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PREFACE

I delivered the Stephanos Nirmalendu Ghosh Lectures
for 1951 under the auspices of the University of Calcutta in
1952. Although I submitted the manuscripts within a week
of the delivery of the lectures, the University Press has taken
seven long years to publish the same. 1 do not exactly know
the reasons for this unusual delay; in any case, 1 cannot hold
myself responsible for it in any way.

When my book, ** Philosophy of Hindu Sadhana *’ was
published in 1932, I had a desire to deal with Buddhistic and
Jaina Sadhand and also with other religions such as
Christianity and Islam. It has always been my firm
conviction that a comparative study of the great World
Religions is the best way to understand the essence of religion
and to get rid of superstition and [anaticism. I am
immensely grateful to the authorities of the University of
Calcutta for affording me an opportunity of realising my desire
by appointing me Stephanos Nirmalendu Ghosh T.ecturer for
1951.

I have classified religions under three heads:—
(1) Impersonal, (2) Personal and (3) Supra-Personal. 1
have discussed Buddhism, Jainism and Confucianism under
Impersonal Religions. Christianity, Islam and Vaisnavism
have been placed under Personal Religions. Vedantism.
Sufism, Taoism and the Johanine Gospel have been regarded
as belonging to the head of Supra-Personal Religions. 1 have
given the justification of my classification in the appropriate
places and hence do not elaborate the point here.

The present age is pre-eminently the age of Science and
is not the age of Religion. I have attempted to find out the
cause for the modern indifference to religion and have dealt
with its present day opponents. I have discussed the views
of Bertrand Russell, Sigmund Freud and Karl Marx and
have attempted to reply to their objections. Unless the
objections’ to the religious view are successfully met, there is
no use explaining the religious doctrines elaborately, and so



vi PREFACE

I have attempted to defend the religious view criticising
the views of the opponents of religion.

The Supra-Personal Religions have been placed at the
top of the classification and I have made it sufficiently clear
that the stage where the difference between the self and the
not-self, between the subject and the object, is transcended,
where all ‘ why’'s are for ever stopped, where differences
calling for an explanation are overcome, cannot but be
regarded as the ultimate stage, as the climax. It will
perhaps be evident from these pages that I am a supporter
and believer in the Supra-Personal Religions, and that I have
not lost any opportunity of proving the superiority of the
Supra-Personal stage. It will be amusing to know that a
great erudife scholar, a deeply religious soul, a devouf
Vaignava, and for whom I have great admiration and respect
and who was kind enough to read this book in type-script,
wrote to me that I had written the book only to show the
excellence of the Supra-Personal Religions and their
superiority to the Personal Religions. I am sorry I cannot
disclose his name and express my gratitude to him for his
valuable suggestions.

I have everywhere attempted a parallel study of the
great religions and have shown that all the Impersonal
Religions teach almost the same thing. So also is the case
with the Personal and the Supra-Personal Religions. I have
attempted to bring out the bright side of the different
religions and their noble teachings and to ignore their weak
points.

In the last Liecture, I have dealt with the problem
whether there can be one universal religion. The realisation
of the kingdom of spirit is the essence of religion and all the
higher religions agree in their attempt to establish the
kingdom of the spirit. This great realisation, the realisation
of the divinity by the human being, is the universal thing in
religion, and is the one universal religion in the best sense of
the term.

This book may be regarded as a supplement to my
‘ Philosophy of Hindu Sadhani,” and if it is read in that
light, great benefit may be derived from it. Many Theore¥ical
discussions which had to be avoided in the former book have
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been included in it and many practical hints which were
included in the first volume have been omitted here. Some
valuable points from my book ‘‘ Causality and Science '’ and
also from my ‘‘ Studies in the Brhadaranyaka Upanishad '’
published in the ‘‘ Prabuddha Bharat '’ have been given in
this book.

N.K.B.
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THE FUNDAMENTALS OF RELIGION

LECTURE I
Turg FUNDAMENTALS OF RELIGION

Religion is man's attitude towards Reality which is
regarded as something trans-human, something more than
man. There is hardly any race, any people which is devoid
of the sense of religion in some form or other. The sense of
awe or mystic fear seems to be an important ingredient of the .
religious consciousness in almost all the early stages of its
growth. When primitive people are found to worship
higher powers and to offer sacrifices to them, it is the sense
of fear that induces the action. The stronger powers are
propitiated in order that they may not do any harm to those
who worship them. The nature of the powers that are
worshipped is not known in detail, but this much is known
that they are immensely more powerful than human beings
and that the latter have no other alternative but to submit to
them and seek their favour by propitiation.* Even in
early Greek religion, we find that the gods need not observe the
rules of morality and that the code of sexual purity is not to
be applied to them. Moral laws have to be observed by
human beings, but the gods who excel men infinitely in
power and strength have no necessity for observing them.
Gods are arbitrary powers who can do anything they like and
men have to be in constant fear of the gods. The concep-
tion of divine powers as just and merciful, as benevolent and
friendly, is of later growth.

In advanced religions also, the sense of awe is not absent.
God is regarded as infinite, and the difference between man
who is finite and God who is infinite is never forgotten.

1 ‘“Fear is the basis of religious dogma as of so much in human life’”

