it must find
room in itself for Maya, which is inscrutable and indefinable. Here all enquiry and
explanation must cease. The source of Maya cannot be traced further.

The system of Sankhya from which so much has been freely borrowed by the
later Sankaras, is perhaps the most rational speculative product of ancient India. It is
plain unsophisticated Dualism. It posits spirit and matter as two independent realities.
By Aviveka, or beginningless Ignorance, the spirit identifies himself with the physical
body which is an evolved product of Nature or primordial matter; and, though
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essentially pure and blissful, he becomes thereby subject to suffering. Nature exists to
help him to regain a knowledge of himself through enjoyment or suffering and finally
obtain release from the wheel of Samsara. The system recognises the irremovable
distinction between the two primary elements of life, and steers clear of the ontological
difficulty of Absolute Monism. Vedanta, however, cannot accept this view. If there be
an entity second to the self, and the self suffer from14? its attachment to the non-self, the
existence of the latter is a standing menace to the peace of the self. To say that Nature is
always mindful of the interests of the soul is a pious fiction, and a solace derived from it
is childish. Besides, as a Kantian might urge, two entities must be related to each other
by Time, Space, or causation, and to aver that Nature’s changes are unregulated by
Time or Causation is untrue, and unthinkable. The mind that thirsts for final solution of
the mystery of the dualities of Life cannot rest in two ultimates. Also, speculation can
never end. As science advances, and as more and more of the external world comes
under the dominion of the Intellect, human views must undergo modification; and
since the aim of science is the unification of knowledge, Dualism can only be a half-way
house on its journey to Truth. Sankara’s perspicacity realized the excellence of the
Vedantic Method of discovering Truth. Yajnavalkya and Goudapada sought it in the
principle. Our self, that persisted in the three states, transcending the dualistic
experiences of every single state. Sankara followed in their footsteps and declared that
every other view was but a will of the wisp, an intellectual quagmire in which those
that were caught could never extricate themselves. At the end of his examination of the
Sankhya and Yoga schools he delivered a note of warning to the reader that however
ethically perfect they might profess to be, they were not, as unvarnished dualisms,
calculated to put him in possession of the only Truth that can lead to bliss, namely,
Absolute Monism.

But the assiduity of the Post-Sankaras is incorrigible, incurable, indefatigable.
They dread neither disloyalty to Sankara, nor disaster to Truth. Such is their restless
zeal that they hunt up every passage in which he refers to Avidya, though in his own
sense of mistake of identity, and hasten to add a comment thereon that it is only the
effected, not!¥3 the causal Avidya that Sankara means there. Yet, one might wonder,
where ever he refers to this causal Ignorance which is the idol of the Post-Sankaras?
The fact is that Sankara in his search for Truth, is never dominated by a tender
consideration for the authority of scriptures, or of tradition. He proceeds like a Kant or
a Spinoza, carefully analysing Life and experience, but reverently acknowledging the
help and experience he derives from the guidance of the Vedic Seers. Whoever reads
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his masterly introduction to his comment on the Sutras must be filled with admiration
for the boldness and frankness with which he states his position, characterizing all
human activities as based on an innate tendency to mistake one thing for another; and
in this he makes no exception in favour of the Vedas and allows no privilege of age,
caste, or learning. The subject in man is the root principle of Life, and cannot be turned
into an object more the latter into the former. This is the irreversible judgment of
Reason. Yet we see man identifying himself with the body, the mind, and the senses.
What can this be due to but to a radical want of discrimination, to Avidya or Ignorance?
The world as the manifestation of Atman is Maya, the counterpart of Ignorance and
ultimately identical with it. Now, does Atman possess the Power of manifesting itself,
this Maya? The answer is both yes and no. It does seem to have the power, for when as
in dreamless-sleep we experience all existence absorbed in Pure consciousness—the
only Reality —the Kosmos, can be referred to no second source and must be inferred to
be only a an expression of that Reality. Hence Atman has the Power to manifest itself as
the world. Nevertheless, Atman as Pure Consciousness, is eve beyond Time and
Change, and can be allowed to have Power only anticipatively with reference to the
world regarded as the effect. In itself Atman is beyond Change and Causation,!44 and
to invest it with Power is to regard it as a Cause, to convert it into an empirical entity.
Atman is neither a Power, nor a Cause. This conclusion drawn from a study of the
Avasthas is final, and cannot be twisted to suit the predilections of the waking intellect.
Sankara’s procedure is strictly scientific, and he never permits his reasoning to be
deflected by any extraneous consideration. In undertaking to expound the teaching of
the Sutras, he starts with the Premiss that they establish the Truth of the Atman being
the only Reality, and that they are only aphoristic collections, strung on the same
principle, of the various doctrines of the Upanisads, the parental source of that Truth.
He quotes no authority for his position, showing thereby that he entirely relies on facts
of Life and Experience.

It is thus evident that Sankara who never mentions the persistence of Nescience
as a substance, even in his examination of the state of dreamless sleep, accepted the age-
old Avidya as a convenient theory, borne out by life, to explain its patent
contradictions—a theory serviceable so long as Knowledge has not arisen and truth is
not comprehended. The realization of Brahman being All and of its being the only
Reality, rings the death-knell of Avidya, which is but an intellectual stop-gap, to spur
the soul on the upward course.

Unable to perceive the value of Avidya adopted only as a theory, the later
Sankaras in their obtuseness, “boldly rush where angels fear to tread,” and fancying a
serious defect in the system piously erect a theory into a fact, and insist on seeing the
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Causal Ignorance, as a lump of matter, entering the mansion of the Lord —dreamless
sleep—as his ever threatening rival, and placidly occupying a second throne by his side!

But a Post-Sankara might say, if in dreamless sleep a man finds himself one with
Brahman, and there is no second entity, why, he obtains release whenever he sleeps.
How then does it happen that still45 he wakes into fetters? If Maya does not persist in
sleep, what leads to one’s entanglement again in the wheel of Samsara as soon as he
wakes? Finally, what is the cause of the reimposition of the world? This objection
betrays ignorance of the fundamentals of Vedanta. A man whether waking or sleeping
never ceases to be Brahman, never can be other than what he is by nature. His bondage
results from his ignorance of his true nature. Hence he need not be made Brahman, he
is that already, but he must be cured of his ruinous notion that he is any other. Release
occurs so soon as he realizes this Truth. He then discovers that, as Brahman, he neither
wakes nor sleeps, but is eternal bliss, free from the bondage of the states. As to the
world the idea that it is or can be something other than Brahman is the source of all
difficulties. The enlightened is troubled with no such abstraction, and his position is
free from doubts of every kind. The waking world cannot desiderate a cause beyond
the state in which it appears, for all causality binds together phenomena of the same
state only. To sow the seed (Maya) in dreamless sleep that it might grow up into a
tree —the world —in the waking state is ludicrous. No common gardener will approve
of the suggestion. The seed and the tree must belong to the same order of things, and to
the same Time-series.

But this misguided zeal in refining is, alas, suicidal. In their undeft handling of
Vedantic problems the Post-Sankaras have caused Truth to evaporate, knowledge to
dwindle into a pretence, and Release, a pious hope. According to their presentation,
Atman and Maya alike constitute the inseparable and constant elements of each state, so
that as Life does not extend beyond the three states, Dualism is left uncontradicted. For
whatever Degrees of Reality is conferred on the Atman is equally claimed by Maya, and
the pretentions of the latter cannot in fairness be denied or dismissed. Tol4¢ escape
from this predicament, it is urged that there is a fourth state, Samadhi or trance, in
which the claims of Atman, as a higher Reality, can be vindicated. This device is
equally futile. The argument that dreamless sleep is not a state of oneness because it is
followed by waking, and that this demands the persistence in dreamless sleep of a
second entity, namely, Causal Ignorance to account for the subsequent projection of an
external world, applies pari passu to the state of Samadhi. For Samadhi must likewise
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contain the germ of a world, since it is succeeded by a world. If still it is contended that
the state of Absolute Identity is experienced in the Final Samadhi from which there is
no waking, we shall have no evidence left in experience to testify to it, as the only
witness who has enjoyed the oneness will never return to life. Baffled in all directions,
and hopelessly pinned to a corner, the Post-Sankaras advocates of Vedanta are
compelled to confess that, after all, non-duality is only a matter of faith in the scriptural
declaration, and that all doors to knowledge of Truth are slammed in the face of the
faithless skeptic. But Sankara deals a knock-out blow to the mere worshippers of Texts
by meeting them on their own ground. “Tat Twam Asi” (That thou art) he urges cannot
by any means be interpreted to mean “that thou wilt become after you art dead.” Thus
even the holy text for which all reason is sacrificed by the Post-Sankara cannot save
him. Truth cannot be proved, knowledge cannot be acquired in life and Release must
occur, on his authority, only after death, that is, after all the organs of perception and
reflection have suffered dissolution. Sweet life and Reason become positive obstacles in
the way of realization. Such is the fate of the later Vedic Monism which is ushered with
so much clap-trap, pomp, and ceremony.

But in all earnestness, what are Vedic assertions? Sankaral#” treats them as only
suggestions of Truth, which must stand or fall, as we find them confirmed or
condemned by Life and Experience. As he shrewdly added, Truth must in the last
resort come to be realized in our own experience, and no blind faith in the dicta of the
scriptures or the seers, can constitute it as such. The monster of a positive causal
Avidya which the Post Sankaras conceived in a fatal hour and have undergone such
throes to deliver, is a still-born child. For rather, it is a veritable canker that eats into the
vitals of Vedanta. The sooner it is killed, and its elegy is sung, the better for the well-
being of True Vedanta.

“Mulavidya Nirasa” is a magnificent reassertion of the impregnable position of
Sankara and of the Vedic Truth and I trust that it will effectively break down the idols
of unreflecting belief entrenched behind walls of learned superstition, and later
tradition. It has not appeared one day too soon. No other contribution made to
spiritual knowledge since the time of Suresvara can compare with it, in depth or
achievement. It gains in value from the circumstance that Mr Subba Rau’s acquaintance
with European speculation, has enabled him to press into his service the Kantian
discovery of Time, Space and Causality as the a priori forms of the intellect, which has
greatly facilitated the explosion of the dry logic-chopping of the later Sankaras.

Mr Subba Rau in his inimitable manner which combines vigour with clearness,
has bravely set himself against the misinterpretations that have for centuries been in
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vogue; and the services he has rendered to the cause of the ancient Truth of fadeless
lustre, are simply incalculable. In his indomitable fights with superstition and glittering
fallacies, he neither asks nor gives quarter. He reasons where plain facts are involved,
and quotes!8 authorities where these are necessitated by the context. He gives short
shrift to irrational dogmas which have hitherto ruled opinion with unquestioned sway.
But alas, the life of a scholar, as of an independent thinker, is an incessant battle with
antagonistic forces—with afflictions, social obligations, philistine opposition, weak
health, and what is most inexorable, finance.

Mr Subba Rau’s work consists of two volumes and he has been able to publish
the present, through the encouragement given by the Mysore Educational Department
in the shape of a prize from the Devaraja Bahadur Charity Funds (Literary Section). I
hope that the second volume will meet with even greater encouragement.

The present work being in Sanskrit may not be so widely useful as if the
thoughts were presented in English with which nowadays our own countrymen are
more familiar. An English rendering is very desirable, and I intend to supply it after
my own work on “Vedanta or the Science of Reality” which is now finished has seen
the light of day.

8th THE INDIAN PHITOSOPHICAL CONGRESS.1932

1. H.H. Maharaja of Mysore: It was in Mysore that Sankaracharya founded the
premier Institution for the propagation of his philosophy. It was to Mysore that
Ramanujacharya fled from the persecution of the Chola kings to preach his doctrines. It
was here that Madhvacharya by his teaching gave an impetus to the Dwaita system. In
Mysore again Veera-saivism has flourished for several centuries.

Mysore is also a storehouse of ancient philosophies. There are wonderful
manuscript libraries in Sringeri and Sravanabelgola. The Oriental Library in this city,
has become famous through'4? the discovery of the manuscript of the great Kautilya’s
Arthasastra, which has thrown a flood of light on a most important period of Indian
History. It is our endeavour in our Sanskrit College, which has already been in
existence for over half a century, to keep alive the philosophic heritage of
Bharataversha. Perhaps in these libraries there are still important, but undiscovered,
gems of historic and philosophic lore, awaiting the labours of scholars like yourselves.
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While we are thus loyal to the past, we also try to keep ourselves abreat of modern
developments. Mysore has, as you are aware, been selected as the headquarters of the
greatest scientific institute in India.

2. Religions are apt to be two closely associated with particular territorial
boundaries. Philosophy is free from such associations; but by its very nature it is
confined to an aristocracy of learned men. But each can help the other. Philosophy can
aid religion by inducing the clarity of thought which tends to purify it and to disperse
the clouds that obscure the truth. Religion can aid philosophy by spreading abroad to
the people at large the truths that philosophy has thus revealed. In the last resort the
good and the true will meet in the God of religion, the Absolute of philosophy.

Philosophy has come to be looked upon as an abstruse subject, far removed from
the stress and strain of life. But a philosophy that is re-more from life forfeits all claim
to our homage. It should give us a co-ordinated world-view which comprehends all the
aspects of life including religion. Philosophy can justify its existence only by the
creation of a broad-based standpoint for the study of arts as well as of sciences:
physical, biological and social. The world to-day suffers from excessive specialisation
and we are apt to miss the broad vistas of life because of'0 our circumscribed outlook.
It was not so long ago that politics and economics as well as the physical sciences were
nourished by philosophy and grew up under its fostering care. They are now grown to
manhood, and are apt to be somewhat contemptuous of their philosophic ancestry.
None the less they need to-day the guiding counself of philosophy. Our economic and
our political difficulties point to the need for comprehensive thought, a need which
philosophy alone can hope to meet. And you all know that the highest art and
literature of a people are the natural outcome of their philosophy. It evaluates all
experience and thought and it is thus co-extensive with life.

Indian philosophic traditions are supremely rich, but they need to be vivified by
the breath of life to-day. You gentlemen, by your knowledge of western thought as well
as your inborn zest for our own philosophy, are in a position to reconcile the warring
claims of narrow specialisation and broad-based culture. I trust that the Indian
Philosophical Congress will play its part in the renaissance of philosophy which the
highly distracted condition of the world demands to-day.

3. S. Radhakrishnan: I cannot resist an invitation which brings me to Mysore, a
place which is so dear to me in several ways. While philosophical studies are under a
cloud in other parts of India and even departments of education are looking askance at
them, here at any rate, they are growing strong. It will be impertinent for me to refer to
His Highness’s great love for it. I consider it a rare good fortune for this Congress to be
opened by one, who is so well-known for his philosophical learning, religious
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earnestness and austere simplicity of life. Such a combination is rare among any but it
is unique among the princes of this land. For his presence here!®! and his wise words
we offer him our most cordial thanks.

I am sorry that one riper and older is not in my place to-day, for philosophy is
not a matter of dialectics and intellectual jugglery but a product of life and meditation
on it.

4. Philosophical wisdom is possible only for those who have disciplined their
whole nature and not merely those who have sharpened their intellectual powers.
Wisdom is integral thinking, while knowledge is fractional thinking. While the latter is
more in evidence in science and mathematics, which can be understood by all who
possess a trained intellect, the exercise of the former is demanded for an understanding
of poetry and philosophy.

5. Integral thinking or intuitive understanding is responsible for the great insights
of philosophy and it is not without reason that philosophy in India is conveyed by the
term “darsana” which literally means ‘sight’ or ‘insight’. Philosophy as a darsana
implies that the ultimate reality is something of which we are directly aware and is not
a matter of speculative construction or logical syntheses.

6. Bradley correctly represents the teaching of Hegel when he observes: “For
thought what is not relative is nothing.” The Being of Sankara is one which suffers no
second. Human thought is bound up with distinctions while the real is above all
distinctions. Our linguistic symbols and logical concepts veil the Real and reduce it to
an idol.

7. Simply because we characterise it by negative terms, it does not follow that it is
non-being. It is neither being nor non-being as it is above both these. It is sad asat tat
param. Sankara recognised the possibility of directly apprehending the ultimate reality
in a way which cannot be equated with either ordinary sense-perception or logical
inference.

It152 is what he calls aparoksanubhuti. It is not individual phantasy or illusion. It
is unfortunate to characterise this view as mysticism and be done with it. Mysticism is
a blanket term, a portmanteau expression which covers a miscellaneous host of ideas,
occult visions, apparitions, trance and ecstasy, pious gushing, luminous vacancy,
intoxicated erotism, a striving after the bliss of the bridal chamber. While Sankara
admits the value of the eightfold yoga, it is only as a means to samyagdarsana, a perfect
insight which is far removed from any kind of sentiment or feeling. Nor does he
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believe that this direct awareness of spiritual reality is a mystical insight or heavenly
vision or special revelation. It is the normal experience of all those who get to the
depths of the soul. It is the possession of self as such and not of this or that special
individual.

8. The last word on the structure of reality cannot be uttered by the epistemologist
who leaves us with open alternatives. While it is disloyalty to reason to deny the
known character of the world, it is not disloyalty to reason to note that it is something
more than what it known of it.

9. From the vividness of the experience arises emotional intensity but these
accompaniments are not a guarantee of the truth of the object intuited. These intuitions,
are simply because they carry conviction to the seer, are not to be taken as true.
Subjective certitude is different from logical certainty. The sense of assurance is present
even when the object is imagined and such unreal objects, so long as they are believed
to be actual, evoke feelings and attitudes quite as intense and effective as those excited
by real ones. The strength of assurance and the intensity of the experience are not a
proof of the reality of the object experienced. Intuitions, sensuous as well as spiritual,
require to be tested!®® and criticised before they are accepted as valid. Questions of
validity are not answered by the experiences themselves. Certitude is not certainty.
Psychological objectivity is not ontological reality. While religion may be satisfied with
the sense of convincedness, which is enough to foster spiritual life, philosophy is
interested in finding out whether the object believed in is well-grounded or not.

10.  Philosophy is dismissed as a narrowly intellectual affair dealing with proofs and
evidences with the result that it has become negative and arid.

11.  We should recognise that happiness is found in the adequate realisation of all
human powers. Physical prowess, mental cunning and spiritual peace are needed.

12. P.N. Srinivasachari®. Metaphysics is the comprehensive intellectual effort to
form a theory of reality by the thinking together of all the sides of experience.

13.  Naturalism, as a more refined type of materialism explains the self in terms of
sensation, sensation in terms of cellular activity and cellular activity in physico-
chemical terms and thus traces the wisdom of a Socrates to the whirling of atoms. The
tension in matter, according to Smuts, becomes the attention of psychology; the
chemical affinities become appetite in life, purposiveness of will, and finally the ideals
of life. The holistic activity starts with the dynamic creativity of matter, and ends with
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the self as the last term in the series. Scientific intellectualism, as a still more refined
form of naturalism, seeks to avoid the risks of materialism by allying itself with
agnosticism. In Spencer’s theory, naturalism ends in agnosticism and its antinomies.

14.  In explaining the higher by the lower, the end by the origin, naturalism puts the
cart before thel® horse. As Smuts himself says, the naturalist wrongly infers the
primacy of matter from its priority, and, in the name of simplicity, the concrete becomes
shadowy and the abstract becomes real; the physical is the primary and the
metaphysical secondary. The scientific understanding in its excessive zeal for
objectivity has an aversion for the metaphysical. But, as Ward points out, we can never
divest ourselves from our consciousness. In ignoring the work of thought, it
presupposes thought.

15.  There is a third type of physical philosophy represented by Eddington, Einstein
and Whitehead. As Muirhead remarks, mathematicians have not been for some time on
speaking terms with metaphysicians, but now, there is an attempt at a searching
criticism of the scientific presuppositions and the co-ordination of results. The
fundamental postulates of science have become the problems of philosophy and the
scientist has turned a metaphysician. “If science is not to degenerate into a medley of
ad hoc hypotheses, it must become philosophical and enter on a thorough criticism of
its foundations.” — Whitehead. According to Northrop, Greek thought as the pattern of
all later thought gave a threefold solution of matter, —the mathematical, the physical
and the functional. The mathematical lays stress on rationality, the physical emphasises
atomic motion and the functional, teleology. This triple movement is discernible in our
own time in the mathematical theory of Eddington, the physical theory of Einstein and
the functional theory of Whitehead. Muirhead is glad that the concept of nature is now
affiliated with the idealistic philosophy. To Eddington, the world of space-time is a
system of mathematical or logical relations, but a genuine law is transcendental and
there is something in us that has value for the eternal. But as Hoernle says metaphysics
cannot be modelled on'% mathematics. In the words of C.D. Broad, “It is a bad thing
where a science and the philosophy of that science are mixed up.”

Einstein’s physical theory of space-time or the four dimensional continuum
denies the Newtonian view of the homogeneity and absoluteness of space and time,
which Kant regarded as final, and insists on the relativity of space-time. The structure
of space time varies with its contents. The view of nature as a system of events in
space-time related to the mind has changed the orientation, but it is on the borderland
of relativism and subjectivism and the Jain philosopher may seek affinities between
relativity and his theory of nayas or standpoints of knowledge.
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15.  There cannot be a self-complete philosophy of nature as perception of things pre-
supposes the existence of the percipient.

As Broad points out, science has an aversion for the intrusions of metaphysics,
and, we may add, metaphysics has an aversion for the intrusions of science, but it
utilises the method of science while rejecting its fractional views. The philosophy of
nature, as re-interpreted by Atmanism, insists on the reality of the world of space-time-
causality as a fleeting flux of events and its relative externality to the finite self. The self
as the subject of experience and nature as the object of experience are distinguishable,
but not divisible. Nature serves as an environment or opportunity for, and not the
cause of, the moulding or perfection of the self.

16.  Life has no mechanistic origin, but is sui generis and is more comprehensive than
matter. Bergson and Driesch bring out the inadequacy of the materialist hypothesis by
referring to the phenomena of mutation and metamorphosis.

17.  The philosophic agnosticism of Kant which was developed by Hamilton and
Mansel, culminated in that of Bradley and the only logical conclusion of'> the self-
contradiction of relational thought is its abolition and not transcendence.

18.  Alexander’s theory of the deity of the goal of the evolutionary nisus, in which
God as having the quality of deity is yet to be, is simply deification of space-time and
making deity spatio-temporal. It is naturalistic fallacy to explain the universe as the
hierarchy with space-time event at the bottom and deity at the apex. His theory, as Dr
Radhakrishnan says, suffers from an anti-metaphysical bias. It is a mere tautology and
“verbal sedative,” as it says that life and mind emerge because they emerge. The
emergence of matter, life, mind, etc., is abrupt and unintelligible. Hoernle has no faith
in the progression as it may be beyond deity, and Haldane observes that Alexander
produces the real world very much as a conjurer produces rabbits from a hat. No one
worships space-time as the absolute and finds saving experiences in it; it is an
unorthodox messianic hope expressed in modern thought.

19.  Monism relief on the self-identity of reality and the absoluteness of the one, and
dismisses the world as an illusion.

20. P.P.S. SASTRI." Philosophy is an expression of wisdom that is not academic but
the product of fullness of experience. In the case of Indian philosophy in particular,
speculation divorced from life and its needs is peculiarly unreal. And yet,
unfortunately we find that the study of Indian philosophy is still largely mechanical, a
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kind of observation of an archaic specimen, not an introduction to the waters of life-
giving spring. That such a state of affairs exists is partly due to the dominance of
Western notions of metaphysics as a peculiar intellectual game. That such a game can
be interesting, that it may have valuable reserves of its own, that if pursued to its very
limits it may fulfil itself in a vision that is more vital —there is no gainsaying. But
such®” a process is needless waste in the case of us, inheritors of the vastly different
Indian tradition. As the Hindu Scholiast would say, it is to infer from the foot-mark the
existence of the epephant seen with one’s own eyes.

21.  What we try to learn is what our ancients said, not why they said it. We treat our
seers as intellectual machines grinding out dogmas more or less true and fail to realise
that they were human beings re-acting in definite ways to concrete situations, from the
study of whose reactions we can derive profitable lessons for our present and future.

22.  Every creature is bound in its due station because of its own acts in a previous
life, that the inevitable consequences of that life have to be worked out in particular
stations in this life have to be worked out in particular stations in this life through
duties, obligations, enjoyments and sufferings incidental thereto.

23.  Itis again an undoubted truth that while truth and goodness are unitary, not all
truths are true for all nor all goods good for all. The acquisition of fresh knowledge
depends on the previous existence of a suitable apperceptive system.

24. If we would be wise in dealing with both sections of the community, we should
devise means which would alienate neither. Would it not be better to create a new cult
or to invent a deity than arbitrarily force the one into the society of the other. Such a
synthetic reform is not unknown to Hinduism.

25.  If humanity has a birth-right and a goal, it cannot be cheated of either. But the
attainment of it can be hastened and made less tortuous by efforts inspired with insight.
And if philosophy is studied in correlation to practices mentioned above, if fractional
thinking is not introduced even into the study that is meant to'®® correct that mode of
thinking, then we may find solutions for our problems by a mode of synthesis which
while giving unto each part its due will yet quicken the evolution of the whole.

26.  "S.G.SATHE: Socrates was practically the first to deal with ethical problems. He
made virtue identical with (in the sense of following from) knowledge. One who
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knows his interest or good is bound to follow it, he argued. As a corollary from this
tenet, he held that virtue could be taught. If virtue is knowledge, vice must be
ignorance. But if vice is ignorance, you cannot blame or censure a bad man.
Immorality must accordingly be considered to be, in principle, the same as a physical
malady. Punishment with Socrates was only curative or deterrent, not retributive.

27.  The inevitable difficulty viz. how did this unending stream of Karma at all start
and why should there be different Karmas for different souls? remains unsolved. But
probably the impossibility of its solution is due to the difficulty itself being an
absurdity, and there cannot be a rational solution for an irrational difficulty. Of this
type is the question—how did the stream of Karma start? The question is exactly like
the question—when did the time process make its beginning? “When” itself means,
“At what time.” The question is therefore reduced to— At what time did time start?
Time cannot be measured or marked by time just as the eye cannot see or the hand
cannot hold itself. Karma is often identified with Maya, and “starting” i.e. “beginning”
is a Mayik idea. An attempt to explain Maya in Mayik terms is absurd. Hence the reply
to the above difficulty is that the difficulty itself is absurd. The answer that is
conventionally given is that Karma or Maya, in common with time, is beginningless. It
is therefore that the existence of Karma is recognised as inevitable, without prying
further into its secret.

“A159 NEW THEORY OF EMOTION” by

28.  Dr SUHRIT CHANDRA MITRA: With refreshing candour Bentley asks whether
the subject of emotion is after all still anything more than a mere chapter-heading in the
text-books of psychology.