*‘It is fear of nature that gives rise to religion''.
Bertrand Russell, ‘*What I believe’'—p. 19,
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“How can man, the finite and the contingent, solidly ex-
perience the Abiding and the Infinite?’’.is a question that is
not unoften asked by distinctly religious souls, and even
Baron von Hiigel speaks of a ‘confusedly concrete sense of
the infinite’. It is evident that it is not the primitive sense
of fear of an arbitrary power that is working here. It is not
the dependence of the weaker power on the stronger powers
that is expressed in this sense of contrast between the infinite
and the finite. It is, on the other hand, the sense of awe
that comes from the feeling of the sublime, the feeling of
something infinitely higher in quality. This sense of awe
is aroused by the feeling of one’s own littleness in the
presence of the majestic grandeur of the object which
appears as the ‘Other’, by the feeling of one’s unholiness and
impurity in the presence of the Other that appears as the
boliest of the holies and as purity personified. It is true that
something of the object must be known in order that it may
arouse admiration and worship, but it is to be remembered
that the greater part of it remains uncomprehended and that
this baffling of the finite intellect in the presence of the
Infinite Beyond is what is involved in the sense of the majes-
tic awe that is an essential constituent of the higher religions.
Herbert Spencer’s Absolute is unknowable because the finite
intellect that deals with the relative discovers its imcompetence
when it is sought to be applied to the Absolute. Spencer
finds the essence of religion in this recognition of the transcend-
ing majesty of the Absolute and does not hesitate to proclaim
this agnostic attitude to be the most important and univer-
sal element in the religious consciousness. He regards this
sense of the Infinite Bevond, this sense of the Reality that
is beyond all limitation and finitude, this sensc of the
Absolute that transcends everything relative and evervthing
particular, to be the basic religious consciousness and he
attempts a reconciliation between Religion and Science by
dividing their kingdoms and assigning to the former the un-
knowable and to the latter the knowable. Everything
other than the feeling of the Incomprehensible Infinite is
mere dogma and superstition which conflict with science
because they intrude upon the domain of the latter. Although
Spencer’s views have been criticised vehemently by theolo-
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-gians like John Caird on the ground that by making the
Absolute unknowable, he has dismissed religion altogether
and has maintained the position only with a glaring incon-
sistency, it is to be seriously considered whether higher
agnosticism may not be regarded as the special mark of
advanced religions. When the Upanishads declare, ‘‘He
who thinks he knows it verily knows it not; he who thinks he
has known it not, he knows it. It escapes those who think it
to be completely known; it is within the vision of those who
know it to be incomprehensible’’, they are perhaps giving
vent to an element of higher agnosticism. If the Absolute 1s
not felt as the Transcendent Sublime, as that which surpasses
the mind and the intellect, as that which is something other
than the finite and the relative, it is doubtful whether there
has been a dawning of the real Infinite at all and whether the
spurious Infinite has not been confused with it. The incom-
prehensibility of the Infinite that has been expressed in the
Upanishads repeatedly cannot be interpreted to mean
agnosticism in the lower sense which tends towards atheism,
because there are innumerable texts which leave no doubt
that the Absolute is not only realisable but also that this
realisation is the highest thing, the summum bonum in the
life of man and that this realisation is the most direct, the
most intimate and the clearest and the most distinct revela-
tion. The Absolute is unthinkable (atarkyam), incompre-
hensible (aprameyam) but is also knowledge itself (jfidnam),
knowable and deep-rooted in the hearts of all (jiidnagamyam
hrdi sarvasya dhisthitam).

The sense of fear is present in some degree even when
religion is identified with morality and God is conceived of
as the moral governor of the universe. The reward of the
virtuous and the punishment of the wicked, everlasting
Heaven for the good and eternal damnation or Hell for the
unrighteous, form the basis of the theory of religion. At the
early stages, religion in every country is inseparable from
morality. The commandments of God supply the moral
codes, and whoever follows the commandments is moral and
religious together. Morality at this stage is nothing more
than obedience to the law and the obedience is due more to
the fear of the ruler of this universe who enforces these laws
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than to anything else. An action is moral nct because it is
intrinsically good but because God wills it; more strictly
speaking, the question of intrinsic worth of an action is not
raised at all at this stage. God is no longer the arbitrary and
whimsical despot of the primitive people, it is true, whom
one is to be in constant dread of; but He is still the stern
ruler who enforces the laws without any exception. At this
stage, religion becomes almost a void and morality also
becomes a nullity if the dread of Hell be omitted from the
curriculum. The negative injunctions, the commandments
as to what is not to be done, the Nishedhas, are more power-

ful agents in every religion than the Vidhis or the positive
rules of guidance.

The life of the law, whether we speak of it as the life of
the moral code or the life of the commandment, is neither
true morality nor true religion, as obedience has to be enforced
through fear of punishment. It is another thing, an
altogether new thing when we pass from ‘the life of the law”
to the ‘life of love’. Man attains to a new birth when he is
favoured with the vision of the moral ideal, of the really
good, and is attracted to it by its dazzling splendour. The
beauty that he now beholds is very different from all that he
has seen before and he is drawn towards it spontaneously.
It shines by its own light and has not to borrow even g little
from anything other than itself. It is the most significant
thing in the life of the human being when the good estab-
lishes itself as the good by its own right and appears as the
most beautiful thing in the universe, when nothing else
appears to be as beautiful as it is so that that may be
exchanged for it or desired in lieu of it. Anything other
than the good appears to be ugly and a positive repulsion is
felt against it. The Good at this stage 1s no longer a far
oft ideal, a construction of the imagination or an intellectual
conception, an abstraction or an unrealised dream, but &
concrete object that is seen and loved spontaneouslv. The
question : ‘why should one follow the good?’ loses all mean-
ing at this stage. The Good is to be followed because it is
good and for no other reason. Any consideration of any
reason beyvond itself would interfere with ‘its intrinsic worth
and would dethrone it from its sovereign position. Tt is use-
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less, if not impossible, to attempt to show the intrinsic beauty
of the Good to those who have not felt it and have not been
initiated into its esoteric truth, like trying to prove to the
blind the beauty of day-light or to the deaf the beauty of the
symphony of Beethoven. The beauty of goodness reveals
itself at a certain stage of development naturally and spon-
taneously, but before that stage of maturity 1s reached it
cannot be felt. It follows like every other thing the natural
law of development and there is no dark or hidden process
here nor is there anything miraculous or mysterious in the
revelation. What seems impossible even at the stage im-
mediately preceding the manifestation appears perfectly
normal and natural when the required development 1is
attained for its full expression. The age of puberty reveals
a natural impulse that is not even suspected earlier; similarly,
however absurd it might seem to the degenerated man of the
modern age that there should be such a thing as the Good
which is good per se, which is good because of iiself and for
no other consideration and which reveals itself to be supreme-
ly beautiful and spontaneously attractive, it is nevertheless
true that the same man who was not able to think of morality
and goodness except in terms of reward and gain a moment
ago may find himself suddenly converted to a new scheme
of the universe where eternal values and not utility or profit
reign supreme. It is to be distinctly understood that
although we have described it as a sudden conversion, there
is no magic in the process and it is perfectly scientific. The
science of diseases recognises periods of incubation and just
as the latent disease does not show any symptom during the
period of incubation but manifests itself suddenly, so also the
Good which was always there reveals its beauty all on a
sudden and captivates the soul. It it not to be supposed
that what happens to a particular individual or only several
individuals at best has no right to be recognised as anything
universal or objective and hence no rational study has any
obligation to take it into account. The revelation of the
(Good is not a concern of any private individual as such but it
is something objective and universal and should be regarded
ag the clearest and the most undisputed of all objective facts.
1t is not a fact that only this individual or that individual feels
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its presence; it is, on the contrary, what every human being
experiences and is bound to experience at a certain stage of his
growth and development. There is no uncertainty in the
matter, no ‘it may or may not come’, but when the required
development is attained, it is bound to come. Man is in-
herently good being made after the image of God and
whatever delay there may be in the process of manifestation
and however long may be the period of preparation and proba-
tion, the day is sure to come in the wider life of every indivi-
dual when the Good reveals itself in all its glory and splendour.