29.  Freud took the lid off the mind and all that lay hidden underneath became
revealed. The gates were opened and the prisoners at once escaped. The individual
became conscious of the powerful emotions that move him and psychologists were
compelled to pay attention to them. In other words, the newly released emotions
spread over all and everybody had to take serious notice of them. At the same time that
Freud was reconstructing theoretically the individual man after ridding him of his
repressions, the world was practically carrying out the task of reconstructing itself and
removing its own repressions. The war ruthlessly broke down all barriers with the
consequence that the elemental passions of mankind and their forceful emotions,
repressed so long by the process of civilisation, dashed out of the caves in their
undisguised nakedness and throbbing with all their unmitigated virility. A surer test
and a better experiment no psychological theory had found before. Freud was
fortunate, as no theorist ever was, that just as he was beginning to forecase the
inevitable consequences of unnatural repressions the world staged a large-scale
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experiment, unsurpassed before in its magnitude, to put his bold assertions to the test
and to prove his fundamental assumptions to be valid.

30.  That perception is not conditioned by external factors alone is not a novel
statement to make. It has been observed that a bush may easily be perceived as a bear
under the stress of fear. But there need not be any highly excited state of emotion to
transform the object of perception. What happens in an intense form in that
exaggerated state of emotion takes place in'®0 normal proportions at the ordinary state
of feeling —at the state which Krueger would perhaps describe as the feeling-like state.

31.  Consciousness forms only a part of mind, a very small part as is now well-
known, and therefore cannot be properly regarded as the essential characteristic of it.

32.  Herbart, the great champion of reason, found the task of metaphysics to be
freeing the general ideas from the contradictions that they contain. He named his
philosophical treatise on education as The Aesthetic Presentation of the Universe. Is not
the term “aesthetic” significant? Kant’s great mission was to bring back to philosophy
that harmony which she had lost by the conflict of the two opposing schools of thought,
viz. Rationalism and Empiricism. Hegel’s dialectic is the continued attempt to establish
a Synthesis between the Thesis and the Antithesis. The view has been expressed that
progress always proceeds by way of over-emphasising now one aspect and then
another. Without subscribing to the implication of the word “progress’ I readily agree
with the view, for that only illustrates my fundamental conception. According to the
principle of harmony the disturbed equilibrium caused by the over-emphasis of one
aspect must necessarily be sought to be counterbalanced by the subsequent over-
emphasis of the previously neglected aspect.

33. G.R.MALKANI:* We must either be able to reconcile the two concepts with each
other, or in the alternative decide to reject either the one or the many as unreal.

34.  What is one cannot also be many, unless either the or the many is illusory. In the
same way, the one cannot become the many without losing its one-ness, and the many
cannot become one without ceasing to be many.

35. It is this thought which inspires the proposition that the truly real must be
indivisible; for it if is divisible, its substantiality is not'®! truly in it but in its parts, and
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we should have to look for our reality in some ultimate indivisible parts and in nothing
else.

36. It might now be urged that the last remaining alternative, namely that the one
alone is real, is also not tenable; the conception of the one involves the conception of the
many. In pure non-difference, there will be nothing to prescribe any boundary, any
limit, any distinction to being. How can we then significantly call such being one?
When we call anything one, we separate it out from a manifold and constitute it into a
unit in itself. The unbounded, the unlimited, and the undifferentiated, if it did exist,
would be one in no sense of the term.

We admit that the conception of the one, as it is used in mathematics and in
ordinary speech is the conception of what is limited or what is only one among many.
Its specific sense is that of a unit that can be repeated in almost identical form and
measure.

37. A universe in which nothing was repeatable, and nothing could be got twice
over —in other words, in which everything was unique, —would not be amenable to a
numerical treatment. How can we get anything that is one, since we can nowhere
proceed from a given something to a second? Still we may admit that where a
distinction can be made, the idea of number can also be applied. We can thus give
meaning to one. But at the same time, this only shows the limitation of the conception
of the one in ordinary use. It does not show that the unlimited and the undifferentiated
cannot be. That is the only real one, if one we may call it; for it is one without a second.

Whether such an undifferentiated unity exists or not, is a question that can be
asked. But one thing that is certain is that if anything exists it must be such a unity; for
the notion of this unity involves no self-contradiction, while there is'6? self-contradiction
in the notion of the pure many or the notion of the one-in-many. The one in our sense
then alone is a possible existent.

We shall now proceed to give some further indication of this non-dual being. It
is evident that what can be objectified can only have a limited being; it will be this
something and not that something. It will exclude, and also be excluded. In itself, it
will be divisible and it will stand in relations without which it can be nothing. The
ultimate unitary being cannot therefore be objective in character. Can we find this
being in the subject? But our idea of the subject is of something that is related to the
object, the subject is therefore itself known; it cannot be said to be wholly unobjective.
Can we suppose that the true being is the unity of both subject and object? But that
unity is nowhere realised, and by the very nature of the terms can never be realised; for
the object must always be other to the subject. If it ceases to be other to it, it ceases to be
object. How can the opposition be overcome?
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It might be thought that the unity is realised in all our experience. Experience is
a single unitary whole from which the subject and the object are obtained by
abstraction. That may be so. Still the distinction of the two terms is either real so far as
this experience goes, or it is not. If it is real, the unity is not realised. If it is not real,
then there is no reconciliation of any real terms. What is certain is that once the relation
of otherness between the object and the subject in experience is recognised, it cannot be
supposed to be cancelled without cancelling the fundamental dualism of terms. It will
no doubt be said that notwithstanding this dualism, experience is a single whole or a
unity. But either it is a unity with an inner contradiction; or it is a unity in which one of
the terms, namely the object is'%® reduced to falsity, being regarded as having no
existence apart from the experience of it. In no case is a real dualism of terms overcome,
and a real subject and a real object reconciled in being. The so-called unity through
otherness is a contradiction in terms. If otherness is conquered, there is no otherness
left in the unity, if it is not conquered, there is no unity yet.

Let us suppose that the unity is realised in some kind of experience in which the
distinction of the subject and the object and so the relation of otherness between them is
completely lost. Have we any such experience? It might be said that in feeling there is
no dualism of the subject and the object. The felt is not something other to the feeling of
it. It has no existence except in feeling. Tooth-ache, for example, and my feeling of it
are not two distinct terms such that the former can be said to be other to the latter.
Similarly, the feeling of well-being. The same thing is both feeling and the felt looked
from different points of view.

Now feeling in this sense is a subjective fact with an objective character. We
speak of the perception of the table as a distinct perception from the perception of the
wall. Just in the same way we speak of the feeling of well being as a distinct feeling
from the feeling of pain. Thus feeling is to be distinguished from the pure subjective
function. It is ultimately not wholly unobjective. Although therefore the relation of
otherness might not exist between the feeling and the felt, any actual feeling cannot but
have this relation to awareness as such or to the pure knowing function. Feeling cannot
be the ultimate unity we seek.

It might be thought that the unity is realised in some form of mystic experience.
That indeed may be so. Still we cannot help asking, how is the miracle to be achieved
without annulling the terms? Forl% the object cannot be the subject, and the subject
cannot be the object; they have nothing common between them. Their unity is
impossible by the very nature of the terms. We therefore cannot help thinking that if
the unity were realised, it would not be found to contain any suggestion of two terms at
all, and no suggestion of any reconciliation between them.
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We are told that in absolute experience, the distinction of the subject and the
object ceases. But if that is so, that experience would have no content. It would be just
pure intelligence that is confronted by nothing and knows nothing. This intelligence is
the true ultimate subject. The empirical subject or the ego is confronted by objects and
is necessarily related to them. It is also impermanent, it comes and goes. But that
which reveals this subject, and its coming and its going, is not itself revealed. It is self-
revealed if we might say so. It is the eternal light that never comes and never goes.
This enduring essence of being which is the ground of the subject-object relation is their
only true unity. Distinctions are available within objects, and in the subject-object
relation; they cannot be carried further to the ultimate ground of all appearances. What
is not a subject, and is not confronted by anything, cannot know any distinctions and
cannot stand in any relation of otherness to aught else. It is the true ultimate unity that
we have been seeking to know. The many of our ordinary experience are related to it as
false and illusory appearances are related to their underlying substratum; for the many
can never be truly one except in the sense that the many are not, their appearance is
only an illusory appearance.

38.  RASVIHARY DAS." Whenever we think of knowledge we think of it as having
an object. To know is to know something. Knowledge thus implies object and goes
with it. Since knowledge and object go together, it1%> seems we must suppose that they
are related, for relation is nothing but the togetherness of things. Moreover, as
knowledge implies object, because one thing cannot imply another without being
related with it. The chair on which I am sitting is not related to the coming German
Election and cannot by any means imply it. On the other hand the chair as a
constructed object implies a maker and is so related to the carpenter who made it. Thus
there is a prima facie case in favour of some relation being present between knowledge
and its object.

39.  Western Idealists try to make our understanding of this relation deeper by
suggesting that knowledge and object are not two different things but are only
inseparable aspects of one and the same thing, because neither of the terms is available
apart from the other.

40. D.M. DATTA." We do not know the existence of any external object and that
immediately; and therefore, the question as to how it is known does not at all arise. It is
the answer give, as is well known, either by sceptics who deny the knowledge of
external objects or by subjective idealists who altogether deny the existence of the
external objects. The chief objection against this answer is that unless we believe in an
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external object we cannot explain why there should be any sensation, the nature and
duration of which are not wholly dependent on our minds. Some idealists have tried to
explain this charge away by holding that the reason why there are some perceptions
which are not wholly dependent on our wills is not that these are caused by extra-
mental objects, but that these are caused by some forces within the mind which are not
under the control of the mind as the knower. But this defence only admits in a round-
about way the existence of factors other than and therefore external to ourselves as
knowers and thus amounts to the confession that there'® are realities external to the
knower. There are many other well-known grounds on which subjective idealism is
rejected; but as this one is sufficiently conclusive, we need not mention any other here.
In fact, so far as the psychological premise in question is concerned, subjective idealism
is wholly incompatible with it, because the premise involves the belief in external
objects as the sources of the sense-stimuli. The psychological account of sense-
perception can stand only if subjective idealism be false and subjective idealism also can
stand if the psychological account be false. The attempt to deduce subjective idealism
from the psychological view (as is sometimes done by some who start with the
psychological origin of sense-impressions and showing thereby that all that we know
about the objects are %’the mental changes, conclude that we do not know anything
except these changes) involves the contradiction of the premise.

41.  In criticising subjective idealism we have already shown the reason why at all we
are led to suppose something other than the knowing self as being responsible for a
sense-perception. We find that the nature and duration of the sensation are not wholly
dependent on ourselves and hence we are not satisfied to think of the sensation as being
wholly due to ourselves.

42.  P. NARASIHAM." Science is not self-critical, introspective. It does not analyse
its own right of knowledge or our ability to know. Where science is silent, philosophy
tries to speak. But yet the philosopher or the metaphysician seems also to fall into the
same habitual groove of the so-called “scientific” way of thinking. We are not yet
clearly aware that we are using only the external or objective categories of knowing,
and that there is besides, or must be, some internal or central view-point which puts us
right into the heart of things where knowing and being are not two but one.

43.  There'®8 is again the awkward question how we know that we know. Our logics
do not help us in this direction, either the quality-judgment logic of Aristotle, or the
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quantity cum space logic called mathematics, or even the logic of causal thinking of our
inductive sciences including the semi-mechanical theories of Evolution. They all
express only the onlooker’s point of view, getting deluded by the ambiguity of the
question “How”. The charge of materialism in made against the scientific outlook
because it is uncritical and unreflective of its own postulates, and does not admit or is
unaware of a different way of knowing. It merely studies objects as only objects. The
science that is honestly self-conscious and introspective can never become materialistic,
but rather would point out that there must be an as-yet unknown factor within the very
heart of nature which evades every objective observation.

44.  We may attempt to examine the significance of the idealistic “slogan” Esse is
percipi, what is true about it and what false. It is easy to understand that it is only a
psychological truism to say that the “being” of a thing for us is and can be only in terms
of our experience, and that to speak of an existence in terms beyond such experience is
psychologically at least ultra vires. This interpretation, however, does not help us any
further as a theory of Reality. Of reality as such, in terms of our ordinary knowing the
statement is preposterous. We cannot agree with a Berkeleyan Idealism that shows
scant respect to the normal “instinctive” distinction that man (let alone the brute, which
is only an ‘idea” for Berkeley) makes between his subjective act of knowing and an
objective being, that seems to voraciously swallow up all objects by simply knowing
them, and that miserably impoverishes all reality by reducing it to “bare”1%® human
souls, a god and the play of “ideas” between them as if by a sort of miraculous wireless.
It makes the story of evolution from the lowest to the highest forms a meaningless
delusion. We should rather have a Leibnizian view that regards everything as at once
both real and living. But from the point of view maintained here regarding real
knowledge, the phrase Esse is percipi may be interpreted rather as containing a
profound truth, as pointing out towards the very one-ness of knowing and being.
While it is not true of the mere “mortal” man, it is utterly true of “divine” man. It is the
“saving knowledge” of the Upanishads that the ultimate Subject is only one and the
object is also Himself.

45. HUMAYUN Z.AKABIR." The preponderance of epistemological over
ontological interests which characterises modern Philosophy may have begun with
Locke, but it is in the Philosophy of Kant that this tendency reached its full
development. Locke started with an enquiry into the nature of human understanding,
but this enquiry was merely preliminary to an examination of the objects of our
awareness in order to determine their ontological nature and status. The recognition of
substance as a mystical “I know not what”, mysteriously characterised by primary or
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original qualities, remains as evidence of his inheritance from the ontological
metaphysics of his predecessors.

For Kant the problem always was, not what things ultimately are, but how is it
that knowledge is at all possible. Human knowledge is a process in time, coming about
in a finite individual mind and yet it claims to hold true for all minds at all times. To
explain this paradox, it is necessary to examine the judgment and its types, for
knowledge exists in the medium of thought and the most fundamental act of thought is
the Judgment.

46.  The principle of mechanical causation which is exalted in the first critique leads
in the end to!”0 its own negation. In causation, we start by premising that we must not
regard the nature of things as determined by their spatio-temporal positions, but their
time and space relations as determined by their nature. This however cannot be their
nature merely as parts of a series, for they could not be even parts of a series unless they
were something more than mere parts, for a system of relations without relata is a
contradiction in terms. Yet in causation we state relations of things and the more we
extend the causal chain, the more do things lose their independent individuality and
become merely determined points in a space-time order. The perceptual element seems
to become less and less important, till at last, the whole or reality is sought to be
represented as the quantitative function of some element whose quality is neutral or
indifferent. Change itself becomes impossible as the result of this attempt to reduce
everything to a synthesis of the homogeneous. There are no qualitative differences
among the elements of reality to allow for change from one quality to another, and
quantitatively, its magnitude remains constant, so that the process of explaining change
comes in the end to denying change altogether. “In the Absolute there is no change.”

47.  HANUMANTHA RAQO. Mysticism is not what a philosophy starts with or
works with; it is something which it has recourse to in the last resort. It cannot be
asserted as philosophy though a philosopher may have to assent to it when he is at his
wit’s end. This is not to disparage mysticism. Mysticism has its own legitimate place —
perhaps a place higher than the one assigned to philosophy, but it has no place in
philosophy as a philosophic principle. Nor can theism be the cardinal principle of
idealism. Theism is more a postulate of religion rather than'”! of philosophy. To make
theism the chief principle of a philosophy is to allow religion to reign supreme in
philosophy.

48.  The epistemological assumption that the world as an intelligible whole is an idea,
has in recent years played so important a role in the history of idealism that it has
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technically come to be recognised as the cardinal principle of idealism. It was the
peculiar epistemological turn that Descartes gave to modern philosophy that is
responsible for making much of it.

49. It is the aim of philosophy to evolve a conception of the universe that explains
and unifies the manifold forms of experience.

50. R.N. KAUL.": The confusion was worse confounded by the writings of the
Empiricists such as ]J.S. Mill and Prof. Bain, and by “the psychological method” which
they had inherited from their brilliant predecessors, Locke, Berkely and Hume. The use
of the term “idea” in a rather loose and vague sense was one of the prevailing
confusions. Owing to the psychological attitude prevalent, an idea meant a state of
consciousness, a subjective entity existing in our heads, and judgment, like Association,
meant the linking of these isolated atoms, on the analogy of physical or chemical
principles. It is no wonder then that in logical theories of judgment and inference,
current at the time, this fictitious atomism of the idea crept in almost as a matter of
course and right, and gave rise to disastrous results. Thus Bradley was compelled to
start by clearing up this confusion in the use of the term ‘idea” and he does so by the
statement that for logical purposes we have to take “ideas” in a particular sense viz.
Symbols. To explain what he means, he makes a three-fold distinction between (i)
existence (ii) content and (iii) meaning. Every idea has the first and the second aspect,
but it is with its third aspect viz. its meaning, that the Logician is concerned. For
logic'”2 all ideas are signs used for the sake of their meaning or significance. “The idea,
in the sense of mental image, is a sign of the idea in the sense of meaning.”

51.  Bradley’s Principle of Logic which is perhaps the most frequently quoted in
modern idealistic literature remains as a striking reminder to us of his empirical and
dualistic tendencies. “That the glory of this world in the end is appearance, leaves the
world more glorious, if we feel it is a show of some fuller splendour; but the sensuous
curtain is a deception and a cheat, if it hides some colourless movement of atoms, some
spectral woof of impalpable abstraction, or unearthly ballet of bloodless categories.
Though dragged to such conclusions, we cannot embrace them. Our principles may be
true, but they are not reality. They no more make that Whole which commands our
devotion than some shredded dissection of human tatters is that warm and breathing
beauty of flesh which our hearts found delightful.”

This change of front, this backsliding, as it were, puzzled even the most
sympathetic and understanding of his readers. Bosanquet, in his “Knowledge and
Reality” a criticism of Mr F.H. Bradley’s “Principles of Logic” which appeared in 1885
writes “If I have read Mr Bradley right, he joins a thorough understanding of the ideal
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of knowledge to a peculiar impatience of something, I do not quite know what, in the
ordinary doctrine of relativity.” It was only natural that a hostile critic should suspect
Bradley of playing fast and loose with a double standard —on the one hand, that of a
stable intellectual construction; on the other, that of correspondence with sense-given
fact. In the words of Bosanquet, Bradley “cherishes a deep discontent with any effort to
resolve reality into an intellectual movement.”

52.  Assoon as we move out of this native realism which makes the physical event an
independent happening!”® in the physical world (whether there be any mind to
conceive it or not), we find that we have removed the only foundation there could
possibly be for creating a new fiction, viz. that of a mental event or a happening in the
soul. Just as there is no independent nature in the event called “rising of the sun” apart
from the meaning it has for the conceiving mind, similarly there is no independent
aspect of my “thinking” a particular thought, apart from the meaning and significance
of the thought itself.

53.  One of the reasons which consciously or unconsciously influenced Bradley in
this matter was his irreconcilable distrust of Hegelianism. Though he never claims to
have mastered Hegel's system perfectly, yet so far as he understood it, he could not
accept what seemed to him an essential part of that system. “Unless thought stands for
something that falls beyond mere intelligence, if “thinking” is not used with some
strange implication that never was part of the meaning of the word, a lingering scruple
still forbids us to believe that reality can ever be purely rational.. the notion that
existence could be the same as understanding strikes as cold and ghostlike as the
dreariest materialism.” ..Principles of Logic: Preface to first Edition, p.x.

54. T.R.V. MURTI: “NAGARJUNA’S REFUTATION OF MOTION AND REST.

Nagarjuna’s refutation of motion and rest presents several interesting features
and raises some big issues. Zeno denied motion; he did not disturb rest. Nagarjuna
performs the seemingly impossible task of denying both at once. Zeno’s argument,
repeated in all the famous examples, rests on the infinite divisibility of space without
taking into consideration a similar circumstance with regard to time. His arguments do
not bring out any epistemological or metaphysical standpoint; Nagarjuna’s do. An
attempt will be made to elucidate his'”# general standpoint, after a presentation of his
dialectic against motion and rest.
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(1). Motion is denied by showing the untenability of the factors indispensable for its
generation — viz. the space traversed, the mover and the commencement of motion. To
take each in turn:

What is traversed? Not that which has been already traversed; nor even that to
be done so; there is no third division of space as “the being traversed.” When a foot-
step is put forward, it divides the space exactly into two —the one already traversed and
the other yet to be done so. It will be pointed out that there is some such space that is
being traversed; for that is the place where activity is present; and this activity does not
pertain to the traversed or that portion yet to come. But as the activity belongs to the
moving body and not to the space, this too will not help us to distinguish that space,
unless we accepted motion in both—two motions in the space covered and in the
moving body. If there were only one motion—namely, that of the moving body —how
can the space, though unrelated to motion, be still said to be ‘being traversed’? there is
nothing to differentiate it from other spaces. With two motions, two moving bodies
shall have also to be accepted, unless we hold that motion can exist disembodied, apart
from the moving body. We here come to an impasse. There is no space which is being
traversed. The divisions in space are relative and unreal; from the standpoint of
knowledge no such distinctions are tenable.

Motion is possible, because there is the mover in which it inheres. We must
make the distinction between the two. But is the mover intelligible with or without the
motion? Can we say that the mover moves? He is either motionless in himself apart
from the motion, or has a motion other than thel”> motion which inheres in him. In the
first case, we have the contradiction of a mover without motion; in the second, there are
two motions, for it is a mover that moves, not a non-mover as in the first case. But this
too is unpalatable; disembodied motion cannot be contemplated.

It may be thought that these difficulties are really about the locus of motion,
whether it resides in a body which is itself bereft of motion or not, and have nothing to
do with motion at all. When and where does motion begin? Not at the place already
traversed, nor even in the space yet to come; and we have seen that there is no such
space like “the being traversed”, for this would involve two motions and two bodies.
When does motion begin? Not when a body is at rest; for at that time, before the
commencement of the activity, there is no space that is being traversed or that traversed
etc. Can there be motion in the space not yet traversed? This is a veritable
contradiction; motion is to commence where it does not exist. Without motion, the
divisions of space into the ‘traversed” etc. are untenable. It would be seen that on the
basis of these distinctions can motion be conceived to arise, and only with its
commencement are such distinctions tenable, involving thereby a vicious circle.

(2) Motion does exist, it might be asserted, for, its opposite —rest—does do so; that
exists whose opposite exists, as darkness and light, or as this side and the other side.
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Logically therefore, a denial of motion involves that of rest as well. It is here precisely
that Nagarjuna proves himself a truer dialectician than Zeno.

Here too, as in the case of motion, the indispensable factors are denied. Who
rests? Not the mover, nor the static —the non-mover; and there is no third who can rest.
The static does not rest, for it is already stationary; there are no two rests, as these
would involve two stationary bodies.1”¢ It is a flat contradiction to say that the mover
rests, when a mover is impossible without motion; when any body rests, it is, ipso facto,
not a mover. It will be said that rest is possible, as cessation from motion is possible.
The mover can stop; stopping is an opposite activity. Not so; for, whence will he stop?
Will it be from the space already traversed, yet to be traversed, or that which is being
traversed. Now this activity brought in to ensure rest is on a par with motion, and will
be assailable on that score. There is no motion in all these three spaces for the said
reasons; and hence there can be no cessation of it.

Rest is possible, for it can be begun, it might be said. But is it begun when
someone is at rest, or not at rest, or when about to rest? —precisely the very alternatives
considered in connection with the commencement of motion.

A general difficulty about motion is that it can be conceived neither as identical
with the mover nor different from him — the difficulty of all predication. If identical, the
subject and his activity cannot be distinguished; but to assert this identity a distinction
is necessary. If activity be different from the subject, the latter can exist without activity
and vice versa; motion should be possible without the moving body. Nagarjuna comes
to the conclusion that both those things do not exist which can be conceived neither as
identical with nor as different from each other. (“Ekibhavena va Siddhir nana bhavena
va yayoh; Na vidyate tayoh Siddhih katham nu khalu vidyate.” “Madhyamika
Karikas.” Ch.IL. 21.)

(3)  What is the general principle involved in this dialectic against motion and rest?
It is undertaken from the standpoint of pure immediacy of experience, and is a
consistent Solipsism of the ‘present moment.” Santayana has very admirably developed
this method in his “Scepticism and Animal Faith.” Far from being self-contradictory
solipsism!77 of the present moment is the only attitude that demands radical evidence —
experience — for any assertion; it is not to be frightened into acquiescence of universally
believed notions. Confine yourself at any time rigorously to the immediately given, the
distinctions of space into the traversed, yet to be traversed, etc., and of motion as
originating, progressing and ceasing cannot arise; for these issue out of relating, out of
positing characters that transcend the immediately given. All such relating and
positing involve a vicious circle.  Distinctions in space are possible on the
commencement of motion, which itself cannot be understood without these very
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distinctions it engenders. The Madhyamika Dialectic is a call to purify the given object
of thought of all beliefs in the transcendent, of dogmas. It finds that when such a
purification is effected, no assertion—affirmation or negation—is possible. Everything
is Sunya. The Madhyamika cannot have any thesis of his own— positive or negative.

(4)  This raises two fundamental issues: Is criticism of any thesis possible without
any counter thesis; and can all the alternatives under any head be rejected, without
thereby violating the Excluded middle?

It is commonly held that to criticise a theory, we should have a rival theory or
standpoint of our own, or that some tenets should be held in common by the
disputants. But the acceptance of a common platform cannot serve to favour any of the
rival hypotheses; nor does a special tenet or thesis particular to each party fare any
better; for to claim peculiar strength on the basis of a special tenet will cut both ways.
How then is any hypothesis to be demolished at all? It is by pointing out that all the
consequences of the hypothesis contradict either the hypothesis, or are mutually
contradictory. The holding of a rival hypothesis is'”® not only unnecessary but is clearly
irrelevant. Nor is it necessary that the consequences of a hypothesis should be believed
in by the party which urges the objections, but merely that the consequences should be
shown to be implied in the hypothesis to the satisfaction of the party concerned. This is
the only way by which we can confute an opponent. The absurdity of his position must
be brought home to him. The Madhyamika claims to do nothing else. He is a
Prasngika —having no tenet of his own and not caring to frame a syllogism of his own.
“An opponent in putting forward a thesis is expected, as he is a believer in Pramanas, to
validate it; he must prove to his opponent the validity of that very argument by which
he himself has arrived at the right conclusions.. But the case of the Madhyamika is
different; he does not vindicate any assertion in order to convince his opponent. He has
no reasons and examples which he believes to be true.” Every endeavour of the
Madhyamika is, therefore, exhausted in reducing the opponent’s position to absurdity
on principles and consequences which the opponent himself would accept. So we may
answer the first question by forcibly asserting that to criticise a position it is not only
unnecessary but irrelevant to advance another position.

It might be urged that criticism is the application of certain logical canons —the
valid sources of knowledge etc. These at least shall have to be accepted even by the
Madhyamika. But for a critic of Knowledge, for a Transcendentalist, there are no first
principles, no inviolate axioms which he should respect, or at which he should arrive at
the end of his enquiry. If the first principles and the valid sources of knowledge are
themselves under discussion, will it do to start by unquestionably accepting them? Just
as this enquiry can proceed without being saddled with the acceptance of any dogma,
other enquiries can'” fare equally well. Formal Logic may proceed on certain
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assumptions, but a self-conscious dialectic cannot, without being false to its position,
accept them.

(5)  Another line of objection may be adopted to confute the Madhyamika. When
one alternative is rejected or accepted the other is, eo ipso accepted or rejected, else the
Excluded Middle is violated. The Madhyamika flagrantly violates the rule; we find him
cutting down all alternatives that are exclusive and exhaustive. For instance, four
alternatives are framed by him with regard to causation, but none is accepted:

“Neither out of themselves (Svatah), nor out of others (Paratah) nor from both
(Ubhayatah), nor at random (Ahetutah) have entities sprung into being.”
(Madh.Kar.1.1) Here too both motion and rest have been denied. The Madhyamika
alone is not the sinner in rejecting the Excluded Middle. Kant does not accept this when
he formulates his antinomies and rejects them both, e.g. “the world has a beginning in
space and time,” and that “the world has no such beginning” etc. Hegel himself does
not recognise it; had he done so, he should have chosen either Being or Non-Being
instead of seeking a third.

i. No logical flaw is involved in not observing the Excluded Middle. If any one
wants to vindicate this law, he must not only resolve the antinomies which any dialectic
presents, but show that in rejecting one alternative we do so by covertly accepting its
contradictory or vice versa.

ii. The law of Excluded Middle assumes a sort of omniscience and makes capital
out of our ignorance. That any two alternatives together exhaust the realm of discourse
and that no third is possible cannot be known from the alternatives themselves. Such is
not the case with the law of Contradiction; it derives all its force from180 the material in
hand, what is actually presented to us. We can, even on the strength of immediate
experience, say that both the contradictories cannot be true. Excluded Middle too, it
will be urged, does not presume anything more than the particular kind of disjunctives
called the Contradictories—as Being and Non-Being, Affirmation and Negation. Such
contradictory alternatives can easily be recognised by any one. To this our reply is that
the doctrine of Contradictories conceived by Formal Logic is defective; for, it is always
possible to suggest one other alternative in all cases; besides being and non-being, we
can admit the Indefinite; affirmation and negation do not exhaust all attitudes towards
an assurtum; we may not assert anything at all, but simply entertain a datum without
these two modes. The contention is not merely academical. Consider for instance the
two propositions —“An integer between 3 and 4 is prime;” “An integer between 3 and 4
is composite, not prime.” Neither of these propositions is true, though they are
contradictories in the formal sense. Can the Excluded Middle help us here? For, this is
a case where no adjective, no alternative can be predicated without absurdity. The
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illusory snake is another example; it cannot accept the predicates Sat or Asat, for it is
not an existent.

It we want to formulate the contradictory of any proposition “S is P” —, it is not
merely “S is not P” but also “S is not” —i.e. the proposition is contradicted if the subject
does not exist. It is clear that because there are two contradictories to any position we
can never pass from the denial of the position to any one of the contradictories or vice
versa. This is tantamount to giving up the Excluded Middle.

A formal objection, pointed out by Johnson, can also be raised against the law. If
it were true, the existential import of a proposition and that of!8! its obverse must be
neither less nor more.

“S is not P” says nothing about the existence of S or of P; the proposition will be valid
even if they had never existed. What is required is that the combination SP should not
be found, and this is available with or without the existence of these terms. Now
following formal logic, we shall be told that “S is not P” can be positively rendered into
“S is non-P”. But this is more than a mere verbal change. The new proposition affirms
a negative predicate of a subject S. If S were not an existent the proposition would be
meaningless, as it would be even if there were no P and non-P. But as we have seen, the
original proposition gives no guarantee of the existence of S or P.

The obverse imports, tacitly under cover of an indubitable law, existential matter not to
be found in the original proposition. The obverse will be valid, only if one implied
premise “S is” is supplied, Therefore it is clear that the principle on which obversion is
based, namely the Excluded Middle, is not valid. “S is non-P” commits us to the
existence of S and possibly of P and non-P.

It is apparent that Excluded Middle is not a purely formal principle, but a device to
serve a metaphysical doctrine, in which to negate a judgment is taken as affirming a
negative predicate. It seems to be a very cheap device for asserting the existence of any
subject. As a matter of fact it does not question the existence of the subject; its only
trouble seems to be confined to the assignment of a positive or negative predicate; the
fundamental question of the existence of the subject of a judgment is left to take core of
itself.

The Madhyamika, on the other hand, questions the very existence of the subject
of which there may be any dispute about the proper predicate. And as the subject
cannot be discussed or known apart from the predicates, he formulates a general rule—
that a subject, an entity of which all assignable positions,’8? predicates, either taken
singly or collectively are inadmissible, does not exist. If the existence of the subject is
not assumed at the outset, non-existence is also not presumed, but everything is
decided on its own merits. The Madhyamika finds that he can formulate at least four
theses or alternatives in any case. One can assert existence of a subject, or deny it, or
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assert both existence and non-existence, or assert neither existence nor non-existence. It
will be seen that the first is the Positivist or Realist thesis; the second is purely negative,
the third is a synthetic position, say that of Hegel or of the Jaina, the fourth is the purely
agnostic thesis. All these, singly and collectively, are wrong and Tattva is that which
escapes all these predicates.

55.  AKSHYA KUMAR BANERJEA:" Sankara’s adhyasavada is evidently the corner-
stone of the whole edifice of his philosophy.

56.  In his introduction to the great commentary, Sankara gives a clear exposition of
his theory of adhyasa, and promises to demonstrate by a detailed interpretation of the
sutras that this doctrine forms the purport of all the teachings of the Vedanta. The
fundamental postulate with which he begins his introduction is that the subject and the
object —the self and the not-self — the spirit and matter —are obviously distinct from and
opposed to each other in their essential characteristics, and neither can really be in
communion with the other, or participate in the nature and the attributes of the other.
The only relation that can possibly exist between them is that of adhyasa, i.e. the false
attribution of one or of one’s characteristics to the other. This adhyasa gives birth to a
relative or phenomenal or apparent reality, which may be described as a combination of
the real and the unreal, the true and the false, —the real in respect of the adhisthana or
the substance to which what is not is attributed and consequently'® the true character
of which remains hidden or unmanifested, and the unreal in respect of that which is
attributed to it and which falsely appears as real and pretends to present the real
character of the substance.

Acharya Sankara asserts that the phenomenal world with which are
acquainted —the world of subjects and objects, egos and non-egos, in intercourse with
one another,—the world of finite spirits and minds and matters—the world of
substances and attributes, causes and effects; spatial and temporal externalities —is the
product of a general adhyasa, the natural causeless beginningless attribution, to the one
timeless, spaceless, differenceless, absolute Spirit or Self, called Brahman or Atman, of a
plurality of names and forms, which by themselves possess no reality, and likewise the
attribution of the reality and spiritual characteristics of Brahman to these names and
forms. All knowledge, emotion and activity, —all consciousness of Me and mine, Thee
and Thine, the actual and the ideal happiness and misery, ought and ought-not, —are
the creations of this adhyasa.

Adhyasa evidently involves two elements, —the concealment of the true nature
of the substratum (adhisthana) and its appearance as what it is not. This again refers to
an observer from whom the true character of the substance is hidden and to whom it
appears with false names and forms. With reference to such an implied observer, it is to
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be conceived as due to avidya, or ignorance. This avidya, is destroyed by Vidya or true
knowledge. When the observer, by suitable spiritual discipline, attains Vidya, or true
knowledge of the real character of the Substance, viz. Brahman, adhyasa vanishes, the
world of names and forms falsely attributed to Brahman disappears or no longer
appears as real, and Brahman alone shines in His absolute infinite differenceless
attributeless character.’® The observer himself also, as a separate entity, vanishes, or
rather, having realised his absolute identity with Brahman, is completely merged in His
differenceless unity. Acharya concludes his introduction with the assertion that in
course of his interpretation of the Sutras he will establish this to be the true significance
of all the teachings of the Vedanta.

57. DHIRENDRALAL DE." The subject is conscious of himself as a being in whom
the conflict of desires may take place. The consciousness of desire thus implies that the
subject appears to himself as an object capable of experiencing various desires. Now
the subject cannot be conscious of himself as capable of having a variety of desires
without conceiving of himself as not identical with any of them, or the whole of them
taken together. So arises the consciousness of self as a subject that is opposed to the self
as an object with its varying desires.

58.  He who makes the object of particular desires the end of his life will learn by the
stern logic of experience that he has been seeking to allay his hunger for the infinite by
feeding himself on the husks of the finite.

59.  The real motive operative in the desire is the desire for permanent self-
satisfaction. The individual who seeks satisfaction in the attainment of wealth may
have no clear consciousness that the motive of his action is not the attainment of wealth
but the attainment of self-satisfaction by means of wealth. The question may be asked,
why is not self-satisfaction found in this way? This is not found because the individual
has wrongly identified his ultimate good with what is not ultimate good.

60.  All desires, as the perfectionists point out, are desires for complete self-
realisation. So long as we seek for self-satisfaction in a particular object, we are laying
up for ourselves natural desires, but'® the difference between willing the object for
itself and willing it for a higher end is spiritually an infinite difference. We can attain
higher spiritual life only by transforming desires.
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61.  The perfectionists point out that there is no necessary conflict between appetite
and reason. The conflict, according to them, really obtains between a higher and a
lower conception of the self. We condemn the action of an individual as irrational only
when he is prepared to sacrifice his higher interests to the gratification of his appetites,
because he substitutes a particular end for a universal. Duty does not consist in the
extirpation of natural impulses, but in subordinating it to the realisation of the complete
nature of the self.

62. N. VENKATARAMAN.” The whole of the BhagavadGita is devoted to an
exposition of the Vedantic doctrines, as having a bearing on practical life, (hence the
context, the beginning of a great-war, and battle scene; the teacher, the most active
agent in the drama of the MahaBharata; and the pupil, the greatest of the heroes and
fighters of the age). The conclusions reached (and urged repeatedly on the hearer) there
are, first, that a knowledge of Reality, of one-self, as well as of the World, is essential to
every rational being; second, that this knowledge need not necessarily lead to a
cessation of all action and effort (one’s karma—duty etc) and third, that what is most
important in the life of the enlightened man (‘jnani’—the “philosopher’, one who has
really benefitted by the teachings of the Vedanta) is, not so much to lead a life of
renunciation and inaction (vairagya, sanyasa, nivritti-marge, etc—so incessantly
preached by Sankara)—but a life of unattached effort and activity —nishkama-karma,
and the disinterested and unfailing performance of all one’s duties, and the'8 discharge
of all one’s obligations. To run away from one’s duty, or to forget one’s obligations,
would be as much opposed to genuine wisdom, and as mischievous, in the case of an
enlightened man, inspite of all his philosophy and erudition, as in the case of any boor
or ignorant person. The example of Janaka is quoted —the king who continued to
attend to his high office, in spite of the great truth and wisdom he learnt from the sage
Yajnavalkya. — In ch. IT (54) Arjuna asks Krishna to tell him the consequences to one of
accepting his philosophy of the Self; and the latter goes on to describe the enlightened
individual as Sthitha-prajna—“one with a steady mind”; and to enumerate the
characteristics that distinguish him—and the whole passage ought to be carefully
studied by one who wants to know the bearing of the Vedanta on practical life. It is an
equability of temper, perfect control over senses and the passions; an inward peace,
contentment and joy; complete unattachment to bodily wants and desires, and freedom
from egoism and the self-regarding sentiments, that mark the life of one who has
realised the true Self.

The Vedanta teaches one not to locate all one’s experiences in Space-time, but
refer them to the Subject within. This leads to a realisation of the Self, which is the same
in all. This is the meaning of saying that one’s salvation is attained through Jnana, or
that knowledge leads to liberation.
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63.  Liberation is not a state or condition to be reached by any process, mental or
physical. Since absolute Idealism is a denial of all causation, there can be no becoming
or change for the Self. The Self is always free, and was never under bondage. What
appears as bondage, misery, and evil (Samsara), in entirely’®” due to the erroneous
tendency to regard mere thought-forms as objective and real (adhyasa). One has only
to unlearn this habit of one’s mind (due to avidya), in order to gain a true knowledge of
one’s self. The latter does away with the obstacle (unreal) that stands in the way of
one’s Freedom. Jnana is a hindrance of hindrances (illusions) —knowledge, in revealing
one’s true Self, reveals, at the same time, that one is absolutely and eternally free.

64.  Besides cultivating mental equanimity, the enlightened individual should try to
be an example to the less enlightened by his conduct and expressions. He must set the
standard of virtue and upright behaviour.

65.  The acceptance of advaita philosophy leads to abheda—the unity of everything
in Brahman. One who has realised this forgets all distinction, and perceives everything
as Brahman. The same Self is in all. This truth can be recognised and acted upon even
in the midst of active (worldly) experience. Therefore, the enlightened man feels
himself one with the whole Universe; (hence humanitarianism, the rising superior to all
distinctions of race, nation, colour, caste, etc. Karuna, pity and sympathy for all kinds
of suffering and trouble; ahimsa love for all sentient creation).

66. All causation, with its relativities of space, time, motion, etc.,, are equally
phenomenal —mere phantasmagoria that issue out of, and depend entirely on, the one
true Reality —the Atman.

67. VIOLET PARANJOTI. There is no dogmatic assertion of the realities which we
in all meekness are expected to recognise as true. By the full exercise of our reason, we
are led step by step to the facts of the system. And there is an implicit challenge to us to
examine the system by the exercise of reason before accepting it.

68. R.ASANKARA NARAYANA. A short sketch of the commentary of Sankara on
Goudapada-Karikas which are!® but the exposition of the verses of the Mandukya
Upanisad. The Rishi of this Upanishad with the help of the three stages of human
consciousness namely, waking, dream and deep sleep, elucidates the nature of the
ultimate reality —the Brahman, which is the sustainer of all that exists. In the wakeful
stage, man is endowed with sense and intellect, and is fully conscious of a non ego
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which stands opposed to the ego, the ‘I'. This ‘I" or the ego can never be doubted,
because it is the presupposition of all doubts. The doubter cannot be himself doubted.
So the existence of the soul is self-proved. In the dream stage also both the subject and
the object exist but the object exists in a different form. It is no longer material but
rather a direct representation of it, and is supplied by memory. In dreamless sleep both
these factors vanish, of course not in nothingness but in a self-luminous, all-embracing
pure consciousness — the Brahman.

68.  DP.T. RAJU:" Although there is no identity between Kant’s Ideals of Reason and
Sankara’s Brahman, it can be shown that had Kant consistently developed his thought
on his own principles he would have arrived at an ideal of Reason corresponding to the
Brahman of Sankara.

In his treatment of the transcendental ideal Kant asserts that they are required to
define the standards to which the activities of the understanding must conform in a
perfectly unified experience. The rules of the understanding apply to phenomena and
the principles of Reason to the rules of the understanding. Kant does not say as Sankara
does, that the phenomenal world has no metaphysical stability. He merely asserts that
it points to something higher.

Kant in his Critique, by means of the application of the transcendental method,
affirms the noumenon and the three Ideas as the limiting concept of!% the
understanding and the Ideal of Reason. The Ideal of Reason for Kant is the
unconditioned or the totality of conditions.

Kant is justified in saying that the unconditioned is only as ideal of Reason. For,

thought’s object is judgment which is made possible by the distinction between the
subject and the predicate.
To effect their complete unification thought looks up to the ideal, the unconditioned. If
the unconditioned becomes an object of thought, it will cease to be unconditioned. The
unconditioned can only yield itself to intellectual intuition. But finite mind is deprived
of such integral experience.

Kant’s great failure however lies in not being able to arrive at the ultimate unity
of the three Ideas. But it must at the same time be admitted that the conception of unity
was not totally absent from his mind. In fact, he observes in the Critique that such unity
is not unthinkable.

Another defect of Kant is that he has not proved that the Ideal of Reason could be
no other than the noumena and that noumena are one. The solution of the problem
which he took up in the Critique requires that he should identify them.

There are passages however in the Opus Postumum which show that Kant, in
the later period of his life, realised that the noumena would be no other than the self in
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its transcendental aspect. Had Kant stuck to this truth and worked it out his idealism
would not have been difficult to accept.

In that case he would have very little differed from Vedanta which makes Universal
spirit foundational.

69. SUDHIR KUMAR BOSE.” The proposition of language may be divided into (i)
the philosophy of language which is concerned with the relation of language to the
question of knowledge and reality, and (ii) the science of language which studies
language in its causal and genetic aspects.

Philosophy of language: On the question of origin and! status of language the
philosophers split into two camps; (i) The naturalistic philosophy of language upheld
by Watson, Russell, DelLaguna, Ogden, Richards and all those standing for
behaviourism, pragmatism or positivism. (ii) The idealistic philosophy of language
advocated by Spranger, Cassirer, Vossler and others affiliated to the school of Kultur
philosophy. The first group thinks that “language is a purely naturalistic product
created by environmental pressure”, while the second group ascribes transcendental
validity to meanings conveyed by words and sentences.

Is thought possible without language? This question has been answered in the
affirmative as well as in the negative. One school thinks that in early days thought used
systems other than language. Another school denies the possibility of thought in the
absence of language and holds that thought and language have grown together. These
two contrary views may be somewhat reconciled by supposing that thinking of the
period prior to the growth of verbal activity was chiefly guided by what has been called
“organic intelligence” and was of a different kind from our present-day thinking.

70.  H.N. RAGHAVENDRACHAR: “AN INTRODUCTION TO VEDANTA
SYSTEMS.”

The term Vedanta means several things. It means first the end of the Veda,
secondly the heart or essence of the Vedic teaching and lastly that which decides the
true meaning of the Vedic teachings that are apparently contradictory in character.

What is the central teaching for which the whole Veda stands? Such teaching
must be extricated from apparent contradictions. To do this a separate system has been
evolved to thresh the essential out of the non-essential. Such a system is Vedanta.

Several attempts at such systematisation have been'! made. Badarayana’s
attempt seems to be the very first of them. In his Brahma Sutra he has systematised the
thoughts of the Veda. The Sutras consist of pithy statements that are very
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comprehensive in their outlook. They are called Vedanta Sutra because they embody
the systematisation of the Vedic thought.

The Brahma Sutras are 564 in number. They refer to a date later than when
Sankhya or Nyaya, Jaina and Buddhistic philosophies came into being.

Prof. Keith holds that the date cannot be later than 200 A.D.

The Sutras consist of four chapters. The first explains that the whole Veda deals
with Brahman. The second chapter removes the difficulties in viewing Brahman as the
ground of all. In this connection rival systems are refuted. The third chapter is devoted
to how Brahman is realised and liberation obtained.

The Sutra consists of very brief statements which with their condensation of
meanings made it very difficult to arrive at a final teaching. This gave rise to many
commentaries.

Among those that appeared as systematisers of Vedic thoughts by way of
commenting on the Brahma Sutras, Sankaracharya, Ramanujacharya, and
Madhvacharya are the most important. @ They appeared one after another.
Sankaracharya called his system Advita Vedanta, Ramanujacharya Visistadvaita
Vedanta and Madhvacarya Dvaita Vedanta.

Generally there is a misconception as to the real significance of the terms
Advaita, Visistadvaita and Dvaita. The term Advaita is taken to mean unity in
diversity. Visistadvaita of qualified monism and Daita duality. But these terms betray
absence of correct understanding. They are not as different from one another as they
are taken to be.

The three systems start from the same point. Their starting point is Brahman
which is the ground of all and which is the reality. As far as this goes thel®? three
systems may be described as Brahmadvaitism.

They differ from one another on the question of the relation between Brahman
and the world. According to Sankara the world has no reality of its own. Brahman is
the only reality. The world is superimposed upon Brahman just as the silver as
appearance is imposed on the shell. Apart from Brahman nothing is real, is the thesis of
Sankara and he calls it rightly Advaita.

According to Ramanuja Brahman is to the world what soul is to the body. The
world is because Brahman is in it. The world is not a superimposition, an illusion but it
has not also any self-sufficient existence beyond Brahman.

Madhvacharya does not agree with either Sankara or Ramanuja. Even if the
world is regarded as a superimposition some amount of reality must have to be granted
to it. If it is nothing there is no sense in saying that it is a superimposition. To say that
the world is the body to Brahman is simply to indulge in metaphor. The world is our
starting-point its reality is undeniable. But it has a dependent existence. It is dependent
upon Brahman who is causa sui. Brahman is the necessary presupposition of the world.
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71.  LEKH RAJ PURI. Russell has made a distinction between Physical Object on the
one hand and Sensation and sense-data on the other. The physical object is never
directly presented and has to be inferred from certain appearances or phenomena
which he calls sense-data, while sensation is the experience of being aware of these
appearances. It is doubtful if in addition to objective existence and subjective
apprehension there is a tertium quid like sense-datum which belongs to neither. The
sense-data belong to the self and we can only guess that there is a reality corresponding
to the subjective states: but the sense-data do not form an independent realm hovering
between!? Reality and Subjectivity.

72.  C.T.SRINIVASAN: “CAUSALITY AND VEDANTA.”

Does the cosmos indicate the plan and the method of future development? Does
causality really signify anything more than a way of human reckoning in the final? To
arrive at the first cause in the sense of its being the prior condition, is as impossible as to
arrive at the first hour of existence. The several antecedent conditions are found to be
one with the present, and the imaginary breaks in the continuity are only different
views of one great event that is beginningless. The Vedic proof of the unreality of the
world does not erase it from existence. The disappearance is therefore purely
metaphysical not even mental. We are not concerned with the psychological cases. The
world continues (to appear) as long as we are awake. The cause of it must be included
within that beginningless continuity. But no cause is got at!

Cause is the sense of motive or purpose constitutes the philosophic field. In this
sense it is subjective, for we cannot detect any motive in the object. As motive or
purpose is individual, it is reasonable to seek the cause in the subject. It is impossible to
think of a cause for this waking world, because the actual motive is absent with the
mind in a previous state. No state is previous or subsequent to another state where, as
we know per Vedic Method, there is no common time to connect them. It is illogical to
think of a cause for subject-object existence. We are driven therefore to the conclusion
that cause is only an individual possibility; neither an objective factor nor a
transcendental power in any form. But individual existence is not purposeless or
aimless.

If cause means the basis of all this show, the question is not illogical, for then every
bit of creation can be traced to it. To make it real, we have to posit a Creator? It is in
this sense Essence, the Vedanta Sutras speak of Brahman as cause or’%* the basis of this
whole existence, and prove it to be identical with our Real Self. Cause in any other
meaning fails in itself. The true nature of cause is clearly dealt with by Sankara in his
Adhyasa Bhasya. Adhyasa is not the cause of the appearance of the world but is the
cause of mistaking it as the real. Adhyasa helps to continue the mistaken notions of
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differences and distinctions. But the consciousness of duality or manifoldness is always
one and secondless. In this light only knowledge can be of any use, for individual’s
knowledge can get rid of all individual illusions.

73 P.R. DAMLE. The object of knowledge is independent of the knower. The
difficulty of this view is to establish knowledge at any stage—to bridge the gulf which
has been made unbridgeable almost by definition. (All realists)

The object is mental: mind-dependent. The difficulty here is to preserve the
necessary distinction between subject and object. How can mind be itself subject and
object at the same time? (Kant Hegel, Green.)

The object is a product of the relation of knower to known. Not mind as knower —
nor independent, but as knower, knowing etc. (Bradley, Bosanquet).

This merely repeats the problem set, in the terms of the solution.

74.  A. MINAKSHISUNDRAM AIYAR. Mental activity is not outside the scope of
the law of conservation of energy. Nothing can be destroyed. The mind must continue
to exist as Mind. It can grow but cannot be destroyed.

There is evidence that after the death of the body, the mind appears again
associated with another body, As capacities and tendencies of An individual. Rebirth is
the only explanation for congenital tendencies, thought it is mysterious how the choice
of body is made. This is not more mysterious than the relationship of mind and body.
Heredity is no rival theory. It is a statement of the facts of!®® reproduction and
conservation. Reproduction of mind is unthinkable.

75. 5. RADHAKRISHNAN." What exactly does moksa or salvation connote? It does
not involve the destruction of the world. It implies the disappearance of a false view of
the world.

76.  Sankara admits that the world appearance persists for the jivanmukta, though he
realises moksa or brahmabhava, still lives in the world. The appearance of multiplicity
is not suppressed. It is with him as with a patient suffering from timira that, though he
knows there is only one moon, he sees two. Only it does not deceive the freed soul even
as the mirage does not tempt one who has detached its unreal character. Freedom
consists in the attainment of a universality of spirit or sarvatmabhava. Embodiment
continues after the rise of the saving knowledge. Though the spirit is released, the body
persists. While the individual has attained inner harmony and freedom, the world-
appearance still persists and engages his energies.
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77.  Apantaratamas and others continue as individuals although they possess
complete knowledge which is the cause of release and obtain release only when

their offices come to an end. So long as their offices last their karmas cannot be said to
be exhausted. Sankara here admits that samyagdarsana, though it is the cause of
release, does not bring about final release and the liberated individuals are expected to
contribute to lokasthiti or world maintenance. Their karma can never be fully
exhausted, so long as the world demands their services.

78.  Even such released souls, persistence of individuality is held not only as possible
by Sankara but as necessary in the interests of what is called lokasthiti. In other words,
the world will persist as long as there are souls subject to bondage. It terminates only
when all are released, i.e. absolute salvation is possible with world redemption.

79.  Tol% be saved in the former sense is to see the self all in all, to see all things in
the self and to live in the self with all things. To be perfect is to be oneself and all else.
It is to be the universe. It is to give oneself so that all might be saved. Commenting on
the Mundaka Up, text Sankara says: “He who has reached the all-penetrating Atman
enters into the all.” Kumarila in his Tantravarttika quotes Buddha as saying “Let all the
sins of the world fall on me and let the world be saved.”