The conception of pure and noble ‘morality which we
have envisaged above does not fall far short of the highest
conception of religion. So long as the Good remains
an ideal which it is felt ought to be followed but which
is not in harmony with the inclinations und impulses and
is rather at variance with them, it is true there is a great
distance from the conception of real religion. But when the
Good attracts us, when it is found to be not only true and good
but is felt to be supremely beautiful, when we cannot keep
ourselves away from it, when we are spontaneously drawn
towards it and surrender our whole selves to it, when we have
recognised it to be our own Higher self, when we have found
this to be the central thing in the universe, when we have iden-
tified it with the highest values in life, when we have seen it
to be the ever abiding thing permeating and pulsating through
all the fleeting and temporary things of the universe, when
we have recognised in it the culmination and perfection of all
our endeavours, when we have reached in it the harmony of
all apparent contradictions and the solution of all seeming
difficulties, we have really identified it with the God of religion
and it is a meaningless question to ask whether it is morality
without religion or whether it is an instance of religion without
God. Religion in the highest sense is faith in the abiding
values of life and God is the embodiment of all values. Truth,
Beauty and Goodness assume the name of Gud when they
converge towards one another and are realised with such defi-
niteness and clearness that they appear as a concrete reality
and not as a mere abstract ideal. Religion is nothing if it is
not concrete experience and the Great Hunger and the unceas-
ing unrest or the divine discontent, as it is called, cannot end
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until there is the fulfilling experience of the Absolute. There
is a dim and vague sense of the Infinite in every human
being which forbids him to be satisfied with anything finite
and presses him ever forward in pursuit of the unknown thing
which he wants in the depths of his soul but which he has no
clear consciousness of. When something is presented to him,
he knows only that it is not the thing he wants but if asked
further he cannot clarify what it is that he seeks, just as when
a person forgets a familiar name he cannot say for the moment
what the name is but he can confidently reject all names
suggested to him as not the right one. The unknown thing,
like the forgotten name, lies in the-deep recesses of the sub-
conscious and has not yet risen up to the surface of clear
consciousness. True religion has its origin in the experience of
God and must have its culmination in that experience. The
finite human being could never have formed the idea of the
infinite even by his wildest inragination and there would have
been no possibility of any talk of religion had it not been the
fact that the idea of the infinite is inherent in the nature of
the finite and is suggested to him in infinite ways through' his
successes and failures, victories and defeats, gains and losses,
trials and tribulations, joys and sufferings. It is true it is
nothing but a vague and confused sense in the beginning and
is only detectable by its later growth, but still it is to be noted
that it is not a theory or a dogma but genuine experience. It
is the indefinite feeling of something which is not found in
anything finite but a sense of which is unmistakably implanted
within him that urges him on and allows him no rest till he
has experienced it in its full glory. When the Great Revelation
comes, it affiliates itself to the earlier undefined experience
and is clearly recognised to be merely its consummation.
Mysticism is right in emphasising the importance of experience
in religion. The yvearning of the finite after the infinite, the
rejection of everything finite as not the thing wanted, shows
clearly that the infinite is not anything altogether new or
unknown to the finite and establishes the truth of Plato’s
doctrine that all knowledge is remembrance. Religion, as its
etymology implies, is only a re-establishment of the bond which
has apparently been lost. 1{ the infinite is alien and foreign to
the finite, if the finite is only finite and the infinite altogether
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opposed-to it, religion becomes an impossibility. But the
experience of countless millions in all climes and ages cannot
be dismissed dogmatically and if philosophy is interpretation
of experience, religious experience which forms an important
aspect of human experience, must have to be satisfactorily ex-
plained. Tt cannot be said that as the infinite is very different
from the finite, there is no possibility of the experience of the
infinite by the finite. This would imply the rejection of fact
or experience to suit a theory. The experience of the infinite
testified to by innumerable millions, cannot be ignored and
for its rational explanation it has got to be admitted that the
infinite is not anything foreign to the finite but is latent in it
and is only its fuller manifestation. In fact, some of the reli-
gious souls declare their identity with the Infinite at the culmi-
nating stage of their experience. This is true self-conscious-
ness, this is the highest religion, this is the highest
philosophy. All that man is seeking for ever is attained at
this stage. By the widest stretch of imagination, man could
not have thought of the identity of the infinite and the finite,
and if religion is testifying to this truth, it must be through
experience and here we find the most glaring instance of facts
being stranger than fiction. The way in which the experience
is described, the terms in which it is embodied and the fresh:
ness and vigour with which it is upheld leave no doubt as to its
veracity and when eminent persons belonging to different
climes and different ages and brought up in very different civi-
lisations tell the sane tale, it is nothing short of dogmatism,
if not also perversity, to ignore its importance or dismiss
it as unreal. When the great sage Yajnavalkya says in the
Brhadaranyaka Upanishad, that the great knowledge has
touched him (mam sprsta) and that he has assiinilated and
digested that knowledge (anuvitta mayaiva) and that he has
been fully awakened and the whole memory has arisen in him,
(pratibuddha), it is difficult to miss the flavour of fresh and
living experience in those texts. When, again, Plotinus
speaks of the three transports in his life and describes his ex-
perience in those hours of high visitation, it is not easy to
disbelieve the vivid testimony. When the Upanishads state
that he who passes from this universe without knowing and
realising the Highest Reality misses his mission in life and is
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to be pitied, and that he who, on the other hand, departs from
this universe having attained that realisation fulfils his destiny
and is to be congratulated, there remains no doubt that it is
a definite experience that the texts have in view. Mystics are
the people who have attained a vision of the Highest Reality
and have declared in unmistakable terms the richness and
brightness of the experience. It is the special task of these
mystics to emphasise the value of realisation and experience in
religion and to show that genuine religion goes beyond dogmas
and creeds, rites and ceremonies.