Is such a world-redemption possible? Is it necessary? That it is possible is
undoubted. If one can be saved, there is no reason why every one cannot be saved. Is it
necessary? I believe it is. If Brahman dwells in all and constitutes the reality of the
world, if he is revealed in each and all of the infinite number of individuals if separate
existence is really non-existence, an appearance only, our falling short of our eternal
stature is due to aviveka or non-discrimination, then the aim of the world process is the
sublation of the non-real. Bondage is real,

80. SAILESWAR SEN. The advaitin’s position is that Pure Consciousness is the sole
real: that human beings, since they are of the nature of consciousness, are identical with
this sole real; that error, imperfection and sin are all appearances due to beginningless
but not endless nescience; that nescience is destructible by knowledge, that knowledge
is not an adventitious attribute of spirit but is of the very nature of spirit or
Consciousness that, though temporarily unattained as it were (like the forgotten
ornament round one’s own neck) and later attained as it were, it is really eternally
attained; and that when the eternally attained knowledge is realised (in the same way as
the realisation of the already present ornament) that is release. On this view, then,
release is dependent on man’s nature as Spirit, not on man’s dependence on the love,
grace or omnipotence of God
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PROFP7 ESSOR TUCCI.
THE IDEALISTIC SCHOOL IN BUDDHISM. @

If we remember what was known about Buddhism when Burnouf and
Oldenberg started their masterly researches, and if we consider at the same time the
actual present stage of Buddhist studies, we cannot help being proud of the results of
about seventy years of deep and patient work. And yet, if we compare what we know
with what still remains to be known, we shall realize that it is the duty of any sound
scholar to resign into the hands of the so-called “dilettanti” whom the interest and the
revival of Cakyamuni’s doctrine has called into being in the West as well as in the East,
those apparently imposing reconstructions and those summary appreciations of
Buddhist lore, which are condemned by their superficiality itself and the lack of any
trustworthiness. To the glory of ephemeral synthesis which further studies will change
end modify, we shall prefer a more modest piece of work, or rather a programme, and
we shall frankly confess that till now we have not been able to represent with absolute
certainty the progressive evolution of this religion and of this philosophy in all the often
contradictory and divergent shapes and manifestations it assumed in its millennary life.
Let us consider, for instance, of the most important systems of later Buddhism: the
Yogacara school. What do we know about it? Prof. De. La Vallee Poussin, one of the
greatest authorities on Buddhist philosophy we have in the west, as far as this system is
concerned seems to be very sceptical when in his last book on Nirvana he asserts that
the Vijnana-school is yet almost a mystery to us. Nor shall I claim to have succeeded in
solving the problem, although in my History of Indian Buddhism, which is now going
through the press in Italy, I have dealt very largely with!%® this system; because I am
convinced that when we speak of a philosophical school, it is not enough to expound its
fundamental tenets, but it is also necessary to try to trace out its slow evolution and its
gradual growing up, its relation with other systems, its influences upon other forms of
thought; otherwise we run the risk of restraining within a static description what in
reality a dynamic thought. But in order to ascertain in precise terms all these questions,
many a problem which still now remains without any answer should be first solved;
and this will be the task of further researches. Nevertheless, I shall be very glad to
expound some of the results of my own studies and some of my particular views at
which I have been able to arrive through a daily perusal, not only of Sanskrit sources,
but also of Tibetan and Chinese translations. I must ask you to make allowance for the
technical character of the subject I have chosen; but science, true science, is pre-
eminently made up of technicalities and cannot be always amusing. I trust, moreover,
to the highly scientific atmosphere in which I have the honour to speak. To less than a
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University audience I should hardly venture to address myself. If any of the Duddhist
doctors can claim to be compared with the master himself, it was Nagarjuna, who is
generally, but wrongly, considered as the founder of the Mahayana: wrongly I said,
because the universalistic and apostolic character which Buddhism had at its very
beginning, will sufficiently explain how, side by side with the monastic and dogmatic
tendency, the growth of a popular form of Buddhism was possible; which, emphasizing
very soon the living and the spiritual side of the new doctrine, and deeply permeated
with that religious and mystic spirit which is inherent in the Indian soul, was the real
reason of the vitality of Buddhism and had the privilege of conquering Asia'®® and
imbueing the largest pert of eastern civilisation with the highest expressions of Indian
thought. But this difference between Hinayana and Mahayana asserted itself, not only
in the practical side of the doctrine, giving birth to two different ideals—that of the
‘arhat’ and that of the ‘Bodhisattva’, that of the immediate ‘mukti’ and that of a ‘mukti’
put off to a far off future —for the benefit of suffering beings, but also in the theoretical
side of the system which more and more assumed an idealistic character. What
Hinayana taught was the ‘pudgalanairatmya’, the non-substantiality of the ego. What
Mahayana would assert is the ‘pudgala—" as well as the ‘dharmanairatmya,” the non-
substantiality of the ego and of the Dharmas. Nor will it be difficult to point out the
links in this chain of gradual evolution. According to the Sarvastivadins, whose theory
represents the basis of all later speculations, as even their opponents could not help
starting from their tenets, the seventy-five dharmas under which every individual,
every thought, and every form of being can be compromised, ‘dravyato santi’, as
Vasubandhu states in his Abhidharma Koca, exist as a substance, although ever-
changing in their ephemeral manifestations, through a continuous series of ‘utpada,
sthiti, bhang’ birth, duration, and destruction, which will come to an end only when the
true knowledge, the “samyagjnana” will put a stop to the restless movement of the
samskrta, that is of this contingent world, in the supreme canti’ of the ineffable
“Nirvana.” But far from being generally accepted, the Sarvastivada school roused the
criticism of the Sautrantikas, who, trying to show the inner contradiction of their
opponents, in subtle discussions summarised by the Abhi-dharma-Koca, asserted the
impossibility of perceiving any?? “dharma”, the existence of which can only be
inferred. But the idealistic tendency which was gradually finding its way through the
dialectic of the schools and the endless discussions of the doctors did not stop here. In
fact, in the immense and anonymous literature of the Prajnaparamita, full of
contradictions and yet containing many a germ of all the abstruse speculations of the
later ‘Mahayana’” we meet with the bold assumption that everything is void, that
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nothing exists, that everything is “abhava’ from the “dharmas” down to the ‘“Tathagatas’
themselves. According to it, “sattvadhatu” and “Tathagatadhatu” ore mere synonyms
for “‘abhavadhatu’. The true ‘Prajna’ is the realisation of nothingness. The largest part
of the Prajnaparamita literature is mere gossip and a tiring repetition of stereotyped
formulas; the central idea itself of its philosophy, if this can be called philosophy, is not
demonstrated, but assumed as it were in a dogmatic form; and yet in the absurd
formulation of the ‘abhava’ there was the germ of a new conception of life and of the
reality of things, which was finding its way to expression. Nagarjuna came, and from
the gossip of the Prajna he started the organic and wonderful construction of his
philosophy. Therefore, even if Mahayana as a religion was anterior to him —and in fact,
in his largest work the Prajnaparamitacastra, preserved only in Chinese—he is
continually quoting the most important Mahayana Sutras as the ‘Saddharmapundarika’
or the “Vimalakirtinirdeca” —yet on the other side it cannot be denied that he was the
ral father of “Mahayana” systematical philosophy. What he tries to establish with
logical coherence, is the truth of the void as it was postulated by the Prajna; and
therefore what he is obliged to refute is the dogmatic and realistic conception of the
Sarvastivadins. Coming back to the central principle of?'! ancient Buddhism, he lays a
special stress on the double aspect of the law of causality; there is an external (bahya)
pratitya-samut-pada and an interior (adhyatmika) one. Thus, as every ‘dharma’ is
‘pratitya-samutpanna’ dependent on others, it cannot be demonstrated either by itself
or by another, or by the two hypotheses together; so that we are obliged to conclude
that every notion is antinomic, contradictory and inconsistent and therefore ‘cunya’.
But I cannot follow modern interpreters when they say that this cunya is the absolute
void —the nothingness. We must remember that Buddhism could not give up this
general Indian conception that the absolute being is beyond every possible human
definition, that according to it this absolute being is the ‘avyakrta’ the ‘cunya’ the
‘tathata” because it is the contrary of what we can predicate of contingent experience;
that it is the ‘neti, neti” of the aupanishadic seers; and therefore that the absolute being,
the absolute essence is beyond and above the over-becoming of all the ‘samskrta’; so
that this ‘cunya’ of Nagarjuna is quite different from the “abhava’ of the ‘Prajna’. In fact
to assert “abhava’ is an act of thought, ‘jnana’ the dialectic reason, while the true “prajna’
the ineffable intuition and realisation of truth, is neither affirmation nor negation: ‘na
kasyacit prahanam, napi kasyacin nirodhah, as Candrakirti asserts; it is only so to say, a
result, —the result of this gradual suppression of any possible thought,
sakalakalpanaksayarupa, —that is to say, the stopping of all the ‘prapanca’ the
inconsistent and illusory world of contingency; because, according to the tenets of this
philosophy, the being of a thing coincides with its being thought. In fact, carrying to its
ultimate consequence the system of the Sautrantikas Nagarjuna denies the objective
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existence of everything, beyond the fact of its being thought. “Cunya” is therefore20?
“nirvana” the ‘nirvana’ of the yogin, not the nirvana of the heretics or the nirvana of the
Hinayana, because really this latter is nothing else than the Samsara, a mere notion, that
is to say ‘pratitya-samutpanna’ that is to say “prapanca”. This is the main characteristic
of the system of ‘Nagarjuna’ as it is expounded by him in the commentary to the
Prajnaparamita preserved only in Chinese, and in many other minor works, of which
the most important, as also the most known, is the so-called “Mulamadhya-
makakarika”, although almost certainly its original title was ‘Prajnacastra’. The castra
represented the bible as it were, of the followers of Nagarjuna, who very soon began to
comment on it, giving birth by and by to three principal different interpretations, which
later on constituted three autonomous schools. In fact, the Prajnacastra was commented
upon, not only by authors who, according to later and usual tradition, are considered as
Madhyamika —the mysterious “T’sing mou” of the Chinese tests, for instance, and
Candrakirti—but also by doctors who belong to the Yogacara school, as Asanga did
who wrote a Madhyantanugamacastra wrongly considered by Nanjio as a commentary
to the Prajnaparamita; and the same happened to Aryadeva, the famous disciple of
Nagarjuna, whose works were commented upon not only by Candrakirti, but by true
Yogacara masters like Dharmapala and Vasubandhu. This can be only explained if we
assume that Nagarjuna’s philosophy was beyond all the differences which later on
arose, although it could claim to justify and to include everyone of them. So, gradually,
we meet with three different schools which went on discussing and quarrelling. The
first, having as its greatest doctor Candrakirti, claimed to be the real and most faithful
interpreter and repository of Nagarjuna’s thought, and was called Prasangika
because,?” as the master himself maintained, nothing really can be asserted or denied,
so that the only means we can employ for establishing truth is the ‘prasanga, —that is
the reduction ad absurdum of every notion. The second school was that of the
Yogacaras who recognised Asanga as their master, and his forms the special subject of
this lecture. The third is that of the Svatantrikas founded by Bhavyaviveka who,
contrary to the Prasangikas, taught that in establishing the void we can employ the
method of the “Svato” numana,; that is to say of self-inference.

What was the starting point of the Yogacaras? We must remember that
Nagarjuna had asserted that the only ultimate truth is the ‘Cunya’ which, as the
ineffable ‘quidditas’, the “tathata’ is opposed to the ever-changing mirage of contingent
phenomena. Satisfied with this assumption, he confines himself to the refutation of all
possible dharmas, that is of all notions. His was a gigantic construction of logical
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subtlety, but at the same time an utter paradox which all his dialectic could not solve. It
is the thought itself which creates the phantasms called beings and things, and it is this
same thought that can realise the ‘cunya’ killing as it were and annihilating itself. Side
by side with the ‘Prasangika’ current of thought, the only preoccupation of which was
the reductio ad absurdum of ell the notions —in dissolving through a process of critical
anatomizing all that is thought, felt and experienced, —a new school arose, which tried
to establish positively how this phenomenal world can be produced. They did not
proceed from the Maya of this world to the essence of the absolute truth, but
conversely, from the indiscriminable and absolute entity, they went down to the
ephemeral and inconsistent variety of things. They retain all the critical aspect of the
system of Nagarjuna,?* but they lay more stress on the positive side of the ultimate
reality. As has been rightly said, this theory is at the same time ‘Niralambanavada’
inasmuch as it denies the existence of any external object, apart from our mental
constructions: and it is “Vijnanavada” inasmuch as it has a positive side, as it asserts
solely the existence of mere representations. It is but natural that, in so doing, they
could not help emphasizing the idealistic tendency already started by the ‘Sautrantikas’
and echoing as it were an axiom which is to be met with in the canonical literature
(Anguttaranikaya,) —“The consciousness, O bhiksu, is shining, but it is defiled by
adventitious defilements,” they made a cosmical principle of that Vijnana which,
according to the ancient dogmatics, was the real basis of any individual series, that is to
say of the ever moving santana, the flowing succession of mental states which
constitutes what appears an individual. Whatever exists is only mere imagination—
‘parikalpa’ but this contingent imagination is only possible if we admit that there is
something which is the eternal repository, the ‘alaya’ of every possible imagination.
This continuous flowing of “parikalpas’ to which the so called individuals as well as the
phenomenal world can be entirely reduced like the moving waves eternally arising in
order to vanish immediately into the infinity of the ocean, derives from the
‘alayavijnana’ that is to say from the thought in and by itself, without the thing itself,
which is thought, and it is therefore, the ‘Cunya,” the void, the ‘tathata’ the
Tathagatagarbha, beyond all conceptions and all imaginations, but at the same time the
potentiality of every possible thought. This is a very logical and systematic conception,
which could be compared with Plato’s theory of ideas eternally realizing themselves in
the contingency of this world, if the strictly idealistic?®> and monistic character of the
Vijnanavada did not differentiate the tenets of the Indian school from the dualistic
conception of the Greek thinker who tries, but in vain, to reconcile in his philosophy the
immanent and the transcendent side of being. But it is necessary to remember that this
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system did not arise from its very beginning in a very organic form. Before the
‘Vijnaptimatrasiddhicastra’ of Vasubandhu, which can be considered as the text-book of
the school and at the same time one of the most gigantic works of Indian thought, we
meet only with mere attempts which are far behind the systematic perfection of the later
masters.

For the most part these attempts are full of contradictions, although we can
already realise in them that philosophical reaction which was preparing the most
productive period of Buddhist speculation.

If we take, for instance, a very important work attributed to Asanga, I mean the
‘Hien Yang Shang Kiao Lun’ the Sanskrit title of which is restored
Prakaranaryavacacastra (Nanjios Cat. 1177-1178), we shall find there still surviving the
classification of all possible dharmas as it was elaborated by the Sarvastivada school,
with the sole difference that the order of the five groups in which the dharmas are
divided is slightly changed; instead of the Sarvativada series: “Rupe”, “Citta”
“Caitasika”, “Cittavipryukta” “Asamskrta.” This difference is worth remarking as it
represents by itself the new standpoint of the school; Citta is no longer a moment of the
individual series, but it is a cosmical truth from which through an unending process
everything which is believed existent is emanated. This “citta” or ‘manas’ or “vijnana’ is
of eight kinds: that is, ‘alayavijnana,” “‘caksurvij,” ‘rupavij’, ‘ghrana-vij ‘jihva-vij; ‘kaya-
vij’, ‘manas-vij.” Of this ala-yavijnana, which?% is the cause of all the pravrttivijnanas, it
is said that it has as “pratyayas” or conditions the klecas of former karman, as ‘hetus’
the defilements existing ab aeterno (anadikalavasana) and as its essence all the Vijnanas,
which constitute the ripening of all the seeds that are produced by itself; then it is
added that its action consists in increasing the ‘raktapravrittivijnanas” and in stopping
the ‘cuddha’ ones. I cannot help insisting on these assumptions of Asanga, as they
show one shape of the doctrine according to which, the Vijnana, although yet conceived
as a cosmic principle, was considered as the only factor and the agent of the ‘samsara’
or of “pravritti’. This particular Yogacara, school largely borrowing dogmatic elements
from the sarvastivadins, had not yet elaborated that mystic conception of the ‘alaya’
which we shall find very soon asserted from the Lankavatara onwards. Therefore what
is predominating in this gradual evolution of the system as we find it in Asaonga’s
school is only a theoretical preoccupation.

It is for this reason that I cannot admit that the new current of thought was
determined by a revival of pure yogic traditions, which, according to some scholars,
might have taken hold of the Buddhist schools, giving birth to the Yogacara system.
Apart from the fact that the Yogacaras are already quoted in the Abhidharmakoca, as a
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school almost exclusively interested in mere philosophical or theological problems, it is
necessary to remark that the Yoga to which the Vijnanavadins owe their names is a pure
mental Yoga which has nothing to do with the classical Yoga; It is the Yoga of the
Bodhisattvas, that is to say the full realisation of all the truths preached by the new
school, “When the Bodhisattvas” —the Lankavatara says?”—"“are possessed of four
qualities, then they are practising the great Yoga; what are these four qualities? To
realise that everything is only a manifestation of our own spirit to be freed from the
false conception that there is a growth, a duration, and a destruction of things, to
understand that external objects have only the characteristic of non-existence and to
know that the holy knowledge is to be realised in ourselves.”

I think it is quite evident why the texts lay a special stress on this mental Yoga,
on this fourfold knowledge, without which we must be dragged into the painful
whirlpool of an endless samsara; in fact as worlds and individuals are mere thought,
prajna alone can tear off the veil of Maya, realising that ineffable Nirvana which is
beyond the restless illusion of contingency. Nor will it be possible to annihilate again
our conscious personality in the “Alayavijnanas, till we have traced back, as in a process
of ‘pralaya’ the gradual evolution and the expansion of the ‘Pravrttivijnanas, that is of
thought in action, continually flowing from the inexhaustible repository of the ‘Alaya’.
Then the Yogacaras met with one of the most important problems of every philosophy,
I mean that of the origin of the world, that is to say, of evil, since the world was
considered as a magic appearance, as an illusory unrest. According to the fundamental
tenets of the school, the problem was this: how can the ‘alaya’ be removed from its
quietness, which represents its essence and its nature? How can the ‘pravrtti the
individual consciousness arise? Some texts answer this question by asserting that the
universal agent is the “avidya’ or the ‘vasanas” which have existed ab aeterno and are
defiling as it were the “Alaya’ and are the ultimate cause of its becoming. It is evident
that this answer is far from being satisfactory. In fact?%® in this way the Yogacaras
replied with an “avyakrta” to an “avyakrta” as they assumed the existence of two
independent forces: the ‘alaya” and the ‘avidya’, both without any beginning or any
end, the one passive and the other active, the one eternal movement and unrest, the
other motionless in its essence. That is to say, that we meet here with the same relation
that already ‘Sankhya’” had assumed between ‘Prakriti" and ‘Purusas” without giving a
satisfactory explanation of why the purusas, which are mere intelligence, are attracted
by Prakrti which is mere matter. The same conception is inherent in the Sarvastivada
school when it states that the Samskrta is set in motion by the ‘avidya” without telling
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us from whence this ‘avidya’ is derived. This is worth remembering, because it shows
that not even the Buddhists could always solve that dualism between being and
becoming which for the first time appears in the speculations of the Upanishads, but
rather that the Buddhist dogmatics, far from representing an absolute reaction from
Brahmanical thought, worked very often in the same conceptions and notions which we
may call pan-India, as they constitute the fundamental and characteristic basis of the
largest part of Indian philosophies. But if the ancient Yogacaras or at least some
particular schools of them still retain a dualistic tendency, Asanga and Vasubandhu try
to elaborate a monistic system; and, anticipating Bayle, boldly assert that ‘alay’ is in
itself the repository of the bad as well as the good of the ‘klecita” as well as of the
‘kucala’, that it is mere thought which is the potentiality of every individual thought
and the unending series of ephemeral thoughts. But as a gem of priceless value hidden
in a clod of earth, as soon as it is polished and washed, shines again in all its blazing
splendour,?” so, as soon as the ‘vyavadana’ the cleancing away of all infections is
realised by the Yogin and the Bodhisattva through the holy “prajna’ the “alaya’ acquires
again its motionless purity: it is the tathata, the absolute, beyond every defilement. But
defilement is only imagination, that is a series of ideas, the ‘bijas’ the seeds, which lie in
the ‘avidya’; and these imaginations represent the other two characters under which the
restless unfolding of ‘alaya’ appears to us, in the phantasms of contingency: that is to
say, the “parikalpita” and the ‘paratantra laksana.” Not having been clearly expounded,
by the Lankavatara, nor by the Mahayanacraddhotpadacastra, a work, wrongly
attributed to Acvaghosa, and known to scholars through a bad translation by Prof.
Suzuki, the theory of the three Laksanas is not sufficiently dealt with in modern
treatises on Buddhist philosophy. But the Chinese and Tibetan translations of the
fundamental texts of the schools such as the Bodhisattva—bhumicastra, attributed to
Maitreya, the Mahayanasaparigrahacastra, the Madhyantavibhangacastra and so on,
will be of great help to us in getting a clear idea of this important point of Yogacara
dogma, and in grasping the real difference between the three Laksanas of reality,
according to the various moments of its manifestations. Moreover, I shall draw your
attention to a short treatise included in the Chinese Tripitaka; it is perhaps only an
abstract of a larger work now definitely lost; and it is exclusively dedicated to the
theory of the three Laksanas, as can be inferred from the title itself which can be
restored as: “Trilaksanacastra.”

According to this treatise, parikalpita laksana is only a synonym for word,
because it is not possible to imagine everything without expressing the idea in some
words. But as the existence of a thing is only the existence of a particular thought: not
the internal reflection of an objective reality between?!? name and object there is only a
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supposed and conjectural relation which is the effect of “Avidya”; The word is
adventitious in the “Artha” as well as the “Artha’ is adventitious in the word. But words,
that is dharmas, if we speak according to the terminology of the ancient schools, are not
alone, but reciprocally combined in the most varied manner, within us, as a series of
thoughts, outside of us, as the inconsistent mirage of the so-called objective world. It is
worth remarking that—as I hope to have demonstrated in my book — this theory cannot
be considered as the real creation of the Yogacaras, as it is already expounded in the
Mahaprajna paramitacastra of Nagarjuna, to whom therefore the true credit of its first
formulation belongs. But on the other hand, it cannot be denied that it was specially
perfected and carried to its ultimate consequence by the Yogacaras, in whose system it
tries to usurp the place of the principle of the double truth, the conventional truth,
‘lokasamvrtisatya” and the true one ‘paramarthasatya’, which according to the
dogmatics, is inherent in every Buddha’s tenet. It is evident that a new conception of
karman was unfolding itself from the tenets of the school. Karman is no longer a mere
individual force which, manifesting its power and acting through the urgency of
‘avidya’ establishes a connection between the numberless links of that chain which has
no beginning but can have an end, and which is called a ‘Santana” an individual series.
Karman now assumes a cosmic aspect; more than action, it becomes an idea; a bija, a
seed, is deposited in the ‘alaya’, and then from the “alaya’ it springs forth again. It is not
only the substructure of the so-called individuals, mere phantasms, but also of all
things, subjective as well as objective. It is the real factor of all that we experience, see,
feel, touch; it is the creator of the world. The synthesis of?!! all “parikalpitas” and all
‘paratantras’ unfolding the endless whirlpool of the individual consciousness and
mutually arising the one from the other as the grass from the seed, constitutes the
variety of this world and of the systems of worlds, which, through the result of myriads
of ‘bijas’ appear to us as being governed by some common principles of general
analogy. As there are many lamps, though their light is one, so the multiplicity of the
‘Vijnanas’ flowing from and returning back into the ‘alaya’ gives birth to this universal
‘maya’ which, although manifold in its manifestations, is one in its laws and in its
becoming. And yet, as external things do not exist in their objective reality, the world
can change according to the beings and to their mental perfections. As a mountain
appears to me in a quite different manner when I look at its snowy peaks from afar,
when it is reddened by the beams of the new sun, and when I begin to ascend its
summit, so everything changes according to our merits, and to our knowledge. A river
as Agotra says, in his commentary on Vasubandhu, appears to us as a mass of running
water but to infernal beings as melted iron; to ‘pretas’ it looks like pus and blood, to the
gods it appears as a necklace of pearls on the breast of earth. Therefore, all this world
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that the deceitful magic of ‘avidya’ makes us think as really existent, is nothing else
than the projection of our karman itself; the most eloquent aspects of nature, the
dreamy sun and the melancholy sunset, the mystery of the night watching us with its
myriads of stars, and the gorgeous glory of the sun, the wind which refreshes and
solaces, the storm which ravages and destroys, are mere illusory imaginations
determined by the force of karman in that series of interdependent imaginations that is
called an individual. Thus all the common notions are refuted by a crushing and
pitiless logic. Everything is non-existent; the material elements,?!2 as well as the
infernal beings, who, according to the ancient dogmatics and the popular belief, harm
and torture the sinners in the dreadful and fierce realms of Mara or Yama. Hell is
nothing else than the representation of a hell determined by the inevitable force of our
actions, that is to say of what an individualised idea fancies to be objectified. “In Hell”
says Vasubandhu in his Vijnaptimatrasiddhicastra, “there are no infernal ministers; but
the sinners, owing to their own sins, fancy that they see the infernal ministers, and the
thought arises in them: This is the hell, this is the place of hell, this is the time of
hell....this is an infernal minister—I am a sinner. And as a consequence of their bad
karman, they fancy that they see (and experience) the various infernal tortures...”

The notion that the dogmatics had of the infernal ministers cannot resist a serious
critic—the same buddhist doctor says again—and for many reasons; if they were real
creatures, they would suffer as creatures do. But this is against your own assumption.
If they were creatures, they would harm each other; so that they could not harm the
sinners. If they were creatures having bodies and therefore subject to pain and evil,
they could not be feared by the sinners. If they were creatures, as the hells are made
with melted iron, burnt by fire, how could they do harm to the sinners? But beyond the
illusion there is the reality. I said before that there is a supreme reality. ‘tathata” which
is the basis of everything: the totality of beings is no other than this ‘tathata’. The
“satvadhatu” is the same thing as the ‘tathagata dhatu” or the ‘Dharmadhatu, or the
‘Dharmakaya.” This supreme reality is in everyone, because nothing exists beyond it, or
outside of it; only owing to the klecas and to the infections, the creatures do not realize
this oneness of?!3 their own being with that of the Tathagata.

This was a conception which reminds us of he vedantic “Atman’, and in fact we
can deduce that this was the main objection raised by the Brahmins from the texts of the
Yogacara themselves, which, through a subtle but always convincing dialectic, try to
refute the criticism of their opponents. And this was indeed a difficult task, as little by
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little the system was assuming a mystic and religious character which differentiated it
from the ancient doctrines.

Concluding a gradual evolution which had been going on since the latest Vedic
times, Buddha, although he did not deny the existence of gods, assumed that they were
only one of the various classes of beings, asserting at the same time, the undisputed
superiority of man, since only manhood can give birth to a Buddha. It is no more a God
who descends from heaven to earth, in order to finght together with humanity against
the devil who is trying to do mischief to it, but it is man who, purified by a holy life,
breaks once for all the ties of evil and becomes a God. This is a titanic vision of struggle
and conquest, which makes out of the Bodhisattva a heroic creation as he, coming out of
evil, annihilates it. It is no longer a question of asceticism and renunciation.