It is not to be supposed, however, that rituals and
ceremonies, dogmas and creeds, are useless things and ought
to be excluded from religion. Those who overemphasise the
value of experience at the cost of the external observances do
the greatest disservice to the cause of religion. It is true,
the external practices, rituals and worship, do not by them-
selves constitute the essence of religion; they lie at the outer
surface and do not reveal the truth and glory of religion. But
it is to be remembered that it is these seemingly meaningless
and monotonous practices, apparently useless dogmas and
creeds that keep religion going. The sublime realisation
that constitutes the essence and the inner core of religion
comes when one is working at the highest levels and
even at those levels only in some specially fortunate
moments. It is not possible to remain long at that level
or to maintain the pitch. There is a slowing down,
a receding, an automatic coming down. 'The dogmas
and the creeds are merely devices to give the dynamic
-experience a static shape so that it may be retained in
some form or other, however remote that may be from its
original. It may be objected that it is attempting to substi-
tute mummies for the living men. But the objection loses its
torce when it is remembered that as the living man cannot by
-any means be kept alive any longer, the mummy is the only
possible substitute for it. Similarly, it is to be noted that the
dogmas and creeds, which are altogether useless when one is
immersed in happy communion with the Divine, are the only
possible ways to awaken the memory of that experience and
-arouse it again. Then, again, the high pitch of working that is
Tequired for spiritual realisation does not lie within the capacity
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of immature souls. Religion would have been a thing of a
few moments and a thing only of a few souls, if the dogmas
and the creeds, the rituals and the practices had been excluded
from it and only the experience of God had been supposed to
be its only constituent. The value of dogmas and creeds lies.
in embodying the dynamism of spiritual experience in a static
form and so making it available to common minds although as.
a very faint symbol of the original. It should be clearly under-
stood that these are not meant to be substitutes for spiritual
experience and these can never be its substitutes; but it
should not be forgotten that as symbols suggestive of the ex-
perience these are of immense value, and any attempt to
discard them from the scope of religion is sure to cut at the
very roots of the latter. The only way to reach the experience
is through these symbols and however inadequate they may be
as embodiment of the experience, they are indispensable as
meansg to the end. The dogmas and the creeds should not be
supposed to be altogether dissociated from experience; they
have their origin in experience and they are also intended to
lead again to experience which is their ground. The Kularnava
Tantra describes the relation between the external practices on
the one hand and spiritual realisation on the other, in a very
significant way. ‘“When the southern breeze blows sweetly,
what is the use of a fan made of palm-leaves?”’ When there
is God-realisation, when the soul is drinking deep in the ocean
of bliss, all dogmas and creeds, all rituals and ceremonial ob-
servances are left far behind and these cease to be of any use
whatsoever, they being farthest removed from the sublime
experience. The Mahanirvana Tantra also says that they are:
the lowest in the scale of values—they are ‘adhamddhama’
worse than the worst or lower than the lowest, ‘ brahmasad-
bhdva’ communion with the Absolute or God-realisation is.
the highest; meditation of God comes next and occupies the
middle position (madhyama), reciting the name of the Lord
and singing hymns in praise of Him is low in the scale,
adhama; external worship belongs to the last class adhama-
dhama. Butit is to be noted that although these most
authoritative scriptures unambiguously declare the worthless-
ness of the rituals as compared with the highest stage of God-
realisation, they unhesitatingly prescribe the performance of



THE FUNDAMENTALS OF RELIGION 11

the rituals as compulsory for the lowest stages. What is help-
ful at one stage loses its value at other stages and may not be
at all applicable there, but in its own level it is in-
dispensable.

The religious experience is sought to be stabilised by
means of dogmas and creeds on the one hand and by a justify-
ing system of philosophy on the other. Fvery religion has
its supporting philosophical theory and every philosophical
system may be traced to the experience on which it is ground-
ed. The experience that realises the Infinite as an objeck
distinct from but related to the subject secks rationalisation
in a philosophy that speaks of the correlativity of the Infinite
and tke finite. The Infinite, according to this philosophy,
must realise itself in and through the finite and has no
existence apart from the finite. The Infinite and the finite
are bound up in a unity and they live or die together. The
Infinite divorced from the finite is a mere chimera and the
finite unrelated to the Infinite is an unmeaning abstraction.

The Finite acquires all its meaning as related to the
Infinite; its finitude becomes significant only by the side of
the infinitude of the Infinite. Similarly, the Infinite which
has no finite by its side is not an intelligible concept or a
meaningful reality. The Infinite dissociated from the finite
loses all meaning and becomes itself finite. The opposition
betwcen the finite and the Infinite becomes apparent when
they are brought together, but it breaks down when they are
sought to be opposed to and separated from each other. How-
ever paradoxical the above statement might seem, it perfectly
describes, according to this system of philosophy, the true
relation of the finite and the Infinite. In the presence of
the Infinite object, the finite subject is dwarfed and pales
into insignificance, and unless the finite and the Infinite are
put together in the scales there cannot be the consciousness
of either the Infinite or the finite as such. But & different
experience will seek justification in an altogether different
philosophy. The dualism of the finite and the Infinite or
even a qualified monism which regards the finite to be a part
of the Infinite will appear absurd to the person who realises
the Infinite to be the all-encompassing reality that knows no.
limitation and finitude and finds nothing else than the
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Infinite. There cannot be any question of the reality of the
finite to be put in relation to the Infinite. There cannot be the
finite and the Infinite. How can the Infinite allow anything
by its side? There is and can be nothing outside the Infinite.
The finite finds itself in the Infinite and realises that the
Infinite is everywhere, the finitude, the segmentation, the
partial presentation, the quantitative variation, the differ-
entiation having no basis in reality. The Infinite is not a
quantitative category, it does not mean that it spreads over
whole space. It is a qualitative category which stands for
absence of limitation, which signifies fulness and perfection
and although analytically different from the category of the
Absolute is identical with it. It is a great mistake to suppose
that this conception of the Infinite denies the finite or that
it leaves no room for the reality of the finite. It is not a
negative conception—it is not what the finite is not. It is, on
the other hand, the most positive of all conceptions which
leaves nothing outside it. This experience of the Infinite is
not the apprehension of the object by the subject, but the
realisation which transcends the tripartite division of the
subject, object and process. It is not an object-consciousness
nor a subject-consciousness, not any divisional or discrimi-
native awareness but a supra-relational revelation (prakasa).
The division between the subject and the object and the
process relating them have been totally absorbed in the
transcendent experience and the finitude of the apprenhend-
ing subject can no longer be retained. The finite subject is
-elevated and in its fulness it identifies itself with the Infinite
and there remains no occasion for it to repent the loss of its
finitude and individuality. It is not, strictly speaking,
identifying with the Infinite; it is rather recognising its own
infinitude and realising that its finitude is illusory. It is
not the attainment of anything new, not the gaining of what
it was not, but it is only recognising its own self. This
experience of the Infinite has sought its justification in the
philosophy of unqualified monism. In every case, experience
-comes first and a system of philosophy is built later in order
to explain the experience. The great Hegelian philosophy,
for example, openly justifies’ Christianity, and the relation
of the finite and the Infinite is formulated in suzh a way that
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it may be in harmony with the conception of Jesus as the
son of God. This relation of Philosophy and Religion shows
clearly the usefulness of both. A philosophy that has no basis
in experience is mere idle speculation; an experience which
cannot be rationalised is very much to be doubted and hardly
occupies a position in-any way better than a hallucination.
We now come to understand why even the sublime realisa-
tion of the Upanishads forming the religion of the Vedanta
which is stated to lie bevond the sphere of mind and speech
has been supported by an elaborate system of philosophy.
While admitting that the realisation transcends reason and lies.
bevond the division of the subject and the object it puts the
experience to rigorous logical test in order to show its intelli-
gibility and perfect accordance with reason. Although
reason cannot vield the experience itself, although philosophy
cannot be a substitute for religion it is of great value in dis-
tinguishing between genuine and pseudo religion, between
sublime experience and hallucination. The statement, ‘ All
that is real is rational and all that is rational is real’ is no
mere sectarian doctrine of the Hegelians but expresses a great
truth and may be regarded as a description of the very essence
of Philosophy. The task of philosophy is to show that the
actual and the possible are not realms apart and that a clue
to the actual may be supplied by the possible. If harmony
or consistency 1s the test of truth, if reason is the organ
through which Reality reveals itself, it is only natural to
suppose that the way to reality must be reason and reason
alone. This forms the high claim of philosophy and explains
the true relation between Philosophy and Religion. If re
ligion gives the actual experience, philosophy shows that the
experience is in perfect accord with reason. The task o
philosophy is finished when it ig able to show that something
is possible, that there is nothing in it which is not in harmony
with reason, that there is no inherent contradiction or incon
sistency in it, in other words, that it is perfectly rational
As Reality has no meaning apart from its rationality, it i
enough, philosophy thinks, if the possibility of the actual i
shown. Philosophy cannot go further and there is also n
necessity to go further. Philosophy is no mere speculatiol
dissociated from experience, is no mere study of the possible a
distinct from the actual, but is always intimately bound u
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with experience and works hand in hand with it. It is not
only grounded in experience but also shows the way and leads
up to experience. The study of Comparative Religion is im-
mensely helpful in discovering the essence of Religion. The
essential is brought to clear light as the persisting and pervad-
ing factor in all religions in distinction from what is varying
and inessential in them. It is expected that 2 wide know-
ledge of the innumerable differences in the customs and
practices, in the dogmas and doctrines of the various religions
will convince people that these conflicting elements are not
as important as the fact of spiritual experience or as the
virtues of charity and love emphasised by all higher religions
and will be able to uproot fanaticism and narrowness from
the field of religion. It is mostly due to ignorance and
failure to understand the truth embodied in the other
religions that an unholy  conservatism arises among the
tollowers of a particular religion and not only quarrels happen
but even wars are fought and the most irreligious acts per-
formed under the false notion of promoting the cause of
religion. Unless this ignorance is removed, no amount of
persuasion will be able to eradicate the evil of fanaticism,
and the study of Comparative Religion, if rightly undertaken,
is perhaps able to contribute more to the service of humanity
than anything else in this sphere of life. It is to be
remembered, however, that if we merely confine our attention
to the elements common to all religions, we shall not be able
to discover the essence of religion. What is common to the
lowest and the highest is evidently the lowest and if we
regard this to be the important and essential element we
shall be guilty of the fallacy of explanation by reduction, of
explaining the higher by the lower, of ignoring the value and
significance of the higher and of thus reducing the higher
to the status of the lower. The fruition and.the development
that manifest themselves clearly in the higher stages and are
absent or at least only latent in the lower are lost sight of,
and in the attempt to reach the common and the universal
zlement the most significant and important things have been
missed. As one writer beautifully puts it, ‘‘There is more
in the flower than in the seed, more in the fruit than in the
root’’, and if we look only to the antecedent states for the
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explanation of a stage of consciousness and are blind to the
idea that guides it from the very beginning and to which it
is developing and approximating, if we confine our attention
to the origin and the beginning and forget to interpret the
meaning and significance of the thing by reference to the end,
if we seek to understand a thing by its inception and not by
its consummation, we shall be committing ourselves to the
worst Naturalism and be missing the highest values in life
by deliberately blinding ourselves to the dazzling treasures
revealed through the ceaseless flow of time. In order to
distinguish between the essential and the inessential, it is
beneficial :f Comparative Religion does not limit itself merely
to the study of dogmas and creeds, customs and practices of
the various religions, but also notices the systems of philosophy
that szek to justifv the different religions. Comparative
Religion should not be wholly separated from Philosophy of
Religion, and the facts observed should be interpreted by
reference to the wider end of religion and philosophy.
Dissociated from this reference, the study of comparative
religion is bound to degenerate itself into a mere recording
of curious and fanciful stories. Just as mere philosophizing
without reference to the facts collected by the science of
religion is hardly better than empty abstraction, so also the
blind cataloguing of facts is very likely to miss the most
important things and to misunderstand the significance of the
facts recorded if these are not studied and interpreted in the
light of the philosophy underlying them. The facts are im-
portant only as illustrations of principles enunciated or
supposed to be enunciated in religion and should not be
regarded as anything more than that. The very same facts
admit of very different interpretations and in the field of
religion which is concerned more with the ‘why’ than with
the ‘how’ mere facts as such cannot and should not be taken
at their face value. From the same observed facts, for
example, Julian Huxley concludes that in the religion of
primitive people belief in God and immortality has no place,
while Malinowski is of opinion that these two beliefs are the
essential elements in all religions and are present in primitive
religions as well. Professor Huxley thinks that belief in
- God and belief in future life or immortality are not essentials
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of religion, although these are ‘very general elements’, and
does not find these to be universal. He cites Buddhismi as
a religion where there is no mention of God and he finds in
Buddhism an attempt ‘to escape continued existence and not
to achieve it’. Some primitive peoples, he states, have no
belief at all in life after death and they think in terms of
‘impersonal sacred forces permeating nature’ and have no
conception of personal gods. Malinowski, on the other hand,
believing as he does that faith in God and immortality are
essential elements in religion and that religion has existed
from the beginning, finds in Animism ‘the belief in the
human soul and in its survival after death’. He finds in the
rites performed by the so-called savage people when one of
their clan is approaching death, a definite belief in immorta-
lity, and he thinks that ‘the dying man is immersed in an
atmosphere of affirmation’ and is ‘steeped in immortality’.
It is evident that the different estimates of Professor Huxley
and Professor Malinowski are due to the fact that while the
latter is satisfied with the rudiments or small beginnings for
the affirmation of his thesis, the former is demanding a very
strict standard and is content with nothing short of the fully
developed idea. It is interesting to note that while Professor
Julian Huxley finds no God in the impersonal sacred forces -
believed in by primitive people, Professor Malinowski finds
it demonstrated in his convincing glimpses into the drama of
primitive life that ‘‘the two main sources of religious inspira-
tion are the desire for immortality and a craving for com-
munication with God”’.