Nevertheless it is true that man prefers the security of a dependent to the tragic
responsibility of a hero. The nietzschean Zarathustra is suffering from his spiritual
wealth; and rather than give, he would have preferred to receive. People rather than
take high speculative flights, prefer to adore and to pray. Buddhism could not escape
this fate. Little by little, the mystic and religious feeling which permeates Indian
civilization took the upper hand; and that transcendentalism which was for a while
denied invades again and changes the doctrine of Cakyamuni. Buddha is no more the
man, the superior man,?'# the Ubermensch who, through a ‘carya’ practised during
cycles of time has conquered the truth of universal redemption. But we have once more
the hypothesis of the absolute being existing in itself and by itself, and which, as
Acvaghosa says, echoing as it were the Bhagavadgita, manifests itself in this world as
soon as dharma is clouded. For the ascension of men to god later Buddhism substitutes
the ‘avatara’ of the eternal truth; which theory the Yogacara philosophy later on
elaborates in the minutest detail through the doctrine of the three bodies of Buddha,
which represents the highest attempt by Indian philosophy to reconcile the immanence
and the transcendency of God. As soon as the fusion with these theistic and mystic
tendencies was realised, the Buddhist philosophy, which, in the Vijnanavada school had
expounded principles that blot out all claim of originality advanced by the bold
assumption of modern absolute idealism, closes its glorious era of gigantic creations. Its
mystic and idealistic character made it easy to Gaudapada to elaborate a vedantic
system on the basis of Yogacara philosophy, while the syncretic tendency of the school
continually preaching that brahmanic gods are only manifestations or ‘avataras” of the
‘tathagatadhatu’ prepared its fusion with Hinduism which at last absorbed it. Its
theoretical elements which still survive in the later and degenerated speculations of the
Tantrayana and of the Mantrayana, deteriorated solely into sophistry and into mere
dialectic disputes as soon as the epoch of original creation was at an end.
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Dignaga and Dharmakirti followed Nagarjuna and Vasubandhu. Mere logic
usurped the place of that living harmony of faith and wisdom, of mystic ecstasy and of
thirst after knowledge, which was the principal reason of the millenary vitality of
Buddhism. Logic can appeal to a well trained philosophic mind, but it cannot say
anything to hearts?!> anxious to communicate with the divine precense of God in the
infinity of creation. As Hinduism was absorbing its later religious manifestations,
subtler and sharper logicians little by little broke all its dialectic constructions; to the era
of Dignaga and Dharmakirti that of Udayanacarya Kumarila and Cankara followed, in
which the general defeat of Buddhist thought took place and that light was quenched
which had spread for centuries in luminous rays all over Asia. The greatness and
importance of Buddhism is not only in the magnificence and in the depth of its
theoretical and philosophical conceptions, but specially in its humane and historical
purport. It is to Buddhism that India owes the spreading of its culture in Central Asia
and in the Far East. It is Buddhism only which, calling Iranian, Chinese and Tibetan
pilgrims into the sacred land of Cakyamuni, accomplished the miracle of bringing into
contact many cultures and many civilizations. New roads were opened through
mountains and wastes, peoples met with, different visions of life blended together: and
from the interpenetration of so many ideas and conceptions eastern civilisation reached
such a high and full blossoming as it never had before or afterwards; assuming little by
little, in arts, in literature and in habits of thought a general uniformity of expression
which was essentially Buddhist. But it seems as if nature had opposed insurmountable
barriers to the intercommunication of peoples. The chain of high mountains, the large
wastes, the unlimited plains of Asia, cannot facilitate contact and exchange; as soon as
this religious enthusiasm began to wane, the invasion of new tribes changed the history
of central Asia, and the sands invaded little by little the Tarim’s valley, which Chinese
colonization and Iranian immigrations had stolen as it were with a historic struggle
from the threatening desert, then the relations between?!¢ the Far East and India became
rare, so that every nation was obliged to seek for the realisation of its own ideals
without those exchanges and those contracts which, in the variety of actions and re-
actions that they determine, are the real factors of all progress.

THE INDIAN PHILOSOPHICAL REVIEW.
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1. Alban G. Widgery:* The problem of Philosophy is therefore the knowledge of all
the facts, of “all the real”, and of the meaning or meanings of what is real. It may be
rightly maintained that “meanings” are themselves facts: but usage and philosophical
convenience justify the retention of the two terms with a distinct reference.

To the question which may now be raised: What is the meaning of meaning the
reply might, indeed, be made, that the putting of the question implies some
understanding of meaning on the part of the questioner, since he requires that an
explanation of the term “meaning” shall be given, which he shall recognise as meaning.
Such an answer could not be accepted as satisfactory. Although many philosophers
have regarded Philosophy as a quest for meaning or meanings, their efforts have so far
too often been directed to a logically consistent statement of matter of fact and of
principles of knowledge, and these without reference to any associated meanings.
There has been little discussion of “meaning” except with reference to the meaning of
words. An attempt must be made to suggest what seems to be implied by meaning,
though a thorough treatment in this introductory lecture is impossible.

For the tautological character of the question: What is the meaning of meaning it
appears that here an ultimate is reached. What is the nature of this ultimate? It is what
is usually called “value.” That which has meaning is that which has value. A fact is to
be explained, if at all, by reference?!” to its value: the statement of the antecedent
conditions is no real explanation. There may be facts without values; what might be
called mere “matters of fact.” Neither are values to be limited in this connection to
what are to men desirable. Facts which are undesirable, i.e. possessing “good” values.
Philosophy seeks not merely to know facts, but also whether any facts have meaning or
meanings and if so, what facts have what meanings. At the outset it is not to be
assumed that all that is real, taken together, has one meaning, or many meanings, or no
meaning at all.

2. The meaning which facts have for many men may not be their only meaning; and
further, that it does not follow that if men are unable to find meaning in certain facts,
those facts have no meaning at all. Facts which have meaning for us may also have
other meanings, and facts which have no meanings for us may have meanings
nevertheless. But until the facts of human experience are appreciated from the point of
view of their value, their meaning is not known, and the task of philosophy not
achieved.

3. A careful consideration of these values leads to the recognition of the fact that
they are actually experienced only as particulars, even while it becomes equally clear
that they are related, in various ways. What I enjoy is not a “good meal” in general, but
this or that good meal; and so for the other physical values, either good or bad. It is not
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truth in the abstract (if, indeed, that is at all an intelligible conception) but this truth and
that truth, i.e. true propositions, which are the object of intellectual effort and the source
of intellectual value. In the realm of the beautiful, the objects of endeavour and of
appreciation are particular,—beauties of body, of dress, of music, of poetry, of
dwellings, of scenes of nature and so on.

4. Pandit?'® Mahabhagvat of Kurkoti?’®: “This extremely subtle reality, the source
of absolutism, may not even be imagined without the help of the Sruti; for, having no
form and the like, it cannot be the object of direct perception; nor can it come within the
range of inference and other proofs as it has no characteristic mark or anything of the
kind.” These quotations make it sufficiently clear that Sankara allows perception and
inference to hold undisputed sway in their own sphere i.e. in the phenomenal.

5. Sankara employs reasoning for highly intellectual people, reserving the dogmatic
method for less gifted aspirants to enlightenment.

6. According to Sankara, the ultimate reality is one and brooks no distinction; while
true knowledge is the knowledge of this reality as being such. This “realisation” is
therefore, the ultimate criterion of truth.

6. R.D. Ranade??: [t is no wonder if this intellectualistic psychology makes room
for an idealistic metaphysics. The intellectualistic seer of the Aitareya Upanishad is an
idealist as well. In the very section that follows the one we have quoted, the author
goes on to point out how Intellect is the backbone, not merely of physical functions, but
of reality itself: “This god Brahma, and this god Indra,—these five great elements,
(earth, air, ether, water, fire,... creatures born from the egg, from the womb, and from
perspiration, sprouting plants, horses, cows, men, elephants, and whatsoever is
immovable, all this is led by the intellect. The world is led by Intellect. Intellect is the
support. Intellect is the final reality.” This is as outspoken an idealism as idealism can
be. The author says that all the movable and immovable objects in this world, all those
creatures which walk or fly, all the elements and gods exist by virtue of intellect and in
Treatise, Section6, “ All the choir of heaven and furniture of the earth.”

Of?21 the very same import is the passage from the Maitri Upanishad which tells us that
it is the inner self which governs “external” existence, that, in short, the inner Prana is
the pivot of the existence of the Sun. This knowledge, says the passage, is given to only
a few.
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7. We see here what a great stress is laid on the constructive activity of the soul in
the state of dream. Finally, we are told in a passage of the Prasna Upanishad how
dreams, even though they are usually a mere replica of actual waking experience, also
occasionally involve absolutely novel construction: “there that god experiences
greatness in sleep. What is seen over and over again, he sees once more (in the dream);
what is heard over and over again, he hears once again (in the dream)... What is seen
and not seen, what is heard and not heard, what is enjoyed and not enjoyed, he
experiences all, because he is the all.” This must indeed be regarded as a very clever
analysis of dream-experience.

8. “If one medicates on Brahman as support, he himself will get support; if as
greatness, he himself will become great; if as mind, he himself will receive honour; if as
the parimara of Brahman, round about (pari) him shall die (mri) all the enemies who
hate him”; and lastly “he who meditates on Brahman as Not-Being, he himself shall
cease to exist; he, on the other hand who will meditate on Brahman as Being
shall(always) remain. This is what they know.” We recomment these passages from
the Upanishads to all those who believe in the thaumaturgy of thought.

9. P.A.Wadia???: Emphatic reassertion in a generation which, whether in the East or
West, is so prone to self-deceit, which salves its conscience by weighing the half truth
against the hidden lie.

10.  Thus Zarathustra taught how the great unity of life lasts on, how the immortal
life knows no break in its continuity.

11.  Who?? has not struggled, and complained in bitterness against the waste and
meaningless of human sufferings? To these Zarathustra appealed, and not entirely in
vain, with his firm faith in a righteous God. The Greek had no such solace to look to,
and the Greek spirit has immortalised in Promestheus the protest of humanity against
injustice and wrong, a plea not for pity but for the worth of human nature.

12.  Editor??*: Almost all philosophers admit that philosophical reflection aims at a
synthesis of apparent opposites. The tendency of thought is, however to swing from
one side to another, and the consequence is that anyone who tries hard to steer clear of
over-emphasis of one side and to present a statement which seems to do justice to all
sides, is more likely to meet with more opposition than sympathy from all sides.
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13.  There can be “no doubt that the twentieth century opens a remarkable revival of
general interest in philosophy”, and that philosophy appears to be girding herself
afresh for her synthetic task.

14.  The whole treatment suggests that the philosophy here presented —like the
Reality it affirms—was (or is eternally) there “from the outset,” so to speak. It is not so
much the progressive advance to a conclusion, as the criticism of partial views from the
stand-point of a position already accepted. It may be said that all philosophical
exposition must read like this, and the rejoinder is in large measure just. But the
impression of hard struggles to attain the position is not given, and some of the
problems seem all too easily passed over.

15.  The method adopted by the author is similar to that found in his other books, the
constructive presentation of his own position through the critical estimation or other
positions.

16.  The Critique of the Pure Reason with its limitation??®> of phenomena, as the only
really important work of Kant, and represented morality and religion as subjective and
poetical.

17.  The ancient Indians did not use the method of experiment. To quote a letter on
this point from Mr B.G. Tilak: “This method was utterly unknown till Bacon and
Descartes pointed out its importance; and to my mind, this is the important difference
between the ancient and modern scientific thought. Dr Seal has not quoted a single
instance to prove that the method of questioning nature by experiment was known to
the ancient Hindus. They observed that when a stone was dropped in water, it
produced a widening circle of waves, and imagined that the same happened in the
atmosphere when a sound was uttered. But not having learnt the art of experimenting,
they could not go further. This to my mind is the main difference between the ancient
and modern scientific thought.

18.  As is usual to represent the philosophy of Sankara, Dr Macnicol talks of the
impossibility of theism finding a “place in a system of such absolute and unflinching
monism—which makes self-consciousness an illusion, and to the sole eixtent Being
denies all attributes whatever.”

19.  Rudolph Eucken: How much time was spent in overcoming external hindrances!
How difficult travel was! How tiresome the exchange of thoughts by correspondence!
In all these matters changes have come about, even the idea of which had never before
been approached in the history of the world. Illuminating ideas, which since the
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beginning of the seventeenth century had formed part of Natural Science, have in the
nineteenth century been more adequately systematised, developed and brought to a
position of supremacy.

20.  Along with the change in ideas has gone a change in practical life. The relation
of man to his environment has completely changed, especially where industry has
availed itself of the results of research, and where new combinations advantageous?? to
our well-being have been made.

21.  The achievements of this direction gain distinctly in comprehensively through
the influence of the social ideal with its requirement that the results of endeavour be
shared not simply by a small circle of chosen individuals but by all who bear human
features. Thus, completely new prospects open out, and new tasks are originated.

22. It is common experience in history that when great changes take place and the
former balance is disturbed, the power of careful judgment disappears and clearness of
vision is lost. Subjective inclinations of men, unguarded against error and passion, are
inter-woven with the actual facts. Hence arises the urgent necessity of distinguishing
the genuine facts from human interpretations and additions.

23.  Goldzieher??”: The Sufi commentators accordingly have their own allegorical
ta’'wil, an esoteric exposition which has called forth a great literature, and which runs
through all Sufi works. In order to obtain for this esoterism a legitimate traditional
connection in Islamic relations, they borrowed from the Shias the doctrine that
Muhammed had entrusted to his mandatory “Ali the hidden meaning of the
revelations. The Arabic Sufi poet, already mentioned, “Omar b. al-Farid gives
expression to this attitude in Sufi circles in the words:

“And with ta’will Ali made clear that which was dark, through knowledge
which he received as a testament (from the Prophet).”

Ali is regarded by them as the Patriarch of Islamic mysticism, a view which has
to he rejected absolutely from the standpoint of Sunni orthodoxy: for it, the Prophet
could not have withheld anything from the great majority of his people, nor imparted to
anyone secret knowledge.
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1. RADHAKRISHNAN: The entrance of democracy into philosophy which made
the plain man’s belief the touchstone of all philosophic truth helped to vindicate the
rights of feeling and will against the claims of intellect. “Theosophy, the speculations of
the Kabala, occultism, magic, spiritualism, all the mystic ravings of the Neo-Platonists
and Neo-Pythagoreans, the most antiquated of theories, debris of every kind, heaped
haphazard on the foundation of the speculations of the ages, —all these have returned to
favour in defiance of the dictates of logic and commonsense.”

2. Dr Aliotta’s chief objection to absolute idealism is that it is difficult to conceive
how the consciousness of different minds can be fused into one. But the truth or
otherwise of absolute idealism is not to be decided by our capacity to imagine the
complete fusion of minds. If the feeling of subjectivity or selfhood is due to the
empirical contents which are extraneous or accidental to the true nature of mind, then
the incommunicability of egos has no logical necessity about it. The barriers which
separate the selves are empirical and they may any day be broken down.

3. Ed: The traditional Formal Logic suggests to us most the utterances of the
Kindergarten, and the alleged outpourings of Bedlam. To exaggerate a little: there are
times when to raise a better construction we pull down a building and clear the ground
thoroughly: perhaps the time is not far distant when we shall burn all the books on the
traditional Formal Logic and shoot all Formal Logicians.

4. ALBAN G. WIDGEKY:" The distrust of thought and reason, to the extent found
amongst most of writers examined, who have directly or indirectly put forward the
proposal that beliefs should be justified by the satisfaction chiefly of emotional religious
needs, has been shown to be unwarranted, frequently leading to self-contradiction.
Reason is not merely relative?? but has in its own nature something absolute.

5. Though the adoption of propositions as beliefs is influenced by feeling, they are
in their own nature essentially expressions of thought: they are cognitive, concerned
with ideas. And as soon as anything is expressed in the form of thought and language
it ipso facto places itself in a position compelling rational and critical consideration. On
this ground alone it might justifiably be maintained that reason is the chief court of
appeal as to the validity of religious as of other beliefs. The rock on which all contrary
views come to grief is the intolerable inconsistency of appealing to reason and
intelligence to deny reason.

“on “REASON AND BELIEE”
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6. The problem is in part as to the real nature of reason. In the mind of the person
who would minimise the importance of reason this term far too frequently suggests the
process of reasoning, as predominantly or solely the passing logically from one or more
premisses to a conclusion. But it is evident that for any such process (1) the meaning of
each proposition must be grasped sufficiently for the purpose, and (2) “in the last issue”
it must be either accepted or rejected. Only so far as the meaning is known can reason
accept or reject the proposition. The condition “in the last issue” is necessary because
for the sake of argument one may state one’s acceptance of a particular proposition or
series of propositions, but if it came to the question of ultimate and genuine
acceptability, reason might reject the proposition or propositions. The premisses and
the conclusion of a process of reasoning must all be grasped individually and in relation
to one another immediately by the reason. There is a definite meaning in saying that
reason accepts or rejects, and that this acceptance or rejection does not necessarily admit
of analysis. In other words, there is no test of reason itself. When we say that “thought
has come to rest” we refer to this immediate grasp of the meaning and the?3 definite
acceptance or rejection of the conclusion both in itself and in relation to the premises.

7. Reason can accept or reject only what is consciously apprehended, that is, it must
be acquainted with the relevant facts. The truth with regard to reason itself seems to be,
not that it is itself defective, but that it is beset with limitations owing to not yet being
supplied with the whole of the necessary subject matter.

8. The fundamental motive underlying all active thought, whether expressed or
not, is to view the aspects of experience as rational and intelligible The implicit faith in
all intellectual investigation is that the data with which the investigation deals may be
grasped as factors in a scheme more or less rational and systematic. This is so whether
the aim is purely intellectual or whether the knowledge is sought as a means to some
other kind of satisfaction. Ultimately we have to recognise that reason “accepts itself”
and that is no more and no less circular than when, in using the term self-consciousness
we mean that the self is aware of itself. The existence of elements of empirical data
which do not at once fit into a rational whole is not regarded as a ground for reason to
abandon its attitude, but rather as an istigation for more arduous and careful
consideration. “What is logical now for A or B is not therefore destined to remain so for
all men coming.” If a distinction is made between what men really believe and what
they may think they believe, it will be found that the former beliefs are always held
because the world appears more intelligible with than without them. The test of the
acceptibility of a particular proposition, even for common sense, is in most cases the
extent of its conformity with the general system (more or less “ragged-edged”) already
accepted. Only occasional extraordinary experiences lead??! to such radical change in
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grouping or looking at the facts that one may justifiably talk of the acceptance of a new
general system.

One distinct method of reason is its rejection of the contradictory, and its aim at
general consistency. This is not disputed by anyone. The great difficulty is that of
sufficiently careful analysis as to when propositions are in real contradiction. The
fallacy of so many of the earlier Idealists has been to confuse the rational consistency of
propositions with an actual metaphysical and ethical harmony of realities.

9. These thought contents or beliefs in the religions have been formed in relation
with empirical facts of religious experience. To the particular individuals who
experience these facts the presence of “objective” elements is not open to doubt.

10.  Treating what may be individually experienced as thought is simply subjective.
Nevertheless, it is clear that the beliefs with which philosophy and science generally are
concerned are those which become shared by all. In other words, universality is
attributed to the truths which the beliefs are supposed to express. The correct
representation of the distinction between what is objective for the particular individual
and what is objective for all is one of the most difficult problems of philosophy and
upon its solution depends also, practically, the increase of telerance amongst persons of
diverse religious beliefs. The objective for all has been described as that which “is so far
detachable from the series of our private experience that it may be made an object of
universal apprehension.” But though “detachment” may seem logically conceivable, it
may be questioned whether it is psychologically possible.

11.  The development of a justifiable and satisfactory system?3? of beliefs is a social
and historical task. The majority of the ideas in the thought of the individual have been
passed on to him through his life in the community, and these ideas have grown up in
the experience of the race. It is through thought expressed in language that he enters
into this inheritance.

12. Reason cannot accept propositions which are contradictory, in conflict with
perceived facts.

13.  Every philosophy of life, every creed or scheme of beliefs, implicitly or
explicityly involves some propositions in themselves ultimate.  The critical
consideration of these principles is to be regarded as the concern of metaphysics,
usually best left to the metaphysician.
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232 219
ALBAN G. WIDGEKY



14.  Reason is called on to understand the propositions and in consideration of the
empirical data to accept or reject them. In this task it will examine propositions
individually in themselves, but even more evidently in relation to other propositions
and to the whole nature of human life.

15. R.G. BHANDARKAR:" The position of idealism is this. I know directly what
passes in my consciousness, I am conscious of certain sensations of which I believe
myself not to be the cause. To account for them, I suppose the existence of an external
nature. But this is simply an inference necessitated by the constitution of my mind, i.e.
the external world for me exists in consequence of a law of my intellect. Beyond my
consciousness and my intellect, there is no warranty for the existence of the external
world.  Whence arises the necessity of the supposition of its existence? In
consciousness, there are feelings and representations i.e. I feel myself tied down to a
particular state, my freedom is restrained, my free activity is limited. Who has limited
me? Certainly not the external world, for it is my own creation. It is to account for that
limitation of my free activity that I posit it. The limitation is2?33 prior, the supposition of
the external world is subsequent. I feel my activity impaired, and so much as I feel is
taken away from me, I attribute to something else. I simply objectivise my subjective
feeling. We must then look for this limitation of the me in the state of the intellect
previous to consciousness; for when the me awoke, it awoke with its limitations, with
the not me. These limitations, therefore, point to the nature of the intellect just as the
little red green and blue clouds visible to the eye when it is dazzled, indicate the
structure of the organ itself and do not exist in themselves. This is the Idealism of
Fichte, the German philosopher.

16.  The external world is reduced to states of consciousness and, along with our
finite thoughts and feelings, is derived from a certain power called vasana which is not
of the essence of the me and though it resides in it, is separable from it. Then by a
transition not unusual in the history of Philosophy, the Madhyamikas, another sect,
deny the existence of both the internal and the external world, and end in nihilism.
With them, vasana is the cause of both, and when, by the discipline enjoined by their
master, this is rooted out, nothing remains and this is their nirvana. Then again,
another school, that of the Sautrantikas, starting from a subjective basis, similarly with
these two admits the existence of external objects, but only as the result of an inference
that cannot be avoided. They say that if the vasana producing such a representation as
that of a blue object for instance, exists in the soul, it must always produce that
representation, that is, we must always produce that representation, that is, we must
always see a blue object. But we see it only occasionally; therefore, the cause of that
representation must exist out of the ego. But the forms of external objects are supplied
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to them by the intellect; they are the creations of our mind. This external world, and?3
the internal one of finite thoughts and feelings, are capable of destruction or separation
from the soul, (nirodha), and the way to this, is the discipline spoken of before (marga)
When they are thus destroyed, pure intelligence alone remains and the soul attains
Moksha. We thus see how closely these schools are connected. The philosophy of the
Sautranikas may be compared to that of Kant, that of the Yogacharas to Fitche’s, while
that of the Madhyamikas is nihilism. But all the schools start from a subjective basis
and are idealistic, in which respect they resemble the Sankhya system.)

17.  S. RADHARKISHNAN. This objective world is not an object of any individual’s
experience. It has an existence even though this or that individual is not aware of it.
There must be some kind of experiment to which it is an object, for an experiment that
is not owned is a contradiction.”

18.  Ed: Though he is evidently filled with a keen interest in his subject, he is not
qualified for the task he undertook. One has but to compare the excellent book of Dr
Dhalla on Zoroastrian Theology with Mr Tatia’s order to see the difference at every
point between the work of trained and disciplined, and untrained and undisciplined
thought. This much may perhaps be said, that there are in all religious communities
persons who think in an unsystematic way about the ideas of God.

19. ARTHUR AVALON: “ALLEGED CONEFLICT OF SHASTRAS”. A not
uncommon modern criticism upon the Indian Shastras is that they mutually conflict.
This is due to a lack of knowledge of the doctrine of Adhikara and Bhumika,
particularly amongst Western critics, whose general outlook and mode of thought is
ordinarily deeply divergent from that which has prevailed in India. The idea that the
whole world should follow one path is regarded by the Hindus as absurd, being
contrary to Nature and its laws. A man must follow that path for which?% he is fit, that
is for which he is Adhikari. Adhikara or competency literally means “spreading over”
that is “taking possession of.” What is to be known (Jnatavya) done (Kartavya)
acquired (Praptavya) is determined not once and generally for all, but in each case by
the fitness and capacity therefore of the individual. Each man can know, do, and obtain
not everything, nor indeed one common thing, but that only of which he is capable
(adhikari). What the Jiva can think, do, or obtain, is his competency or Adhikara, a
profound and practical doctrine on which all Indian teaching and Sadhana is based. As
men are different and therefore the Adhikara is different, so there are different forms of
teaching and practice for each Adhikara.
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19.  The very merciful Bhagavan Parameshvara desirous of aiding men whose mind
and disposition (Chitta) differ according to the results produced by their different acts,
promulgated different kinds of Vidya which, though appearing to be different as
between themselves, yet have, as their common aim, the highest end of all human life
(that is Liberation).

20.  Such Texts as praise any particular Vidya are addressed to those who are
Adhikari therein, and their object is to induce them to follow it. Such texts again as
disparage any Vidya are addressed to those who are not Adhikari therein, and their
object is to dissuade them from it. Nor again should these words of blame (or praise) be
taken in an absolute sense, that is otherwise than relatively to the person to whom they
are addressed.

21.  The study of the Purvamimanga and the Karmakanda in the Vedas is useful for
this purpose. When by this means Dharma, Artha and Kama are attained, there arises a
desire for the fourth Purushartha (Liberation or Moksha). And therefore to sever men
from the former stage (Purvabhumika) there are texts which deprecate Karma such as
(Mund. Up.) “By that which is made cannot be attained that which is not made”
(Nastyakritah kritena)

Vashishtha?®¢ says that these (earlier stages) are seven and that all are stages of
ignorance. (Ajnanabhumika). Beyond these are stages of Jnana. For the attainment of
the same there are injunctions relating to Brahmajnana which lead on to the next higher
stage, such as (Mund.Up.1) “He should go to the Guru alone”. “Listen Oh Maitreyi the
Atma should be realised.” Some say that the Jnana-bhumikas are many and rely on the
text. The wise say that the stages of Yoga are many.” The holy Vashishtha says that
there are seven, namely, Vividisha (desire to know) Vicharana (reflection) Tanumanasa
(concentration) Sattvapatti (commencement of realisation) Asamsakti (detachment)
Padarthabhavini (realisation of Brahman only) and Turyaga (full illumination in the
fourth state.) The meaning of these is given in, and should be learnt from, the
Jnanashastra of Vashishtha.

22. Nidhidhyasana when the mind, the natural characteristic of which is to wander,
is directed towards its proper Yoga-object only.

23.  Brahmajnana again is of two  kinds:—namely  Shabha and
Aparokshanubhavarupa. Understanding of the meaning of Shastra (Shastradrishti) the
word of the Guru (Gurorvakyam) and certainty (Nishchaya) of the unity of the
individual self (Sva) and the Atma are powerful to dispel inward darkness, but not the
mere knowledge of words (Shabhabodha).
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(See Yogavashishtha Utpatti). Therefore when the Shabdhabhumika is attained one
should not waste one’s time further at this stage, and there are texts which prohibit it.

Thus “Having become indifferent to learning let him remain simple as in childhood.”
(Br.Ar.)

24.  In Nyaya and other Shastras it is stated that Moksha will be attained by mastery
in such particular Shastra, but that is merely a device by which knowledge of the higher
stage is not disclosed. This is not blameworthy because its object is to remove the
disinclination to study such Shastra by reason of the delay thereby caused in the2
attainment of Purushartha (which disinclination would exist if the Sadhaka knew that
there was a higher Shastra than that which he was studying).