The religious practicas and ceremonies differ widely in
different religions, and if we understand that the teaching of
comparative religion is to dismiss the varying elements and
to isolate the common elements only as essential, there will
be the danger of leaving out almost everything valuable to
religion. It is true that the practices and the ceremonies
form only the outer husk and are very far removed from the
inner core of religion but it is also to be remembered that it
is not possible to reach to the core without breaking the hard
crust that lies in the surface. One must pass through the
rites and ceremonies, the; rituals and the practices, before
one can hope to find the rich experience which has been
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sought to be embodied in them. Almost every religious
practice has some meaning in its own context and before
dismissing it as useless superstition one should think twice
and seek to find carefully whether it contains any real mean-
ing or valuable suggestion.

I think I have made it sufficiently clear that I am not
advocating the dangerous method of making facts suit theories
when I hold that the fagts collected by the science of
religion should be interpreted by reference to the wider ends
of philosophy and religion. The facts are expected to reveal
their true purpose and character only when these are viewed
in relation to the whole. Isolated facts dissociated from the
context are very liable to be misunderstood and misinterpreted
and although the importance of facts should never be mini-
mised in formulating theories it should also be borne in' mind
that it is not mere collection of facts but their assimilation
and interpretation, the right understanding of their value and
significance, that is of utmost importance. The failure to
lay proper emphasis on this aspect is responsible in large
measure for the want of any phenomenal success in the field
of the Science of Religion which it would otherwise have
attained. A complete severance of Comparative Religion and
Philosophy of Religion is inadmissible and instead of attempt-
ing to supplement and correct the independent conclusions
of the one by those of the other, the two studies should not
be kept apart but blended more intimately so that the stndy
of theory and practice may be taken up together. The
philosophical theory based on facts and the facts interpreted
in reference to the whole system are expected to yield more
fruitful results than has hitherto been achieved.

The word ‘Religion’ has been used in so many senses
that it is difficult to formulate any definition which will be
applicable to all of them. The religious spirit, again, has
expressed itself differently at different periods of time and
different levels of culture, and it is not easy to find out the
essential element underlying the widely different expressions.
A scientfic study of religion has become difficult because of
the wide variety of the meanings of the term and also because
of the immense developmfent of the conception of religion in
course of ages. It seems a long distance to pass from

21917 B.
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apparently unmeaning and superstitious practices and obser-
vances with which religion was identified in the early ages
and is still identified by some people belonging to a low level
of civilisation and culture to the sublime experience of the
mystic in the inmost recesses of the soul where he is not
disturbed by anything external and is perfectly and blessedly
‘alone’ enjoying supreme peace and happiness. A proper
adjustment is to be made between the external and the inter-
nal, and their correct evaluation is necessary in the scientific
study of religion. It is interesting to note in this connection
the broad meaning of ‘Dharma’, the Indian erm for religion.
It comes from the root dhy which means ‘io hold’ and
includes everything necessary for the all-round development
of the individual. One’s basic mould or pattern determines
one’s Dharma and the duties attached to the stage of progress
attained and signified by the individual constitute his
‘Svadharma’, his special sphere of action in the scheme of
the universe. The performance of the duties of his station
makes the individual fit for the next higher stage. The moral
codes, social customs and usages, religions ceremonies and
practices, worship of God, prayer and meditation are all
included in ‘Dharma’.

It 18 painful to find that even with the best of intentions
distinguished men of learning have failed to find out the dis-
tinctive character of religious consciousness. 1. P. Jacks,
for example, thinks that whereas the scientific man is endowed
with a keen sense of the difference between truth and false-
bood, the religious man ‘is endowed with a keen and persis-
tent sense of the difference hetween good and evil’.! Although
he admits that the former is not blind to the distinction
between the good and the evil and that the latter also is not
blind to the difference between truth and falsehood, he thinks
there is a conflict of rival emphasis between the two and that
the man of religion is not ‘as attentive as he ought to be to
the value represented bv the difference between truth and
error’. This is a glaring instance of the sad dissociation
between Truth and Goodness. If Religion is not seeking
Absolute Truth which gives abiding satisfaction to the entire
dimensions of the soul, if the whole self does not surrender

1 Religion and Science—A Symposium, p. 169.
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itself to the ultimate Reality which is the personification and
embodiment of all our ideals,—intellectual, aesthetic and
moral, if there is still the feeling that only one part of our
nature, viz., the moral, has found satisfaction and that the
other parts have remained unfulfilled, certanly it is a poor
conception of religion and religious consciousness. It is
difficult to understand how Dr. Jacks would distinguish
between morality and religion, if the latter gives emphasis
only to Goodness and not to Truth as well. Religion may
be the extension and culmination of morality but is not to be
identified with and limited to morality. It is only when the
Good, as we have indicated earlier, appears also as supreme
Beauty and as supreme Truth that morality passes into
religion. Dr. Jacks’s statement, though untrue, is, however,
useful in bringing out clearly one aspect of the distinctive
character of religious consciousness. That a dissociation
between Truth and Goodness is conceived to be possible by
such a distinguished man of learning shows that there is still
the necessity for proclaiming that religion is not to be identi-
fied with the pursuit of any of the ideals in isolation but that
it is what gives satisfaction to the entire self and is not con-
tent with any piecemeal attainment. It is not to be supposed
that the Absolute which Religion seeks is a mere aggregation
of the three values—Truth, Beauty and Goodness. The three
values represent three different ways of approach to the
Absolute. Logic, Acsthetics and Ethics are three altogether
different sciences dealing with different aspects of TReality.
Religion is not Logic, Aesthetics and Ethics put together and
is something very different from any or all of them. The
Absolute spirit which is the object of religion transcends Truth,
Beauty and Goodness and the realisation of the Absolute, that
is, the spiritual consciousness, is something very different from
mere intellectual pursuit of truth or appreciation of beauty or
cultivation of moral qualities. The modern emphasis on
values and the attempt to identify God with either one of
these values or with their aggregate have resulted in clouding
the true character of religion rather than revealing it. It is
true, as Professor Haldane says, that we find the revelation
of God ‘in our active ideals of truth, right, charity and beauty
and consequent fellowship with others, but it is to be asked
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seriously whether these are to be regarded as the whole of
religion or as mere preparations for the Great Revelation. I
am not speaking of any historical revelation but of the deep
experience within when the finite spirit recognises and realises
his own self in the Absolute and exclaims :

‘““Who has felt the spirit of the Highest
Cannot confound nor doubt Him, nor deny;
Yea, with one voice, O world tho’ thou deniest,
Stand thou on that side, for on this am I1.”

This passionate conviction expresses a personal contact
with the Absolute which is of the essence of religion and is
much above the mere pursuing of an ideal. God is the em-
bodiment of the ideals; God reveals Himself through these
ideals, it is true, but it is never to be forgotten that God alss
transcends these ideals. The distinction between the ideal
and the actual has sometimes been supposed to bring out the
difference between morality and other values on the one hand
and religion, on the other. Religion has been regarded as
‘anticipated attainment’ and as concerned with what is already
accomplished as distinguished from what is to be accomplished
through the process of time. But even this distinction does
not bring out the real point. There is a conversion of the
soul that is effected by the transcendent experience. A new
consciousness arises and there is a thorough re-orientation of
values. The sense of something permanent, something abid-
ing, something beginningless and endless, something above
space and time, something above the chain of causes and
effects, something beyond phenomenal existence, something
that proclaims and establishes its worth directly and shows the
worthlessness of all other things by contrast, something that
reveals itself as the identity of thought and being, is the pre-
dominating element in the religious consciousness, and the
experience once attained permeates and transforms the whole
life of the individual. The difference hbetween the moral life
which seeks to regulate every action {aken severally by
reference to the ideal and the religious life in which actions
follow from the source of all goodness spontaneously and auto-
matically becomes evident as soon as the ideal is replaced by
or rather consummated in the living personality of God.



THE FUNDAMENTALS OF RELIGION 21

Religion, in a very wide sense of the term, may certain-
ly be described as ‘Loyality’ to a great cause as has been done
by Josiah Royce or as the ‘Single-minded pursuit of what
appears to be right, charitable, true and beautiful’ as has been
done by Professor J. 8. Haldane, and these statements un-.
doubtedly express much that is significant and is of real worth
in religion. But there is a danger in thus widening the mean-
ing of religion. Much atheism' has sometimes lurked behind
many noble sentiments, and although there is no reason to
guspect any trace of atheism in Royce or in Haldane, who are
deeply religious souls, instances are not rare when nature has
been substituted for God and the worship of Nature has been
regarded as virtually the worship of God, and science, being
the pursuit of truth, has been identified with Religion, although
it has unmistakably denied the existence of the Absolute
spirit. There have been many, again, who have expressed the
moral sentiment nobly and beautifully but they recognise
nothing beyond Goodness and virtually deny the existence
of any religion heyond morality. There have been, again,
advocates of Value Philosophy who have said many good words
but who believe only in a Deity that is still to emerge and a
God who is in the making. There is no longer any use
mincing matters and it should be declared unequivocably that
Religion believes in the existence of the Absolute spirit as the
ultimate Reality and as the source and sustainer of the uni-
verse and also that this Reality is not only realisable but is
actually realised by human beings at a certain stage of their
development and that nothing short of this should be called
veligion.



LECTURE II
OBJECTIONS CONSIDERED

The modern age is pre-eminently the age of science and
the prevailing notion is that in this age of enlightenment and
culture, of progress and development, of freedom and
democracy, religion, which stands for narrow conservatism,
has no place. It seems fashionable to say that religion is an
exploded myth and is not to be taken seriously. Although
it is true that the old conflict between science and religion no
longer exists in the same form and intensity as before and
although great hopes are being expressed that the time is
perhaps not far off when there would be a happy blending of
the two and each would take lessong from the other and
correct its own defects, it is doubtful whether there is any
reasonable ground for this high optimism. The symposium
held in Great Britain in 1930 is a very valuable document
showing the attitude of eminent churchmen, eminent scientists
and eminent philosophers towards the problem of the relation
between science and religion. It cannot be denied that there
is not only no heat in the discussions but there is, on the
other hand, a note of harmony. It is undoubtedly a matter
of congratulation when we find Julian Huxley saying that
both ‘the scientific and the religious spirit are of the utmost
value’ and admitting that science is ‘simply one way of hand-
ling the chaos of experience’ or J. S. Haldane declaring that
the final picture is ‘of God as the only reality, eternally
present, and eternally creative’ or Sir Arthur Fdlington say-
ing that he thinks that human reasoning ‘can be nothing less
than a ray proceeding from the light of absolute truth, a
thought proceeding from the absolute Mind’. These are cer-
tainly instances of great scientists having a glimpse of some-
thing beyond the clear-cut conclusions of science reached
through its method of ‘abstraction and codifying’. There is
nothing but sincerity when Sir Arthur Eddington says that
the science of Ethics reduces ‘God to something like an ethical
code’ and that Psychology ‘seems to remove from the con-
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ception of God every attitude that calls forth our worship or
love’ and advises the earnest seeker of religion to hold fast
to his intimate religious experience which will take him closer
to the ultimate truth than codifying and symbolising can
reach. But it is to be remembered that these words express
merely the personal beliefs and opinions of the scientists and
not the position of science or the relation between science
and religion. Julian Huxley is careful to point out at the
very outset of his lecture that there he was not thinking
of himself ‘as a representative of science’ but only wanted ‘to
talk as a human being’, and Bertrand Russell, who evidently
was dissatisfied with the authoritics of the B. B. C. for not
being included in the list of speakers and found consolation
in the supposition that outspoken opponents of religion were
not included since they would have pained the more orthodox
among the listeners, fails to find in DProfessor Huxley’s
address any support for even ‘the most shadowy orthodoxy’.
Sir Arthur Eddington frankly admits that if he says anything
positive as to what must be put into the skeleton scheme of
symbols reached by science, it is not as a scientist that he
claims to speak. When Malinowski says that he ‘is unable
to accept any positive religion’ and cannot ‘positively believe
in Providence in any sense of the word’ and that he has ‘no
conviction of personal immortality’ and when Father O’ Hara
declares that there is ‘greater certainty of the truths of revela-
tion’ than of the truths of science, and when Alexander says
plainly that he does not follow Sir Arthur Eddington because
the latier ‘holds God and mind to be more directly known
than physical things, and even thinks that mind which we
know directly must be treated as the ultimate character of
things’ and because the latter gives wrong reasons for his
conclusions, and sums up the whole position of his system of
philosophy by asking the question, ‘And what becomes of all
our creads and our theologies, and how can we worship or
love God not realised but still to come ?’?, it is difficult to close
one’s eyes and keep oneself comfortable with the idea of even
that unanimity that is supposed by Bertrand Russell to be ‘a

! Religion and Science—A Symposium, p. 157.
2 Ibid., p. 138,
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unanimity about the authorities who control the B. B. C.”
rather than one about science and religion. It only seems
that we have become more gentlemanly in our bahaviour and
do not take pleasure in saying things rudely rather than that
we have discovered the real basis of reconciliation leaving no
room for conflict. TIf the common man does not now engage
himself much in the conflict, it is more because he is wanting
in religious fervour and it does not matter much to him
whether religion lives or dies and not because of his expanded
vision due to the progress of science or of religious outlook.
As to the real position, we are very much where we were and
we become disillusioned of our optimism as soon as we think of
the popularity of Bertrand Russell or of Sigmund Freud or of
Karl Marx.