25.  The words do not deny that there is a higher stage.

26.  The Adhikara of men varies. Therefore so does the form of the Shastra. There
are many stages (Bhumika) on the path of spiritual advance. Man makes his way from
a lower to a higher Bhumika. Statements in any Shastra must be interpreted with
reference to the Adhikara of the persons to whom they are addressed. Texts laudatory
of any Vidya are addressed to the Adhikari therein with the object of inducing him to
follow it. Texts in disparagement of any Vidya are addressed to those who are not
Adhikari therein, either because he has not attained, or has surpassed, the Bhumika
applicable, and their object is to dissuade them from following it. Neither statements
are to be taken in an absolute sense, for the truth is in each case given in that form
which is suitable for the stage reached. From step to step the Sadhaka rises, until
having passed through all presentments of the Vaidik truth which are necessary for
him, he attains the Vedasvarupa which is the knowledge of the Self.

27. It principles admit a progressive revelation of the Self to the self, according to
varying competencies (Adhikara) and stages (Bhumika) of spiritual advance. Though
each doctrine and practice belongs to varying levels, and therefore the journey may be
shorter or longer as the case may be, ultimately all lead to the Vedasvarupa or
knowledge of the Self, than which there is no other end. That which immediately
precedes this complete spiritual experience is the Vedantik doctrine and Sadhana for
which all others are the propaideutik. There is no real conflict if we look at the stage at
which the particular instructions are given. Thought moves by an immanent logic from
a less to a more complete statement of the true nature of the thinker.

28.  Because?® a seer such as Kapila Adividvan (upon whose Smriti or experience the
Sangkhya is assumed to be founded) teaches Dvaitavada, it does not follow that he had
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not himself reached a higher stage, such as Advaitavada is claimed to be. A Seer may
choose to come down to the level of more ordinary people and teach a Dvaitavada
suited to their capacity (Adhikara). If all were to teach the highest experience there
would be none to look after those who were incapable of it, and who must be led up
through the necessary preliminary stages. As pointed out by Professor Pramathanatha
Mukhyopadhyaya, Sangkhya is the science of analysis and discrimination, and
therefore the preparation for Vedanta which is the science of synthesis and assimilation.
Kapila, Gotama and Kanada mainly built on reason deepened and enlarged, it may be,
by Smriti or subjective experience. We do not find in them any complete synthesis of
Shruti. A general appeal is made to Shutri and a few texts are cited which accord with
what (whether it was so in fact to them or not) is in fact a provisionally adopted point of
view. They concentrate the thoughts and wills of their disciples on them, withholding
(if they themselves have gone further) the rest, as not at present suited to the capacity of
the Shishya, thus following what Shangkara calls Arunadhati-darshananyaya.
Nevertheless the higher truth is immanent in the lower. The Differential and Integral
Calculus are involved in elementary Algebra and Geometry because the former
generalise what the latter particularize. But the teacher of elementary mathematics in
the lower forms of a school would only fonfound his young learners if he were to
introduce such a general theorem (as say Taylor’s) to them. He must keep back the
other until the time is ripe for them. Again the great Teachers teach wholeheartedness
and thoroughness in both belief and action, without which the acceptance of a doctrine
is useless. Hence a teacher of Dvaitavada, though?® himself Advaita-darshi presents
Dvaita to the Adhikari Shishya in such a forcible way that his reason may be convinced
and his interest may be fully aroused. It is useless to say to a Sadhaka on the lower
plane “Advaita is the whole truth. Dvaita is not; but though it is not, it is suited to your
capacity and therefore accept it.” He will of course say that he does not then want
Dvaita, and, being incapable of understanding Advaita, will lose himself. (This I may
observe is one of the causes of Scepticism to-day. In the olden time it was possible to
teach a system without anything being known of that which was higher. But with the
printing of books some people learn that all is Maya, that Upasana is for the “lower”
grades and so forth, and, not understanding what all this means, are disposed to throw
Shastric teaching in general over board. This they would not have done if they had
been first qualified in the truth of their plane and thus become qualified to understand
the truth of that which is more advanced. Until Brahma Sakshatkara, all truth is
relative).

29. A Rishi who has realised Advaita may teach Ayurveda or Dhanuveda. He need
not be Sthula-darshi because he teaches Sthula-Vishaya, Again Shastras may differ
because their standpoints and objectives are different.
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30.  The difference in interpretation is incidental to difference in standpoint and
objective. = The same remarks apply to the various forms of Advaita such as
Vishishtadvaita, Shuddadvaita; between the Shaktivada of the Shakta Agama and
Vivarttavada.

In some Shastras stress is laid on karma, in others on Bhakti, and yet in others on Jnana
as in the case of Mayavada. Both though the emphasis is differently placed, each is
involved in the other and ultimately meet and blend. The Mahimnastava says “Though
men, according to their natures, follow differing paths, Thou art the end of all, as is the
ocean of all the rivers which flow thereto.” Madhusudana?4? Sarasvati commenting on
this, has written his Prasthanabheda, the reconciliation of varying doctrines. To-day the
greatest need in these matters is (for those who are capable of understanding) the
establishment of this intellectual and spiritual whole. The Seers who live in the exalted
sphere of Calm understand the worth and significance of each form of spiritual culture
as also their Synthesis, and, to the degree that lesser minds attain this level to this extent
they will also do so. Whilst the lower mind lives in a section of the whole fact and
therefore sees difference and conflict the illumined who live in and have in varying
degrees experience of the Fact itself see all such as related parts of an Whole.

31. R. ZIMMERMANN." The reason d’etre of every philosophical system is based
on its essential relation to truth. Its notion of truth must coincide with universally
acknowledged principles; the criterion truth, in itself a fit measure of cognition, is to be
applied with every possible rigidity to the first principles of the system as well as to the
consequences. For, however varied the starting points, the methods and results of the
different systems of philosophy may appear, they all profess to give an ultimately valid
representation and explanation of reality.

32. It would certainly be wrong to suspect and condemn a system because it is new
either in itself or to us. Again, it could hardly be called a sound method to accept a
system with all or part of its tenets because it has a long history and a large following.
It is the indisputable right of philosophical criticism to examine the most time-hallowed
doctrines and systems, either to confirm and accept or to reject them at last.

33.  The human mind claims the proud prerogative by following the light of truth to
look behind the appearances, to tear away one covering kosa after the other from the
true nature of things, to search and go on till the Supreme Principle has been reached?#!
and unveiled beyond which there is no Why? anymore.
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34. A good many systems, in theology for instance, owe their origin to the undue
emphasis of one particular aspect of truth, or to the incapability of expressing a truth
that was recognised and acknowledge by everybody as soon as it was adequately
formulated.

35.  Supposing truth consists in the correct mental representation of the outside
world, what measure are we to apply to find out whether our world of thought
corresponds to the world of reality? In technical language, What gives us certainty that
our cognition is correct?

36.  Truth, then, is the representative equality (produced) between intellect and
object.
37. In (one kind of) Idealism not the picture in the mind depends on the exterior

thing but rather the “exterior” thing on the mind.

38.  Nobody doubts that two plus two equals four in the logical order; nor has it ever
been contested that there are actually four horses there, if two and two have been
testified to be there by the legitimate sources of knowledge.

39.  Either within the individual intellect (subjective Idealism) as Berkeley teaches, or
the universal I or consciousness, as Fichte, Shcelling, Hegel maintain (objective
Idealism).

40.  What is the assurance of this light not turning out finally to be a will-o” the-wisp?
As our intellect does not act blindly, there must be a legitimate motive of the adherence
to a statement, and in order to be certain, we must be given an infallible sign that the
truth is not only in general knowable, but is in present individual judgment actually
known. This legitimate motive of assent and sure sign of certitude is the criterion of
truth.

41. It should be clear that a philosopher of Sankara’s intellectual power will not
easily make a mistake in the chain of his reasoning, nor have we??2 any ground to
assume that he was trapped by any unusual bias into illogical conclusions. Yet it will
be wise not to forget that both as an ardent follower of his school and a powerful
exponent of his doctrine he may have been led to consider certain reasons supporting
his views in preference to others that were adverse to his opinion, and that he may have
attributed such weight to favourable arguments as an outsider would fail to do.
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42.  One of the fundamental principles of Sankara’s system is the distinction between
the para and the apara vidya, the higher, esoteric and the lower, exoteric philosophical
view. The apara vidya is the everyday view, the doctrine for the man in the street,
expressly declared to be fit for the vyavaharika avastha. The para vidya is the sublime
teaching, the secret of the initiated ones, not only producing but constituting the
paramarthika avasta. Now the first question is, in what relation do these vidyas stand
to one another? Do they condition one another by mutual interdependence, or is one
supplementing the other, or are they finally contrary or contradictory to one another?
Besides the contents of the two vidyas the origin of the distinction between the para and
the apara vidya, as well as the criteria of truth on which they are based, prove that their
mutual relation is mainly that of logical contradiction. Sankara’s Vedanta professes to
be based among other sources chiefly on the “Vedanta” of the Sruti, the Upanishads.
The conflicting statements in those texts about God, the world, the problem of
universality and individuality etc could not have escaped even a mind of lesser acumen
than that of Sankaracharya. And yet the Upanishad doctrine has to be adopted in bulk,
if the claim to be the Vedanta par excellence for Sankara’s philosophy had to be
justified. The expedient resorted to by him and his school was the bold demarcation
and frank acknowledgment of the two conflicting views, putting them side by side, but
at the same time embodying them into one and the?*3 same system. Where contrary
teaching could be brought to coincide it was made to do so, in a few instances of minor
importance especially in the apara vidya the contradiction was left where it was; but in
all other cases the most glaring inconsistencies were bridged over by the distinction
between the para and apara vidya. What appears true in the one may be false in the
other; for the tenets of the para and the apara vidya constitute each a separate domain
of truth. Naturally the para vidya embodies the final, supreme, unchangeable truth, the
apara vidya has, if the two collide, to be corrected by the para vidya. The criteria valid
for the apara vidya may have to be mullified by the criteria of the para vidya, even one
and the same criterion may lead to different conclusions in the two vidyas respectively.

The criteria valid in the apara vidya are the pratyaksha dini, sense-perception,
inference, analogy, (especially sacred) authority.

42.  Psychologically the anubhava is a perceptive act of the intellectual faculty the
object of which is internal. This internal object must not be a past experience, be it
impression or act; thus smriti remembrance, is excluded. The object of the anubhava
must moreover be something really existing-not an object to be accomplished as in a
vidhi but something in actual existence and now entering into the range of our internal
vision. Anubhava is not such a rare psychological fact as might appear, for the internal
perception, “Aham Janami” = “aham jnanavan asmi” differs from “Aham Brahmasmi”
only on account of the object, not on account of the nature of the act itself.
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From the point of logic it will have to be admitted that Sankara, considering
anubhava as a criterion of truth, occupies a rather independent position.

43. We may have the finest game in logic, operating to our heart’s content with
terms, syllogisms and arrive at the most delightful conclusions; yet at?44 the end we find
that we are still on the airy playground of logic alone and have not put our foot on the
terra firma of ontology.

44.  With such a basis for a system the intellect may go on a holiday for good; and the
laws of thinking are but an unfortunate invention, barring us the straight way to
happiness. In fact they are little more than an unnecessary burden of life, if
Innerlichkeit, which is the last resort is a matter of taste and feeling, is to decide
between truth and falsehood. Sankara’s Vedanta would have to waive every claim to
be considered as a philosophical darsanam.

There is however another kind of intuition that might appeal more to the
genuine Vedantin, as it has been recognised and made use of through the whole history
of thought.

45. Can intuition alone by itself be a source of truth, a motive and criterion, such as
we needs demand for an imposing structure like Sankaracharya’s system? Let us for a
moment suppose that intuition comprises all the objects of knowledge coming within
the range of ideas which form the foundation of Sankara’s Vedanta, the nirguna
brahma, maya for instance. Now either the intuition contains implicitly the deductive
(or inductive) reasoning and consequently “is subject to the laws of logic” or it does not.
If it does contain the reasoning, then the rules of logic concerning the criterion of truth
must be applicable to it. If on the other hand intuition does not contain at least
implicitly the ordinary reasoning, and if it can not be gauged by the rules of logic, then
the ordinary standard seems to be wanting by which truth may be distinguished from
falsehood assented to by the mind in the intuitive act. A bright boy may have an
intuition, seeing in a flash of intellectual light of one moment’s duration what his duller
neighbours find out in hours by syllogisms of something like a bullock cart’s speed.
And perhaps the most brilliant discoveries in the history of human mind?% have either
been made or at least crowned by the intuition of the genius. But in all these cases the
result, if not the process, of the intuition was controlled by the rigid laws of slow,
laborious reasoning or by experiments. In other words the laws of logic are at least
applicable to, if not consciously working in, the intuition. The very word intuition,
coming from the Latin verb intueri, to regard, observe, contemplate, seems to point to
the fact that this kind of cognition is based on the objective evidence, not less than a
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judgment in plain terms or a syllogism in barbara. How far the process of intution
contains even the formal laws of logic and runs, however so swiftly, along the common
grove, would be a matter of psychological enquiry. If then the brightest intuition is
subject to the laws of logic, then all that has been said above about the criterion of truth
holds good in the end for intuition. Those in particular, who are so very emphatic in
preserving for Sankara’s Vedanta the character of a pure philosophy, will agree that this
system cannot be built on the chances of some subjective assertion thrown out on the
strength of an “intuition”, which may owe its origin to anything but a philosophical
mentality, and must be the more suspicious the more it fights shy of an examination in
the search-light of dry logic.

46.  The name of mysticism, coming from (myein), implies the closing, viz. of the
eyes to the outer world to concentrate oneself entirely on the inner one.

47.  Mystical knowledge, at any rate in the first instance, appeals only to the
individual mind, consequently it is neither universally known nor binding. The mystic
may for instance be fully convinced about the essence and existence either in general or
of a particular thing, yet he will always fail to express it adequately by a term or a
formula, and he never can claim the assent of everybody?# to his mystic vision without
further proof for its correctness.

48. If we understand Sankaracharya well, he himself would be the last to
acknowledge, and build his system upon, mystic vision as the main source and criterion
of truth and motive of certitude.

49. Can it ever be philosophically acceptable that one or more than one
acknowledged source of knowledge is nullified by another which is not better but, if
anything, worse accredited at the court of truth? Are we under any circumstances
justified to use simultaneously or successively a double measure of truth, any more
than to apply a double standard of morality? It may be truly said beati possidentes of
those who are fortunate enough to enjoy the para vidya, they form an aristocracy of
mind in Vedanta. Not only thousands of fathoms below them dwell the plebeians in
Sankara’s system, those who are and remain enthralled in the apara vidya; they as a
matter of fact are doomed to grope in the dark and are, if any mortal sitting in the
shadow of ever recurring death. Worse still, they do not only possess the truth, but
with an irresistible force, innate and unbending they are driven to hold that to be true
which they have to reject and deny as soon as the redeaming light of self-realisation
sheds its rays on these regions of Yama on earth.
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50. It is the flat contradiction, the splitting of the notion of truth into twain, the yes
and no about one and the same thing, that makes the theory of the esoteric and exoteric
knowledge philosophically so unpalatable, and its source, the anubhava, so suspicious.

51 R.D. WELLONS: The first article of his faith is Primacy; the mind is supreme,
eternal, absolute, one, manifold, subtle, living, permanent, flowing, self-manifesting.
The universe is the result of mind, nature is the symbol of mind. There?4” is one mind,
with which the minds of all men are in touch, and which spreads like a sheet over all,
and at the same time touching the smaller threads which extend up to it.

52.  ED: The relation of philosophy to the social problem is the insistence on the
necessity of knowledge and intellectual reflection as fundamental for the adequate
solution of social problems.

53.  Mr Durant is not insisting on a platitude when he maintains that what men
essentially need for social reconstruction is a knowledge of facts unaffected by
prejudiced presentation such as is common through the press and so great a part of the
educational channels of to-day.

54.  There is a random quotation from the booklet under notice and it shows clearly
the enthusiasm with which it is written. It would be vain to look for any close,
systematic and disciplined thought about the study of the world forces or a close grasp
of the world situation in it.

COLONEL JACOB’S INTRODUCTION TO SURESVARACARYA’S NAISKARMYA-
SIDDHI.

1. Comparatively little is known of Suresvara, whose civil name was Mandana
Misra, except that from being a bigoted Mimamsaka he became an ardent disciple of
Samkaracarya; and he is supposed to have been commissioned by that great
philosopher to write treatises elucidating his works. He accordingly prepared a most
voluminous Varttika, which at present exists only in manuscript, on the
Brhadaranyakopanisadbhasya, and a shorter one on the Taittiriyopanisadbhasya, which
was published last year, with the commentary of Anandajnana, at the Anandasrama
Press. Besides these, we have his Manasollasa, explanatory of the Acharya’s short poem
entitled Dakshinamurttistotra—and the Pancikaranavarttika, based on a prose work of
Samkara’s named Pancikarana.
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2. The?4® work now laid before the public, and which is in my judgment the best of
the author’s productions, is intended to reiterate the views embodied in the
Upadesasahasri, another important treatise of Sankara’s, and numerous quotations are
made from it in the concluding chapter. As its title shows, it consists of an argument in
opposition to ritual, and in favour of knowledge, as a means to mukti.

In his opening remarks the author says—“As there exists in every living thing,
from Brahma down to a tuft of grass, a natural desire to be free from every description
of pain, a spontaneous effort is made to get rid of it. But as pain owes its existence
solely to the body, which again is the result of previously accumulated merit and
demerit, it cannot be eradicated. Merit and its opposite too, being the fruit of prescribed
and interdicted actions, cannot be averted. Action, too, cannot be avoided because it is
the outcome of desire and aversion; nor can these, because they depend upon attractive
and repulsive appearances; and this appearance cannot, because it is the effect of an ill-
considered belief in the existence of duality; neither can duality be got rid of because,
after the manner of nacre taken for silver, it is caused solely by ignorance of the self-
existent secondless one. Therefore ignorance of the Self, is the sole cause of every ill.
And it is ignorance that conceals happiness, which because it is the essence of Self, is
unfluctuating and independent. When, therefore, ignorance is completely dispelled, the
acme of all human desire is reached. And since the dispersion of ignorance can only be
effected by the acquisition of right-knowledge, that is the means to be used. But
inasmuch as the subject of the ignorance of Self which is the root of all evil, is outside
the range of such popular proof as perception or the like which is non-Vedic, it is clear
that right-knowledge can be gained from Vedantic writings only. This treatise
therefore, a compendium?# of the essence of the entire Vedanta, is now commenced.”

3. The main purpose of this work, as indicated by its title, is to discuss the true
means to Moksa or self-realisation. The conclusion is that Jnana is the sole means and
that karma, however useful or necessary it may be as a preliminary aid, has no direct
bearing upon it. In other words the final goal of human existence is not attained,
according to the Advaita, until the obligation to perform karma is wholly transcended.
In establishing this position of naiskarmya, the main controversy, as may be expected, is
with the mimamsaka; but owing to the well-known divergence of view among the
teachers of Vedanta, our author has to join issue with more than one of them also. We
shall deal with these two phases of the controversy, separately.

Unlike the advaitin, the mimamsaka does not believe in the efficacy of jnana in
securing moksa. To understand his exact position in this respect, it is necessary to
know what his conception of moksa is. Seeing that the Mimamsa is a direct
development of early Vedic teaching, one might expect that the final ideal according to

248 235
COLONEL JACOB’S INTRODUCTION TO SURESVARACARYA’S NAISKARMYA-SIDDHI
249 236
COLONEL JACOB’S INTRODUCTION TO SURESVARACARYA’S NAISKARMYA-SIDDHI



it was the attainment of svarga or supreme happiness hereafter, resulting from the
performance of karmas like the jyotistoma. Possibly such an ideal marked a stage in the
history of the system, but it seems to be nowhere upheld in the Mimamsa as it has come
down to us. The ultimate aim of man according to the latter is not to attain svarga, but
to liberate his self from all the accidents of empirical existence so that it may subsist by
itself ever afterwards. The means of thus restoring the self to its true nature, the
mimamsaka deduces from the general assurance of Indian thinkers that karma is the
cause of samsara or bondage. When the cause is removed, the effect must necessarily
cease to be; and abstention from karma, the mimamsaka thinks, should therefore
result?>? automatically in securing freedom from bondage for the self. The karmas to be
abstained from, however, are not all; but only those of kama and pratisiddha types,
which, as accepted by orthodox teachers alike, are respectively the cause of good and
bad births. The third or nitya variety of karma, even the seeker after moksa should
perform; for otherwise he will be disobeying the Vedic law enjoining them. That would
be equivalent to indulging in pratisiddhakarmas, the only difference being that while
the one counts as a sin of commission, the other does, as one of ommission. It is to
prevent the self from becoming involved once again in the miseries of samsara as a
consequence of this sin, that even the seeker after moksa should engage himself in
nitya-karmas. Thus the course of discipline laid down here is two-fold: abstention from
kamya—and pratisiddha-karmas and adherence to nitya-karmas. In either case, it
should be added, is there anything positive effected, the conception of moksa in the
system being purely negative.

Such is the purva-paksa view that comes in for criticism in the present work. It is
not necessary to enter here into the details of this criticism; we shall merely draw
attention to the general principle underlying it. The advaitin does not deny that karma
is the cause of samsara but he carries the enquiry farther and discovers the cause of
karma itself is avidya. Freedom from bondage accordingly will not ensue until the
removal of avidya, which is the root-cause of samsara in this view and not karma. This
alters the standpoint of the mimamsaka very much and the alteration, as we shall see,
proves fatal to his conclusions. The course of training provided in the Mimamsa, as
already pointed out, consists of two parts. Of these, the first or withdrawal from all
kamya and pratisiddha activity —assuming that such withdrawal is at all practicable —
cannot bring about?! moksa; for suppressing the effect is not the same as suppressing
the cause. Karma may cease; but its cause avidya may persist. In susupti, for instance,
every form of conscious activity is absent; but avidya yet endures. Thus inaction in
itself cannot lead to final release as the mimamsaka tries to maintain. The second part
of the training, viz. adherence to nitya-karmas, is equally ineffectual. These karmas are
what are otherwise known as varnasrama-dharmas. As the latter term signifies, they
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differ in the case of different persons, according to the place which they have in the
social order as well as the level of moral culture which they have already reached. The
nitya-karmas are thus entirely relative in their character and though each be binding in
particular cases, none can be regarded as universally so. The very idea of obligation
implicit in them, because it has its basis in a belief in duality, renders them discrepant
with the ideal of moksa or the realisation of the unity of Being after transcending the
notion of duality. So far from being a help to moksa, the nitya-karmas will prove a
hindrance to it; for their continued practice is sure to confirm one the more in the belief
that diversity is true. Thus action like inaction, is powerless to dispel avidya. If the
removal of avidya, the pre-condition of moksa, should be secured, it can be only
through the agency of its contrary, vidya or Jnan which accordingly is the only logically
tenable means of attaining moksa.

The conception of moksa presupposes a belief in the survival of the self, which
being derivable by means of neither Perception nor Inference—to mention only the
more important pramanas—has to be acquired only through revelation. The revealed
authority to which both the advaitin and the mimamsaka appeal is the same, viz. the
Veda; and it may therefore appear somewhat surprising that they should?? differ at all
in respect of the means to moksa. Of the several reasons that explain this difference,
one may be mentioned here, being alluded to in the present work. The revelation which
is alike the source of authority for both the disputants comes to us couched in language
and the truth which it discloses is therefore such as can be conveyed through the
medium of words. What the nature of knowledge which words can convey is,
however, not a matter on which thinkers are agreed, variations of view in regard to the
import of propositions being well known. Hence arises the divergence of view referred
to above. The question thus reduces itself largely to one of Logic—which by the way
illustrates how revelation though claiming to be extra-empirical cannot be altogether so,
since in the process of interpretation at least it has to be brought under the laws of
human reason.

According to one school of Mimamsakas—the Prabhakaras—as significant
propositions should refer to some action. This is not, it may be stated, the same as
saying that every sentence should have a predicate; that is merely a matter of syntax
and the advaitin is quite prepared to grant it. What the mimamsaka means is that the
import of a proposition is a command or an injunction directly leading to the
accomplishment of something. It is not merely the communication of an idea that it
aims at, but rather the translation of that idea into action. This essentially pragmatic
view is deduced from observations of how a child learns a language. It gets at the
meanings of individual words gradually comparing and contrasting imperative
sentences like gam anaya, asvam anaya, gam badhana which are used by the old in
their intercourse with one another. A merely assertive sentence, even if it should ever
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be used in practical life, does not help the child in this respect, for it leads to no action?>3
as its immediate result whereby the connection between sound and significance can be
discovered. Since this is the natural process of learning a language, the meaning of
every word comes to be associated in the child’s mind at first with particular actions but
eventually, through the elimination of all incidental circumstances, with action in
general. What is denoted by a word accordingly, if we do not forget the context in life
in which it is used, is not the thing standing by itself, as we commonly imagine; it is
always the thing as related in some manner to action. Naturally a proposition which
consists of such words has action ns its ultimate significance. Being verbal in form, the
entire Veda must also have action alone as its final import—only in keeping with its
nature as revelation, the forms of activity it recommends are such as we hove no means
of knowing for ourselves. If the Veda is thus precluded from speaking to us about
anything but action, it can have little, the mimamsaka thinks, to do with revealing the
mere nature of the self, whose knowledge, according to the advaitin, is the means of
securing moksa.

The advaitin might acquiece in this view were it recognised as only a partial
representation of the fact. He is willing to admit that the meanings of words are usually
learnt in the manner described above; but there are other ways of doing so which do not
necessitate the association of the meanings with action. When a mother for instance, in
teaching her child, points out to an object with her hand uttering its name at the same
time, there is no action, he says, as related to which the child apprehends the object.
Even supposing that the only mode of learning a language is the one described by the
mimamsaka, it does not follow that the meanings of words should include a reference
to action. For that represents only the manner of their first acquisition and?>* they need
not remain unmodified ever afterwards. We learn for instance what the word “cow”
means with reference to a particular cow at first; but as we come to know of other cows,
this meaning undergoes a modification in our mind until it ceases to stand for the
particular at all and becomes a symbol for the general. Similarly a word, though its
meaning is at first learnt in relation to action, may, as one’s acquaintance with the
language grows, come to denote the thing by itself unrelated to any action, and there
may be nothing logically absurd in assertive propositions signifying an existent entity.

Though this conclusion that a word may signify an object unrelated to action is
not acceptable to the Prabhakaras, it is admitted by Kumarila; but even he refuses to
recognise that jnana is the means revealed in the sruti for attaining moksa. For he is of
opinion that the atman whose nature is set forth in the Veda is not otherwise unknown
for its being a fit subject for revelation. Each pramana has its own specific range of
subjects (pramama-vyavasta); and nothing which is knowable by one pramana needs to
be known by another. The self being internally perceived does not require to be
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revealed at all. Where its nature is set forth in the sruti, the statement should be
regarded as merely re-presenting a familiar fact. It is not thus untrue; only its truth is
second-hand and is therefore not mentioned for its own sake in the sruti, but in
reference to what is newly made known there, viz. sacrifice or meditation. Again to
justify the injunction —svadhyayodhyetavyah, all Vedic teaching must be conceived as
serving some useful purpose; but no such purpose can be served by a knowledge of the
self —an existent entity. If we are taught that it is of a certain nature, we know that it is
so; but this knowledge by itself cannot assist us either in avoiding evil or in attaining
good. If it should be rendered serviceable at all, it should be understood in reference to
what in the teaching?® of the sruti has practical utility, viz. sacrifice or meditation.
Thus though Kumarila admits assertive propositions as significant, he denies to them
what may be described as independent logical status, so that Upanisadic statements like
Tat tvam asi do not represent the ultimate aim of the Veda.

The advaitin easily refutes the position thus stated. He also recognises premaya-
vyavastha, and the purposive nature of Vedic teaching; but he maintains that these
requirements are fully satisfied in the case of the self, rightly conceived. It is true that
we commonly think that we no the self; but we certainly do not know it is in its actual
nature, as identical with other selves and as the basic fact of the universe, which is what
the Upanisads teach. In this, its true form, it is neither known nor knowable through
any means except the sruti. It is beyond Perception, being devoid of all sensible
qualities, and it is likewise beyond Inference, for it possesses no characteristic mark
(linga) to serve as the middle term of a syllogism. Inferential knowledge besides is
necessarily mediate, while it is only an immediate knowledge of the self that, according
to the Upanisads, secures moksa. As against the contention that knowledge of the self
by itself is useless, the Vedantin holds that so far from being useless, it represents the
highest conceivable good; for self-realisation is the goal of all human endeavour. There
can accordingly be nothing incompatible, he concludes, in atmajnana being the revealed
means to moksa. The statements that disclose this means are the maha-vakyas such as
Tat tvam asi, and as one that possesses the needed mental and moral equipment, —
discussed chiefly in the present work —ponders over their meaning, there dawns upon
the mind the unity of spirit which instantly dispels avidya. This is moksa or self-
realisation as conceived by the advaitin, secured through jnana as taught in the
Upanisads and ¢ not through karma as taught in the purva-kanda.

It is necessary to remember that the advaitin denies the utility of karma only in
the final stages of the ideal life and does not discard it altogether. The nitya-karmas, in
particular, are assigned a very important place in his scheme of discipline. These
karmas, as already stated, are what are incumbent upon man in his relation to society
and their chief value consists in the reference they involve to general well-being. As
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distinguished from kamya-karmas which are primarily intended to secure the good of
the individual, these emphasise his dependence upon his environment and point out
his obligations to it. They are accordingly very well suited to be the means of
rationalising his first impulses and make him altruistic by enlarging his vision. It is true
that they cannot help him to overcome selfishness altogether; that help can be rendered
only by jnana or spiritual enlightenment. But their value is not the less on that account,
for without the preliminary moral training which they alone can afford, there will not
be the needed fitness to receive that enlightenment. Their value, as a means of self-
realisation, may not be the highest; but it is the next best and that is what is meant when
they are described as aradupakaraka or “distantly conducive” to moksa.

4. The ideal is thus neither to perform one’s duty blindly, nor to rest in jnana as
sufficient in itself, but to do one’s duty with a realisation of its full significance. Though
karma is a common feature of the mukta and the mumuksu, the motive inspiring it in
the two cases is totally different.

Suresvara’s refutation of this view again is brief and is based chiefly upon the
self-discrepancy of the conception of Brahman as a unity of differences. It would carry
us too far to discuss the question on the metaphysical side. We may merely??” remark
that it is rather significant that this view of the Absolute, which obtains so much
currency in the West now, and which was once held in India also, should have been
practically superseded by the ideal of Samkara. Suresvara’s argument against it
amounts to this—that bheda and abheda, dvaita and advaita are so opposed to their
nature that a compromise between them is unthinkable. Even if we grant that there is
no self-contradiction in the conception, it will lead us, Suresvara adds, to chaos in the
end. For the seeker after moksa, when he has achieved his purpose and realised his
oneness with all, will have to engage himself in all karmas irrespective of the particular
circumstances with reference to which they are prescribed. There is also the old
difficulty, pointed out in connection with the mimamsaka position, of associating any
obligation or endeavour with a person who, by realising the one Absolute, has risen
above the notion of the ‘other’. Moksa again in such a view would mean participation
in all the torments of the world, if also in all its joys.

So far we have treated only of the special theme of the work. Though styled
Naiskarmya-siddhi, the work may well be described as a compendium of advaita
philosophy, for it touches upon all the salient features of that system. The author
himself describes it as such in one place. In this, its general aspect, it may be compared
to two other works —one by his teacher and the other by his pupil —the Upadesasahasri
of Samkara and the Samksepa-sariraka of Sarvajnatman. They all aim at giving a brief
and connected account of the Advaita doctrine and, as may be expected, contain many
common ideas, arguments and turns of expression. In this trilogy we have altogether a
unique means of judging the position of this doctrine at a very important stage of its
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growth. Of these, the Upadesasahasri is perhaps somewhat difficult?®® and the
Samksepa-sariraka, somewhat elaborate; but the present work is simple and clear and
forms an excellent introduction to Samkara’s system.

5. The work corroborates part of the tradition that is current about its author —for
example, that he was a disciple of Samkara and that he composed this work in
obedience to the wishes of his guru. From the nature of the subject set to him for
treatment by the guru, we might also conclude that Suresvara was once a mimamsaka
and from certain references in the work which appear to be appeals made to critics, we
might also think that some of his contemporaries, as related by tradition, questioned his
competence to expound the Advaita doctrine because they doubted the sincerity and
the strength of his new convictions.

BUECHNER: (In MAN IN THE PAST, PRESENT AND FUTURE)

With regard to death Buechner expresses his views, as follows:- “Great
philosophers have called death the fundamental cause of all Philosophy. If this be
correct, and the empirical or experimental philosophy of the present day has solved the
greatest of philosophical enigmas, and shown (both logically and empirically) that there
is no death, and that the great mystery of existence consists in perpetual and
uninterrupted change. Everything is immortal and indestructible —the smallest worm
as well as the most enormous of the celestial bodies, the sandgrain or the waterdrop, as
well as the highest being in creation: man and this thoughts. Only the forms in which
Being manifests itself are changing; but being itself remains eternally the same and
imperishable. When we die we do not lose ourselves, but only our personal
consciousness or the casual form which our being, in itself eternal and imperishable,
had assumed for a short time; we live on in nature, in our race, in our children, in our
descendants, in our deeds, in our thoughts—In short, in the entire material and
psychical contribution which, 2% during our short personal existence, we have furnished
to the subsistence of mankind and of nature in general.”

SWAMI JAGADANANDA'S Translation of THE UPADESASAHASRI (In Ved. Kesari).

1. We shall now expound for the benefit of persons who aspire after liberation, who
have faith in the doctrine taught here, and who ask for it, a method of teaching the
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requisite means of liberation. This means of liberation is Jnana—knowledge of
Atman —which a guru (preceptor) should explain to a disciple again and again until it is
thoroughly grasped by him. The disciple is one who has become indifferent to
everything transitory and achievable by the adoption of appropriate means; who has
given up the desire for progeny, wealth, and the worlds attainable through them; who
has entered the holy order of the Paramahamsa (A Sannyasin of the fourth and the
highest order); who is endowed with tranquillity, self-restraint, compassion, and so
forth; who possesses the qualities enjoined on the disciple by the Scriptures; who is a
pure Brahmana; who has approached the preceptor in the prescribed manner; and sho
has been examined in respect of his birth, vocation, conduct, learning, and parentage.

This is confirmed by the Sruti (Revealed Scripture) texts “Having examined the
worlds...knowledge of Brahman” —Mundakopanisad, LII: 12 & 13. For knowledge,
when it has been thoroughly grasped, conduces to one’s own good and turns out to be a
favour done to others, as it gets transmitted from generation to generation, just as a boat
available for one who wants to cross a river. The Scripture (Cchandogyopanisad I1I, II,
6) says: “Were one to give this sea-girt earth with all its treasures (in exchange of this
knowledge) the latter surely is a greater gift.” In default of such transmission,
attainment of knowledge would be?®® impossible. Sruti texts such as “One who has a
teacher knows (Brahman)”, “For knowledge received from the teacher alone (becomes
perfect)”, “Here, it is said, the teacher is his pilot and right knowledge is the boat.” and
passages from Smriti (Traditional Code) like “The wise who have seen the Truth will
teach you the knowledge”, also declare the same truth.

When the guru has inferred from signs that knowledge has not been received by
the disciple, let him remove its causes such as transgression of moral and religious laws
in the past, heedless conduct in the present life, failure to learn very well the distinction
between what is real and what is not, anxiety for the right and wrong behaviour of
other people, and pride of birth and the like, with the help of remedies ordained by
Sruti and Smriti texts, namely, the acquisition of moral qualities like freedom from
anger, cultivation of non-violence, and so forth, as well as, religious observances that
are not inconsistant with knowledge. Let him also inculcate upon the disciple virtues
that aid knowledge; for instance, absence of pride and others taught in the
Bhagavadgita, XVIII: 8-11.

And the disciple should approach such an accomplished preceptor alone who
can foresee his difficulties (or, convince him by new arguments) who is able to
counteract the possible ways of misapprehension (or, is able to refute the views
contrary to the doctrine); who is quick in grasping the disciple’s objections and
remembering them (till they are disposed off with appropriate answers after due
discrimination); who is tranquil, self-controlled, compassionate, and prompted by
purely humane considerations, and so forth, who has learnt the Scriptures duly (from a
teacher) who has no clinging to enjoyments of this world or other unseen worlds; who
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has renounced all means and conditions of religious ceremonies and temporal works
(like wealth, household, sacred thread?! and so forth); who is a knower of, and
established in Brahman; who never violates the rules of good conduct; who is clean of
evils like ostentation, insolence, deception, cruelty, desire to confound others, malice,
lying, egotism, selfishness, and the like: who has absolutely no other motive than
blessing others; and who seeks to impart to others the Supreme Knowledge (he has
attained).

Let the guru, first of all, teach these Sruti texts and similar others bringing out the
oneness of the Self.

(2)  The preceptor shall ask the disciple who has thus learned from Sruti and Smriti
texts the definition of Paramatman, and who is eager to overcome the sea of recurring
birth, activities, and death: “My dear, who are you?”

(The sequel is put in the form of a dialogue between the guru and the disciple. In
the original it is set forth in the optative form following the ancient method of giving
instruction with the force of a command. In the rendering the optative mood is left out
to avoid clumsiness. The implication of the command can easily be borne in mind).

Disciple: I am a Brahman’s son, descended from so and so; I have been a
student—or a householder (if that be the case—and at present I am a Paramahamsa
Parivrat (a religious mendicant conforming to specific definitions), intent on liberating
myself from the ocean of transmigratory existence infested with the collosal sharks of
birth and death.

Guru: Since at death your body is pecked by birds or reduced to earth here itself,
how it is my dear, that you entertain the wish to go beyond the round of birth and
death? Surely when you are burnt to ashes on the hither bank of the river, you will not
cross over to the other bank.

Disciple: I am other than the body. Assuredly the body is born and dies; it is
consumed by birds and converted to clod; weapons, fire or other?? agencies, cause its
destruction; it is overtaken by disease, and so forth. As a bird which had been
occupying one nest enters another at the destruction of that previous one, so also, I,
already occupying one body, like the bird in the nest, pass from that to another, and
then to another, and so on, overpowered by the effects of good and evil deeds. In this
wise, in the beginningless phenomenal existence I am being whirled in the wheel of
continuous birth, activity and death, like a rope-and-bucket machine used for raising
water, by force of the effect of my past deeds, taking embodiment as divinity, man,
animal, and a denizen of hell, and laying aside previous bodies and taking on other
fresh ones in succession; finally in this order I have obtained the present body, and
being disgusted with this cyclic course of birth and death, I have betaken myself to your
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holy presence so that I may put an end to this repeated process of transmigration.
Hence I am always other than the body; bodies are taken and relinquished just as a man
puts on and puts off garments.

Guru: Well said; you observe rightly. But how is it that you answered wrongly:
“I am the son of a Brahmana, I belong to such and such lineage, I had been a student or
a householder, and I have now entered the order of the Paramahamsa?”

Disciple: Revered Sir, Have I stated wrongly? How is it?

Guru: Because you have recognised the body, which is associated with different
births, families, and sanctifying ceremonies, to be the Atman (Self) devoid of birth,
family, or sanctifying ceremonies by the statement “I am the son of a Brahmana and
come from such and such a lineage.”

Disciple: Please explain how the body is related with different births, lineages,
and sanctifying ceremonies, and how I am unconnected with them?

Guru: Listen, my dear, I shall tell you in what way this body, associated with
various births, families, and sanctifying rites, is different from you, and how you are
entirely bereft of birth lineage,?¢® and sanctifying ceremonies. You should remember,
my dear, that Paramatman (the Inmost Self) is the Self or Essence of all that is, as has
been defined to you above in the words of Sruti texts beginning with “Being alone this
was, my dear”, and also in the words of Smriti passages: remember also His definition
declared by the Sruti and Smriti texts. Atman, the universal?** Self of all, (the teacher
may continue to instruct the disciple who had been reminded of the definition of the
Supreme Self) Who is called ether; Who is an entity other than name and form; Who is
characterized as incorporeal, not gross, untouched by sin, and so forth; who is not the
least contaminated by any of the attributes of phenomenal existence; Who is Brahman
present to intuition, not hidden; who is the Spirit indwelling the entire sentiment and
non-sentient world; Who witnesses, hears, reflects and cognizes, but is never the object
of sight, hearing, reflection, or cognition; Whose true nature is permanent
Consciousness; Who is pure knowledge itself without interior or exterior; Who has
filled everywhere like the spacial ether; Whose power is infinite; who is the self of all;
who is beyond hunger, thirst, and the rest; and who is ever manifest—He, by His mere
existence, by means of His incomprehensible potencies, develops name and form which
had been latent in Him; which are altogether different from Himself in their nature;
which are the germ of the universe; which have no basis other than Himself, and yet
cannot be defined whether they are He himself or different from Him; and which
constitute the objects of His cognition. These, name and form (or thoughts and things),
which were not manifest before, and which were manifested subsequently, proceeded
from the Atman, described above, and became the name and form of spacial ether. And
that primordial cosmic constituent (or great element), called ether, rose from the
Paramatman in the manner stated just now, as foam, which is an impurity, emerges
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from pure, limpid water. Foam is not water, nor is it wholly different?¢> from it; for it is
not to be found where there is no water. On the other hand, clear water is quite
different from foam which is but an impurity. Similarly, the pure, serene, Supreme Self
is quite other than name and form which take the place of foam in the illustration. It is
the name and form, comparable to foam, which became what is designated as ether and
its form, when it developed from a previous unmanifested state to a subsequent
manifested one. Name and form evolving into grosser and grosser states in progressive
order, the succeeding one springing from the preceding one, became the essential air,
tire, water, and earth; and in the same order of succession, by the inter-penetration of
the preceding ones into succeeding ones, the five cosmic constituents down to earth
were produced; and hence the earth is endowed with the qualities of all the five. Herbs,
such as paddy and barley, are produced from earth compounded of all the five cosmic
constituents. From them, eatern by man as food, is generated Lohita (egg) and Sukla
(sperm) in the female and male bodies, which, as a result of the instinct of sex2%, is
brought out, sanctified by sacred utterances, and scattered in the womb, at the time of
menstruation. Growing by the ingress of the secretions of the mother’s body, what had
been an embryo develops into a child, and is delivered in the ninth or tenth month.
What is born has now received a name and form, and it is sanctified by means of sacred
formulas employed at the performance of the specific rites occasioned by the birth, and
so forth. Sanctified, again, by the investure of the Yagnopavita (sacred thread) at the
commencement of Studentship, that receives the designation of a Brahmacharin. The
same body is called a householder when it undergoes the sanctifying rite concomitant
with marriage. That again receives the name of a hermit dwelling in the forest by virtue
of the ceremonies attendant upon its entry into that?¢” stage of life. Once more that
itself comes to possess the name of a Parivart, wandering Sannyasi, by undergoing
ceremonies leading to a cessation from works enjoined by the Scriptures. The body
associated with various births, families and sanctifying rites, is thus different from you.
That the essential nature of the mind and the senses is also but name and form is known
from Sruti texts.268

And now as to the question: How is that I am different from birth, family, and
sanctifying rites? the reply is this: The same One, Who is the cause of the unfoldment of
name and form, Whose characteristics are different from that of name and form, and
Who is devoid of all connection with sanctifying ceremonies, having evolved name and
form, created this body, and Himself entered into it (which is but a name and a form)
Himself seeing though unseen by others, Himself hearing without being heard, Himself
reflecting without being reflected upon, Himself cognizing without being cognized —as
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stated in the text, “The Wise One Who having divided all forms and having given all
names, remains speaking with those names.” There are numerous Sruti texts conveying
the same meaning.

(3)  Dis: I, a transmigratory soul subjected to ignorance, happiness, and misery, am
one, He, the Divinity transcending phenomenal existence and entirely different from me
in nature, is quite another; and I am harbouring the eager wish to cross the ocean of
birth and death by worshipping and bowing down to Him, by making oblations and
offerings to Him, by observing the duties pertaining to my class and stage of life, and by
similar other possible means. I am He Himself! —how can that be?

Guru: You ought not, my dear, to regard it so; because a doctrine of difference is
forbidden (in the Scriptures). If it is urged why it is so, in answer the following and
other Sruti texts may?%® be cited: “He who worships another god thinking, “He is one
and I am another” does not?”? know,” “The Brahman ousts one who knows Him as
different from the Self.”, “He goes from death to death who sees difference, as it were,
in It.” And these very Srutis show that continuation of transmigratory existence is the
result of accepting difference. That, on the other hand, liberation results only by ceasing
to perceive difference is borne out by a multitude of Sruti texts; for example, the
statements, “That is the Self, Thou art That”, A man who has a teacher knows Brahman,
and that a knower of Brahman has to wait only so long as he is not merged in Brahman”
assert that the individual Self is no other than Brahman. That transmigratory existence
comes to an absolute cessation in the case of one who is prompted by the truth that
there is no difference, is illustrated by the example of one who was not a thief and who
did not get burnt (by grasping a heated hatchet). The person who is prompted by the
false notion that difference is true, as he perceives difference, continues to be in
mundane condition; this is illustrated by the example of the thief who got burnt. The
text commencing with “Whatever these creatures are here, whether a tiger..” after
asserting that by perceiving non-difference “he becomes Svarat or Brahman”, proceeds
to state in the sequel that by the perception of difference, on the contrary, one goes the
round of birth, activity, and death, as corroborated by the text “But those who think
differently from this live in perishable regions and have other beings for their rulers.”
Such statements are found in every branch of the Veda. It was therefore certainly
wrong on your part to have stated that you are the son of a Brahmana, that you belong
to such and such a family, that you are subjected to transmigration, and that you are
quite different from the Supreme Self.

That being so, perception of difference is forbidden with?”! reason; performance
of religious and temporal works have scope only so long as there is the perception of
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difference; Yajnopavita and the rest are accessories of religious work; it must, therefore,
be understood that on the attainment of identity with Paramatman one is debarred from
the accessories imposed by religious works; for religious works and their accessories
such as Yajnopavita and the rest go counter to the perception of identity with
Paramatman. Only those who are still bound to the conditions of earthly life are
commanded to perform sacrificial duties and do have Yagnopavita and the rest, and not
one who does not behold himself to be other than the Supreme Self; and (even in
respect of the former) a distinction from Paramatman (which affords the ground for the
performance of religious and temporal works) is true only in as much as he perceives
himself to be different from Him.

If religious works were obligatory and if they were not to be discontinued, the
Sruti would neither have declared the identity of one’s Self with the Supreme Self,
unrelated to the means of religious works and their conditions such as class and stage in
social life, in unambiguous sentences such as “That is the Self, thou art That,” nor
would it have disparaged the perception of difference in clauses such as the following
and others: “This is the eternal glory of a knower of Brahman” and “...untouched by
good work and untouched by evil work,” and “Here a thief becomes no thief,”

If religious and temporal works and their accessories, Yajnopavita and the like,
were not desired to have been renounced, it would not have been stated that the
essential nature of the Self is in no way connected with religious works and conditions
required by them such as a particular social class and the rest. Hence it follows that
religious and temporal works, together with their accessories, must be laid aside by one
who is eager for liberation, as they are not in agreement with?’2 the realisation of
identity with Paramatman. It must, therefore, be acknowledged that the individual Self
is none other than the Supreme Self defined in the Sruti in the aforesaid manner. Dis:
Revered Sir, I directly perceive the painful sensation when the body is being burned or
wounded; and the misery caused by hunger and the like, too, is directly perceived. It is
mentioned in all Srutis and Smritis that this Supreme Self is beyond sin, free from old
age, from death and grief, from hunger and thirst, and without any smell or taste. How
can I, so entirely different from the Supreme Self and possessing several phenomenal
attributes, possibly accept the Paramatman to be the Atman, and myself, a poor
transmigratory being, to be the Paramatman? I may, then, very well admit that fire is
cool! Being one in the realm of birth, and death, and consequently entitled to
accomplish all prosperity in this world and in the next, as well as the supreme end of
life (i.e. liberation) how can I discard sacrificial duties that bring about these result and
their requisite conditions such as Yajnopavita and the like?

Guru: You have stated that when the body is subjected to heat, or wounded, you
perceive pain directly; that is not true. Why? One perceives the painful sensation,
caused by burning or cutting, in the object of perception, namely, the burn or the cut in
the body which is quite another like the tree burnt or cut. So burning and the rest and
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the sensation of paid produced by them have their location in the same place. Only
where a burn or cut is made, people point out the paid caused by them, and not in the
perceiver of those sensations. To explain: when one is asked where is your pain, one
replies: The pain is in my head, or in the chest, or in the stomach. Where is the burning
sensation and the rest—to that place alone he points out, and not to the perceiver of
those sensations. If either the pain or its causes, such as burn, were in the perceiver
one?”> would have pointed out to him in order to locate them, just as he would point
out to the body where the burning was caused.

The Self, i.e. the perceiver, cannot be perceived even as the colour of the eye is
not seen by the same eye. Hence, as burn, cut, end the rest, and sensation of pain, are
perceived to co-exist at the same place, it follows that the latter also is only an object like
the former; and since it is of the nature of an activity, like the cooking of rice, it must
have a basis to abide. Reminiscent impressions of pain have the same substratum as
that of the sensation of pain for the reason that they are perceived only at a time when
memory is possible, i.e. when one is awake and is not in deep sleep. The aversion
regarding the sensation of pain and its causes also have the same basis as that of
reminiscent impressions. There is an old authority testifying to this fact: “Attachment,
aversion, and fear have the same locus as that of reminiscent impression; they are
apprehended in the intellect; therefore the cognizing Self is ever pure and fearless.”
(vide Metrical Part, Topic, 15: verse 13).

The question may arise here: What when is the locus of the reminiscent
impressions and so forth, and colour and the rest? To this the reply is given: The same
as that of desire and the rest. If it is further enquired where desire and the rest are
located, it must be known on the strength of the Sruti text, “Desire, deliberation,
doubt..” that they are in the intellect and nowhere else. Reminiscent impressions and
the rest, as well as colour and the like, also have their bases in that itself, as it is declared
in the Sruti,—“On what do colours rest? —On the heart (intellect)” Thus it is evident
from a collection of Sruti Texts, such as “...desires that dwell in his heart...”, “for he is
then beyond all the woes of his heart...”, “...(for this Infinite Being) is then unattached.”
“That is his form—beyond?# desires; and Smriti passages like “It is said to be
changeless” “..because it is beginningless and without attributes” —which declare that
like, dislike, and so forth are the attributes of the embodiment and not of the embodied
Self; —that impurity pertains to the object and not to the subjective Self. Because you
are not contaminated by colour and so forth, and reminiscent impressions and the rest,
and because there is no conflict with the means of valid knowledge such as perception,
therefore you are not other than the Supreme Self; and it is also reasonable to
acknowledge: I am the Supreme Self and none else.
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The following Sruti and Smriti texts establish that you are Atman the one only, to
wit, the Supreme Reality entirely free from every phenomenal attribute.

(4)  Dis: Revered Sir, if the Atman who is without interior or exterior, who is both
within and without, who is unoriginated, who is altogether a mass of pure intelligence
like a lump of salt, and who is devoid of all the various forms, is of only one tenor, like
the spacial ether, what is it that is observed in ordinary usage and revealed in Scriptures
as what is to be accomplished, their appropriate means, and the accomplishers related
with the various accomplishments—for they are thoroughly established by Sruti and
Smriti texts as well as by ordinary parlance—, and made, subject-matter of contention
among a host of rival disputants holding different views?

Guru: All that we observe or learn from Srutis—ends realized, means of
realization and persons who realize —are products of nescience. But in reality, there is
only one, the Atman, who untruly appears more than one, just as the moon appears
more than one to a person affected by amaurosis.

(5)  It??is clearly learnt that duality (constituting of the perceiver and the perceived)
is the offspring of nescience.

Dis: If that be so, why mention is made in the Sruti texts about diverse ends that
are sought to be attained, their means, end so forth, as well as origination and
dissolution of the universe?

Guru: One who is still in the sphere of nescience, who accepts the difference of
body and the rest, who considers himself destined to be united with what is approved
of and what is disliked, who does not possess the knowledge to distinguish the means
of securing what he desires and avoiding what he dislikes, merely with the aid of
requisite means, and who is at the same time eager to do so—to remove gradually the
ignorance of such a person regarding them is the purport of the Scriptures, and not to
enunciate the distinction between means, ends, and so forth; for, that difference
constitutes phenomenal existence which is held to be totally undesirable. By
demonstrating the conclusion that origination and dissolution and the rest are but One,
the Scripture eradicates the cyclic round of birth, action, and death—in other words,
perception of difference or nescience. And when nescience is rooted out with the aid of
Sruti, Smriti, and reasoning, the seer of the Supreme Truth becomes firmly and finally
established in the one cognition that he is the Supreme Self and none else, who is
without interior or exterior, who is within and without, Who is unoriginated, who is
pure Consciousness like a lump of salt, and who is all-filling like the spatial ether; and
quite reasonably then there is not in Him the least taint associated with the difference
between ends, means, origination, dissolution, and the rest.

And now those who wish to realize the Supreme Reality must rise above the
desire to have sons, wealth and new worlds, and so forth, which are described?7¢ in a
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tivefold manner and which are the outcome of the conceit of class and stage in the social
order and so forth; for such conceit is opposed to true Knowledge. It is therefore quite
intelligible why the perception of difference is prohibited in the Sruti texts. For when
the conviction is generated by verbal testimony and?”” reasoning that the one Atman is
known by negating name and form?”8 phenomenal being, there cannot exist side by side
with it a knowledge contrary to it. None can think of chillness in fire, or freedom from
old age and immortality in regard to the perishable body. The conclusion is therefore
settled that one who is established in the intuition of the Supreme Reality shall
inwardly or mentally?” give up all temporal and sacrificial duties and their accessories
like the Yajnopavita and the rest; for their presence can be accounted for only as an
effect of nescience.

JOHN MACMURRAY: THE BOUNDARIES OF SCIENCE.

1. When an eminent scientist, like Professor Eddington, writes a book which
attempts to estimate what contribution physical science has made to our knowledge of
the real nature of the physical world, he is not writing science, but philosophy. The
views which he expresses are not reached by the use of the methods of physical science,
in which he is a master, but by some of the methods which philosophers are
accustomed to employ.

2. The philosophy of science requires to be based upon considerations of the
relation of scientific experience to other aspects of experience. It is probable, here, that a
physicist will give too little weight to the conclusions of biological or psychological
science, and that the scientist will give too little weight to experience of the physical
world which is not the result of scientific investigation.

This may be enough to suggest what the business of a philosophy of science is. It
is not a scientific task.280 The philosophy of science is not concerned at all with the
scientific validity of or scientific theories. But it is concerned with the business of
relating science as a whole to the other parts and aspects of common human experience.
It has to attempt to integrate science with aspects of experience which are not scientific.

3. But such an account would not be complete without a treatment of the inner
conditions which must be present before science can arise and develop. As it is this
aspect of the question which throws most light upon the philosophy of the
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psychological sciences we must treat it a little more fully. The attitude of mind which
was characteristic of the Middle Ages could not have produced science. It had no
interest in doing so. Mediaeval society did not want scientific questions asked and
answered because it had no intention of modifying the traditional forms of social life.
Its interests were conservative. No society will really be interested in getting certain
questions answered unless they have a practical importance of some kind. No doubt
natural curiosity at all times makes us ask questions and seek to answer them merely
for the sake of doing so. But such a natural curiosity will never give rise to science or
indeed to any sustained effort of serious thought that is characteristic of a particular
society. Some practical necessity of asking these particular questions in these particular
circumstances must provide the incentive. The mediaeval world was a traditional
society. It lived by custom and habit. It assumed, therefore, that the right way to do
anything was the traditional way, the way it had always done. Its intentional life was
conservative. This reference to intention is important, because science is an intentional
activity. Scientific knowledge cannot happen to people.?8! It can only result from a
deliberate effort and the deliberate effort must be a social one because science, unlike
art, is only possible through a continuity of co-operation. In other words, the inner
condition of science is the intention to produce it, and the intention to produce science
is a particular aspect of the intention to achieve progress. Sociologically, therefore, the
inner condition of the appearance of science as a feature of the life of a particular society
is that the society should have formed the intention of progress. In the mediaeval
world this intention was absent. The intentional life of society was concerned with the
maintenance of custom and authority. Before society can produce science there must be
socially effective group of people who have abandoned the outlook that finds its canons
of rightness in the wisdom of the past, and replaced it by an attitude which is
determined to make the future better than the past. Until people feel that the right way
to do things is to do them better than they have ever been done, the idea of progress
and the intention to progress are unthinkable. Science is necessarily a function of a
progressive society. It is, indeed, the reflective aspect of a progressive intention. It can
only occur in a society which feels that it can live its social life better than its
predecessors, and is prepared to make the attempt. The sardonic conservative, no
doubt will ask, “How do you propose to set about it?” To that the primary answer
must be: “We don’t know, but we are going to find out.” The effort to find out is the
production of science.

4. People will never set out to discover things unless they have first become
convinced of their own ignorance. A doubt of the validity of the old forms of
knowledge is a precondition of the effort to produce new ones. This psychological
condition we must relate to the external condition by reminding ourselves that people
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will never discover?? that they do not know something until they have discovered that
they cannot do something which they desire to do. Equally, they will never discover
that they cannot do something unless they want to do something different from what
they are accustomed to do. The social condition for the origin of science is that a
particular society wants to strike out upon a new path in its social behaviour instead of
to maintain its traditional form of behaving.

5. This involved the feeling that their own way of living was not as good as it might
be, and that the beliefs which held their minds were not as true as they might be. In this
way the ideas of duty and of practical goodness ceased to sustain custom and became
associated with experiment. People began increasingly to realize their ignorance and
their limitations, and to feel that the proper mode of human life lay in the effort to
change their customary habits of life and thought in order to achieve higher and better
forms both of life and of knowledge.

6. Science is not a mere account of our observations. It is the result of our efforts to
understand. In a word, science is something that we create, deliberately and
purposively. It is what we make it. The purpose for which we create it must determine,
to an appreciable extent, how we apprehend the facts, what facts our observation selects
as important, and how we deal with these selected facts in order to achieve our
purpose. There can be no doubt that science is not independent of the human mind and
that, therefore, the character of the knowledge which science provides is partly
determined by our own psychology.

Of the modern philosophers, the one who above all others realized the problem
that this presents was Immanuel Kant,

7. Kant was convinced that knowledge is created by the spontaneity of the mind,
by that productive imagination?8? which he described as a blind art hid in the depths of
the soul. To use the language of modern psychology, Kant realized that all our
knowledge, including especially our scientific knowledge, is the product of fantasy. His
greatness consisted in the fact that he realized the problem which this recognition
involves. If we invent our knowledge, what right have we to call it knowledge? For
knowledge is by definition the receptivity and not the spontaneity of the mind. The
pure spontaneity of the mind is art, not science. If science is the creation of the human
imagination, how can it be more than a modern mythology?

That science is the product of human imagination is certainly true from the
psychological point of view. Consider, for example, the part played by mathematics in
the physical sciences. The physicist is not content until his discovery can be expressed
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in a mathematical formula. Now, scientific formulae do not grow on goose-berry
bushes. They are not to be discovered in the external world. Mathematics, from
beginning to end, is an invention of the human mind. It belongs to the subjective field.
In so far as physics consits in a set of mathematical formulae, it is something invented
by human minds. When scientists describe a natural object as a collection of electrons
moving in a field of electrical energy, they are clearly imagining something that neither
they nor any one else has ever seen. If the physicist maintains that the world which we
observe is not so solid and massive as we imagine it to be, what he really means is that
the world as he imagines it is not so massive and solid as we see it and feel it. He is
setting the construction of the scientific imagination against the observed facts. He is
holding that the real world cannot be observed but only imagined. This other world
that science has created for us, is in fact, much more unlike the familiar?%¢ world which
we observe than any of the other worlds that the fantasy of the religious mythologists of
earlier ages ever produced. This is one thing that Kant realized about science. The
scientist sets out with the conviction that there is something in the world that we don’t
know. He tries to discover it, and so to bring it within the charmed circle of our
experience. Yet instead of doing this, he succeeds only in inventing a new mathematical
formula. This formula is an invention. Kant’s question is, “if we invent our scientific
knowledge, what right have we to call it knowledge? How is it distinguished from
imaginative fiction?”

This observation, however, only concerns the construction of theories for the
understanding of the observed facts. Kant saw that the imagination plays a large part
not merely in the construction of theory but in the observation of the fact itself. What
we call our experience of facts is much more largely the work of our imagination than
we ordinarily suppose. At the very least it depends to a great extent upon memory.

The significance of this can best be revealed by an illustration. Suppose, then,
that when I come into a room I see a blue vase standing on the edge of the table. I go up
to the table and stand there looking down at the vase. Then I turn away, and in turning
round I brush against the vase and knock it off the table. It falls to the ground and it
breaks. Suppose that someone hears the crash and calls out to ask what has happened.
I shall reply that in turning round I knocked the blue vase off the table and broke it.
Now, let us be philosophical and ask how I know that I knocked the vase off the table
and broke it. The answer will surely be that I know it as a matter of direct personal
observation. Itis a part of my own experience. I did it and I know what I did. What if I
am pressed to be very exact and give a psychological account of that experience? I shall
find how small a part?® direct observation has to do with it. How much of what I
express by saying that I knocked the vase off the table and broke it is a matter of direct
sensory observation? First I had a visual sensation. I express it by saying, “I saw a blue

284 264
JOHN MACMURRAY: THE BOUNDARIES OF SCIENCE
285 265
JOHN MACMURRAY: THE BOUNDARIES OF SCIENCE



vase on the table.” Perhaps it might be questioned whether I have any right to say this
instead of saying that I had a visual sensation of a blue shape. But we may ignore these
refinements. What is certain is that when I turned round the vase disappeared, I no
longer saw in on the table. The next direct sensory experience was a slight sensation of
pressure on my elbow. That sensation was quite momentary. A second later, I
experienced a sensation of sound. That is sense-datum number three. On hearing the
sound I turned round quickly and I saw instead of a blue vase on the table some pieces
of blue and white china on the floor. At the most, it would seem, I have four separate
and discrete sense intimations about what happened. There are two visual sensations, a
sensation of pressure, and a sensation of sound. Three of them have no inherent
relation of any kind to one another. What is there that is common to a sound, a colour,
and a feeling of pressure? Nothing at all; they are just completely and finally different
and unrelated. The only thing that they have in common is that they all happened to
me. On this slender basis of four different sensations I have managed to construct a
connected little story about a vase on the table which I knocked off the table and broke.
This is a simple example of what we call the direct observation of facts. It is easy to see
that the greater part of it is the work of our imagination which pieces together a few
fragments of direct sensory experience by filling up the gaps between them so as to
produce a story that hangs together. That in principle it is the imagination which does
it can be easily seen. If I ask myself what I mean when I say that the?8 vase fell to the
floor, when as a matter of fact I did not see it fall, I shall have to answer that I mean that
if I had been looking in the right direction midway between the time when I felt the
pressure on my elbow and heard the crash I would have seen the vase midway between
the top of the table and the floor. In other words, when I say that the vase fell to the
floor, I am imagining what I would have seen if I had been looking, in order to link up
my two visual sensations of the vase on the table and the fragments of china on the
floor, with a series of imagined sensations. If we then generalize this simple case, we
can see that the whole of our direct sensory experience is merely a set of more or less
discrete and inherently unrelated fragments, out of which by means of imagination we
construct what we call the world of observed facts. Indeed, what we usually mean by
“the world” is little more than our imagination of what we would see and hear and feel
if we were everywhere at once, seeing and hearing and feeling everything all the time.

If this is true, what can I mean by saying that this elaborate construction for
which my imagination is responsible is knowledge? perhaps the simplest answer would
be that in calling it knowledge I mean that any one else would see and hear and feel in
the same way that I do under the same conditions; that other people can see what I have
to imagine and that, where we all are compelled to pass beyond the limits of
observation, there is some necessity which compels us to imagine the same things in the
same way.
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This answer, however, even if it is satisfactory, is highly abstract and general.
The question remains how we are to discover whether the imaginary constructions that
we make on any particular occasion are true or false. How are we to distinguish
between fact and fiction, if both fact and fiction are the products of the same activity of
imaginary construction? So long as?” we are only worried about theories we can
comfort outselves by saying that they can be tested by observation. But when we
realize, as Kant did, that the observation itself is largely an imaginary construction we
have to go deeper.

8. What is important in Kant’s analysis of experience is his realization of the extent
to which our knowledge, even when it is based upon direct sensory experience, is a
product of the activity of the imagination. When we realize this, we realize that the
limits of our control of the constructive activities of the mind must be limits for science.
This explains why it is a fundamental principle of scientific method to exclude from
consideration whatever cannot be verified by observation and experiment. So soon as
our minds pass beyond the limits of what can be verified in this way, we have no longer
any means of distinguishing between reality and fiction. The imagination can carry its
constructive spontaneity far beyond the bounds of possible experience. The difficulty is
not to construct systems of belief. That is all to easy. The difficulty is to find any means
of distinguishing between different constructions in a way that will guarantee truth.
From a psychological point of view there is no inner distinction between a construction
that is true and a construction that is false. All of them are alike fictions in the strict
sense of the term. To distinguish those that are merely fictions from those that
constitute knowledge there must be an appeal to something other than the reflective
activities of the mind. If ideas are to be knowledge there must be a reference from ideas
to reality, and this reference as Kant has shown, is not to be found in sense-perception
alone. The appeal must be from the field of experience in which we are dealing with
ideas to the field in which we are dealing with real things, that is to say the field of
action. Where?® that appeal is impossible, our systems of belief remain speculative.
They are not merely hypotheses but hypotheses which it is impossible to test. Scientific
knowledge is necessarily confined within the limits of that which can be verified in the
tield of practical experience through observation and experiment.

This limitation, however, is one which is shared in some sense by all our
knowledge whether it is scientific or not. There is another limitation which we must
proceed to notice. If we are to observe and understand anything in a scientific way;, it is
essential that our activity of observing and understanding should not alter it. Our
purpose is to discover what the object is and how it behaves; it is not to make it
different or to interfere with its behaviour
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9. It is a postulate of scientific knowledge that the activities of knowing should not
alter the object which is being known. This postulate cannot be granted if the object is
myself, for when I try to know myself my activities of knowing do necessarily alter me.
I cannot first achieve an understanding of myself and then use the understanding I have
gained to change myself. Because the activities of understanding are themselves
changes in me. The very intention to understand is an intention to change my mind.
This is true in every field of scientific research. It only becomes a problem for the
scientist when his mind is the object or part of the object which he is seeking to
understand. Scientific enquiry seems to demand that there shall be a real object quite
independent of the investigator and that it must stand in certain relations to other
objects independent of him. It assumes that what happens to the object and how it
behaves depend upon its properties and its relations to other objects in accordance with
objective laws. This puts the scientist in a dilemma when he undertakes the
investigation of human behaviour. He is involved?® in investigating his own
behaviour, but his postulates compel him to consider it as something real which is
independent of himself. How can his own behaviour be independent of him? If it can
be, what can be meant by calling it his behaviour?

10.  Scientists, surely, are not trying to satisfy their private curiosity but are following
a desire to take part in a human task with ends and effects which pass far beyond their
private interests and to which an intelligent man can honourably and serviceably
devote his life. The urge which maintains scientific research is surely not to be
accounted for by a mere reference to animal instincts. It demands a recognition of
rational purpose. To understand science sociologically we must determine the social
purpose which is clearly embodied in its development. We must consider the social
function of science.

11.  The social motive which sustains science must be looked for not in the theoretical
field but in the field of practical social needs. It is surely obvious that the purpose
which expresses itself in the creation and development of science rises and can only
arise from the recognition that science enables us to do things that we want to do and
which cannot be done without it. Science serves human society by helping it to live the
kind of social life that it wishes for, and which it could not achieve without science.

12.  Society has its scientists, encourages and supports them, because it needs them
for very sound and urgent practical reasons. Beyond a certain level of civilization
science becomes one of the necessities of life.

This is to say that from the point of view of society science is a means to an end.
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13. It implies that the social motive which has created and sustained scientific
research arises from our need to discover how to use the means at our disposal in the
world to the best possible advantage.?® The motivation of science is ultimately
concerned with the provision of technique.

13.  The kind of questions which science is designed to answer are questions which
arise when we are considering the means of doing something, and not the kind of
questions which arise when we are considering what is worth doing. Science, in the last
analysis, is knowledge of how to use the means at our disposal to achieve our purposes.
It is not knowledge of what purposes are good.

14.  The question, “whose beliefs are true” has been resolved into the question,
“Which of us is physiologically the healthier?”

15.  The Freudian theory of religion maintains that it is an illusory form of human
behaviour, which provides through the operation of fantasy imaginary satisfaction for
repressed tendencies in the human psyche. The beliefs to which this activity of fantasy
gives rise are not true beliefs. Their function, indeed, is not to satisfy a desire for
knowledge but to provide a substitute in imagination for the satisfaction of impulses
which cannot be satisfied objectively and which are accordingly suppressed from
consciousness.

16.  Cures of neuroses which are the main verification of psycho-analytic theory are
to be found in many forms of religion as the result of the acceptance of religious beliefs
which are considered by most people nowadays, including religious people, to be
illusory. The psychologist may reply that the verifications produced by religious
people are as illusory as the beliefs that they verify. Yet this is precisely the kind of
argument that the scientific psycho-analysts have had to meet from their opponents.
They have pointed to the cures they have effected, as evidence of the truth of their
theory, and their opponents have replied that the verification is illusory. Even if it is
admitted that the patient now behaves more normally, that only proves that what he
now believes produces results?! in his behaviour which are more satisfactory to himself
and to other people. This does not prove that what he now believes is true, and
certainly it does not prove that what the psycho-analyst believes is true. It is always
possible to find illusory verifications for illusory beliefs.

17.  If all beliefs are illusory, then the belief that all beliefs are illusory must be itself
illusory. There is no longer any meaning to be attached to the distinction between true
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and false. Consequently, it is quite useless to ask questions and try to answer them,
because no answer could be of any more value than another.

18.  He is compelled to adopt an objective attitude and to arrive at his conclusions by
inference from what he can observe and what the patient can tell him. The patient
therefore must adopt the same attitude to his own behaviour.

19.  This will lead us to look upon the whole of our conscious behaviour as a sort of
superstructure built up by the unconscious to achieve unconscious ends.

20.  There is a discrepancy between a scientist’s description of any material object
and any ordinary description of it. The common-sense description of a table represents
it as a solid, static object. The scientific description represents it as consisting of minute
particles at relatively great distances from one another, and all in perpetual and rapid
movement. These two descriptions clearly contradictory; so much so that one finds
scientists talking as if there were two tables, the scientific table and the perceived table,
and one finds philosophers arguing the question which of these two tables is the real
table. Yet the presupposition of all this is that both are descriptions of one and the same
table and that there are not two tables but one. If, for example, we adopted the
conclusion that the scientist’s table was the real one, we could not also maintain that the
scientist’s description was the true description?? of the table we see. Yet, the scientist’s
description of the table claims to be valid because it is based upon observed fact, and in
this case the observed fact is what is expressed in the common-sense description.

@@ D.S. GORDON in “The Hindu” on SNAKES

1. According to Hindu mythology, the entire globe is supported, not upon the
shoulders of the mighty giant Atlas as the Greeks had imagined, but upon the raised
head of a huge serpent. In several other Puranic stories, too, the snake is a frequent and
an honoured character. Snake-worship has been an ancient cult not only among many
other races all the world over.

2. The snake is the most intelligent of reptiles, and some of the species contain the
most violent of poisons known to man. Snakes change their coat from time to time, and
in this they seem to suggest re-birth, or at least, rejuvenation.

3. One of the most ancient developments in snake-lore is the association of this
reptile with matters of sex. In India sculptured figures of twined snakes are a very
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common phallic symbol to be found on many a road-side shrine. In many other phallic
cults too, the snake is given a unique place.

M. HIRTYANNA in INDIAN PHITL.OS.CONGRESS 1936

1. It is this oneness which the disciple should discover through his own experience,
if he is to realise the highest reality; and he cannot obviously do so by neglecting others.
This shows that his attitude towards the environment can not be negative. On the other
hand it necessitates the cultivation of universal love, not in the sense of love for others
as others but as oneself. This conduct becomes spontaneous. The moral striving which
marks the lower stages is once for all left behind, but the elimination of strife does not
mean the elimination of action. Fruition does not mean rest, although activity is now
not directed towards any personal end.

SWAMI?2% ISWARANANDA: “VEDANTIC VIEW OF SLEEP.”"

1. Deep sleep is looked upon by most people as of little or no meaning or
significance, except it be that it has a biological value as giving rest to the tired out
psycho-physical organisms to recuperate itself. Modern psychologists have paid little
attention to this every day phenomenon and those among them who have studied it,
have tried to understand it only in its physiological aspect. Western thinkers have
confined themselves to the data of waking experience for their philosophy. But the
thinkers of the Upanishadic period have taken all the three states of waking, dream and
sleep for their philosophising and they have read a deep meaning into the state of
sushupti or deep sleep which has escaped the attention of many a philosopher.

It is easy to understand dreamless sleep as a state of ignorance. We all describe it
in the waking state in the words “I knew nothing in sleep.” We conclude it to be a state
of darkness or Tamas, in which we are overpowered by Avidya or nescience in its
densest form and that is why nothing is known in sushupti. It is further believed to be a
state which contains in itself the experiences of the waking and dream states in their
seed form, beejavasta.

2. According to Vedanta we are always Brahman, in the waking and dreaming
states as much as in the deep sleep state, but the Upanisads have singled out the
Sushupti as the state where we are free from Upadhis (limiting adjuncts) set up by
Avidya in the waking and dream states, and are said to attain to Brahman. They could
as well have told us that we attain to Brahman in the waking and dream states in the
sense that we are Brahman even in these states, instead they point only to the Sushupti
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in which we are said to attain to Brahman. Hence there is a particular significance in
the choice of the state to instruct us in Brahmavidya.

That?** the Upanishadic thinkers considered Sushupti in terms of the highest
value can be easily grasped by the fact that in Chhandogya 8.3.2 deep sleep is compared
to walking over a treasure of gold over which we pass up and down every day of our
life without suspecting that something of inestimable value is there and so we do not
get the benefit of it.

3. The students of Philosophy in Europe and America will learn with not a little
surprise that the commonest of all experiences common to all mankind, nevertheless
neglected as of no consequence in the world of philosophical enquiry, has been the
subject of profound thought and keen analysis by the ancient thinkers of India who
have produced the Upanishads of the Hindus and has been the basis of the metaphysics
of the Vedanta. According to the Vedanta it is this experience viz. deep sleep which
leads to the knowledge of reality. It is the contention of this philosophy that the
Absolute is not an abstraction of thought but is that which is suggested by this
experience. The spiritual nondualism of the Vedanta which has fascinated the intellect
of great thinkers in all lands is not a matter of mere speculation but is a fact of
demonstrated truth and the evidence for it is supplied by the experience of dreamless
sleep.

The Upanishadic lore has it that when this philosophy of deep sleep was first
offered as the clue to the knowledge of Brahman, the basic reality of the world of
phenomena and which is no other than the Self or Atman of all beings, it was hotly
disputed and was admitted only after a good deal of resistance on the part of the
students who were puzzled at the extreme simplicity of the procedure. One student is
said to have repeatedly protested, “I see no good in this’.”

But the teacher was equally obdurate and said “I will explain to you this alone.”
Indeed, it is the doubtful relevency of this commonplace experience being raised to the
status of sufficient evidence?® for a grand philosophical conclusion that has baffled the
students of this subject. The human mind has a weakness for mystery and involved
and complex reasoning. A lurking suspicion haunts the mind of man that truth is to be
had in the technicalities of logic and complex system of building. Later philosophers,
rather, theologians, in India have succumbed to this unnecessary complexity and have
thereby compromised over the bold and straight-forward teachings of the Upanishads
and tried to cover up the naked truths therein by sophisticated explanations and
thereby had to take refuge in the twilights of mysticism as evidence for their
conclusions. However, it was the good fortune of humanity that there was at least one
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philosopher in India, Sankara the redoubtable champion of non-dualism, who, while
occasionally making concessions to the unthinking and half-thinking conservatism of
the man in the street and of the theologian, where the context did not demand the
conclusion of philosophical thinking, did preserve for posterity the original meaning of
the upanishadic thinkers in language indubitable; and without fear or hesitation taught
the grandest of all truths in the simplest of language.

There are about half a dozen sections in the Upanishads commented on by
Sankara dealing with the topic of dreamless sleep in which uniform conclusions have
been pronounced as to the true nature of deep sleep and as to its great importance in
the search after the highest metaphysical truth.

4. To get the Vedantic account of sleep we shall survey this time the
Brihadaranyaka 4.3.19 to 4.3.32, which is the most brilliant exposition of the subject in
the Upanishads. In introducing the 19 Sankara says that the Samprasada, the serene self
of deep sleep, is now shown to be completely non-attached (asamya), that this section
dealing with deep sleep is intended to show that the?% self is externally free, pure and
aware.

5. The introduction to the next mantra, 20 tells us that this section is intended to
adduce proof that avidya is agantuka, that which comes and departs, foreign to the
nature of the self and thereby demonstrates that liberation (Moksha) is possible. The
Mantra 20 gives concrete examples of vidya and avidya—“When one feels he is being
killed or overpowered or is being pursued by an elephant or is falling into a pit in the
dream, and whatever fear there is in the waking state, it is due to avidya and when he
thinks “I am all this,” that is his highest state,” —the Atman’s own natural supreme state
(svabhavika), explains Sankara.

What then are vidya and avidya? When prior to this realization of identity with
all (sarvatmabhava) he views the latter as other than himself even by a hair’s breadth,
thinking, ‘this is not myself’ that is the shape of Avidya. When ignorance is eliminated
and knowledge reaches its perfection, the state of identity with all, which is another
name for liberation, is attained.

6. Through pure knowledge a man is identified with all, and through ignorance he
is identified with finite things or separated from something else. He is in conflict with
that from which he is separated, and because of this conflict he is killed, overpowered
or pursued. All this takes place because the results of ignorance, being finite things, are
separated from him. But if he is all, what is there for him from which he may be
separated so as to be in conflict? And in the absence of conflict by whom would he be
killed, overpowered, or pursued? Hence the nature of avidya proves to be this, that it
represents that which is infinite as finite, presents things other than the self that are now
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existent and makes the self appear as limited. Thence arises the desire for that from?°”
which he is separated; desire prompts him to action, which produces results. This is the
gist of the whole passage.

7. It is possible to suggest that the self had become unconscious in deep sleep and
therefore did not know anything in that state. If this hypothesis is not disproved, the
Upanishadic explanation cannot stand indisputably proved. True. But the hypothesis
cannot stand. For, if unconsciousness is something other than consciousness then it
does not belong to consciousness or intelligence which is the very nature of the Self. If,
on the other hand it is said that consciousness and unconsciousness are both different
attributes of the Self and they manifest themselves alternatively, then there must be an
entity different from either of these to be aware of them and that is their self, and it
therefore cannot be unconscious. Consciousness and unconsciousness, being negations
and contraries of each other, neither can it be said that they both constitute the nature of
the Self. If, on the other hand, unconsciousness is its nature, then it could not become
aware of anything else, at any time, including the attribute of consciousness. If an
unconscious entity is known, then it follows that that entity is different from the
knowledge which knows it; the knowledge which knows it does not thereby become
unconscious. Unconsciousness of the conscious is therefore an impossibility. It is
nonsense, pure and simple as “cold heat” or “dark light.” The non-perception of objects
in deep sleep is, therefore, not to be attributed to the loss of consciousness. Then what
is the explanation. It is given in texts 23 to 31.

As introductory to these, Sankara raises an objection and says it is answered by
the text:-“Now the question is, if this intelligence is the very nature of the self like the
heat etc. of fire, how should it, in spite of the unity, give up its nature and fail to know?
And, if it does not give up?8 its nature, how is it that it does not perceive in the state of
profound sleep? It is self-contradictory to say that intelligence is the nature of the Self
and at the same time it does not know. The answer is, it is not self-contradictory, both
these are possible. How?:—Says the Upanishad: “That it does not see in that state is
because although seeing them, it does not see; for the vision of the witness can never be
lost because it is immortal; but there is not that second thing separate from it which it
can see.” This explanation is repeated with regard to hearing, touching, smelling,
tasting, knowing etc. It is not that the functions of hearing, touching etc. are retained in
tact and separate from each other or from the Self as its attributes in deep sleep. The
natural intelligence of the Self manifests itself as these functions when the organs are
present, in the waking state, reflecting into different channels of consciousness or
knowledge such as tasting, smelling etc. The organs themselve