The real attitude of science towards religion becomes
manifest in the following words of Bertrand Russell : ‘‘From
a scientific point of view we can make no distinction between
the man who cats little and sees heaven and the man who
drinks much and sees snakes.”” This is the conclusion he
arrives at after a full discussion of the problem as to whether
there is available, in support of religion, a source of know-
ledge which lies outside scientific attitude and that his ver-
dict is no less impartial than that of the men of the jury in’
a law-court. The above statement which finds no difference
between religious experience and the hallucination of the
drunkard or of the opium-eater or ‘the intoxication produced
by laughing gas’ deserves a careful scrutiny, coming as it
does from no less a person than the author of Principia
Mathematica, although subsequently he has said many unsup-
portable things and constantly changed his philosophical
position, which has deprived him of his once exalted position.

Bertrand Russell puts the issue nicely and sums up ad-
mirably the position of the upholder of the cause of religion
when he says in the beginning of the discussion, ‘“We believe
the man who has seen things through the telescope that we
have never seen; why, then, they ask, should we not believe
them when they report things that are to them equally
nnquestionable?”’ But as he advances in the discussion and

v Religion and Science—A Symposium, p. 174.
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finds his position precarious, he has no hesitation in intro-
ducing irrelevant topics which show his clear confusion of
issues and in making slatements which are hardly deserved
in the mouth of one who professes to deal with the subject in
the truly scientific spirit.

He puts the case of the scientist clearly and shows his
difficulty in accepting the truth of religious experience when
he says, ‘‘ when a man of science tells us the result of an ex-
periment, he also tells us how the experimenti was performed;
cthers can repeat it, and if the result is not confirmed it is
not accepted as true; but many men might put themselves
into the situation in which the mystic’s vision occurred with-
out obtaining the same revelation.”” This certainly describes
the crux of the whole problem, but is Mr. Russell sure
that it is so easy to place oneself ‘ into the situation in which
the mystic’s vision occurred?’ 1f somebody tells him that he
places himself in the situation in which Mr. Russell works
out his nmiathematical sums and discovers the mathematical
principles but cannot have the solution of the problems or the
discovery of the principles, would he be prepared to give up
the truth of his own revelations? The situation, as ordinari-
ly seen, is nothing more than a silent atmosphere, a well-ven-
tilated spacious room, a piece of paper and a pen or a pencil,
but the situation or rather the mood in which the mathemati-
cal problem finds its solution involves much more than can be
observed externally or described in language. Russell, as
an ultra-behaviorist may, of course, deny the existence of
mind or consciousness, but he cannot vouchsafe, I believe,
that the brain-cells in the two cases were arranged exactly in
the same manner. The state of mind, or rather the arrange-
ment of brain-matter, in Mr. Russell’s view, in which a
scientific law is discovered or a mathematical problem is
solved, can hardly be given to another man for experimenting
as to whether the discovery or the solution comes to him in
that state. It is something finer than the adjustment of the
telescope or arranging conditiéns for a physical experiment.
The experience of the mystic which is supposed to be belong-
ing to even a higher stage than that of mere intellectual illu-
mination cannot be subjected to the test of physical experiment
because the nature of its subject-matter does not allow it and
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not because of its untruth. If the same result does not follow
because the same conditions are not and cannot be given, is
it not most unscientific to dismiss the happening as mere
hallucination and regard this as evidence of failure of any
necessary connection between the event and the supposed
cause? It is interesting to note that what Russell considers
to be its weak point is regarded by mysticism as its strength
and the mystics lay great stress on this very aspect of the
problem and hold that the proof of religion is experimental.
Any person who is anxious to have the experience and is ready
to pass through the necessary discipline and thus make him-
self fit for it, we are told, will have the mystic illumination.
His own experience will prove to him the truth of mysticism
and he will not have to rely on other men’s testimony. The
mystic invites persons to undertake the experiment and test
its truth for themselves and is only too willing to accept the
challenge of Mr. Russell. But it is only fair that the experi-
ment should be conducted under proper and suitable conditions
and a vague statement such as the one we are considering,
viz., that many men put themselves in the situation in
which the mystic’s vision occurred, hardly befits a scientist
of Mr. Russell’s calibre. Russell knows that there is ‘a definite
physical discipline called Yoga, which is practised in order
to produce the mystic’s certainty and which is recommended
with much confidence by those who have tried it’ and is even
generous enough to suppose that after breathing in a certain
way for a certain time, ‘we may have ourselves experienced a
state of mind such as they describe’. But his difficulty is
that after returning to our normal mode of respiration we are
not quite sure whether the vision was to be believed. How
does Mr. Russell know what happens after having returned
to the normal mode of respiration? Is it his own experience
or does he learn it from the testimony of the mystics or from
that of the beginners? The mystics say with one voice that the
conviction and certainty that attaches itself to the experience
is so strong and so marked a feature of the experience that
it is never lost and that it entirely re-models one’s life. It
cannot thus be accepted as the testimony of the mystic, and
if it is the experience of the neophvte that he is not quite
sure, he may reasonably hope for a greater certainty when
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he becomes an adept. If, however, the vision that follows
the breathing exercises fortunately be the experience of the
sceptic, Russell himself, it goes a great way in flatly contra-
dicting his previous statement that a man might put himself
m the situation in which the mystic vision occurred without
obtaining the same revelation.

It is difficult to understand Russell’s real meaning
through his alternate fits of generosity and rudeness. He
lias no hesitation in saving that there is a core of wisdom in
the doctrine of mysticisin, that the mystic emotion may give
something of very great value, that ‘breadth and calm and
profundity may all have their source in this emotion’, that
‘the philosophy based upon muysticismi has a great tradition
from Parmenides to Hegel’ and at the same breath also hold-
ing that the assertions of mysticism are inessential and that
‘there Is no reason to believa them true’, and that there is
no distinetion from the scientific point of view between the
vision of the mystic and the hallucinatory images of the
drunkard. He says that the mystic vision is an abnormal
perception and that in abnormal perception there is no reason
to expect any correspondence with fact and he does not
‘admit anyv method of arriving at truth excepti that of science’.
He understands that ‘in some sense and on some occasions,
it is important to conceive the universe as a whole’ and that
‘when so conceived all process is within one completed whole,
past, present and future, all exist, in some sense together, and
the present does not have that pre-eminent reality which it
has to our usual ways of apprehending the world’; yet, the
mystic view of unreality of time, if true, puts, according to
him, ‘an end not only to science but to prudence, hope and
effort, but it is incompatible with worldly wisdom and—what
is more important to religion—with morality’. Are these
not evident indications of a puzzled mind finding itself help-
less before the superior position of the opponent and
desperately attempting to defend a lost cause?

Russell admits that there is some amount of unanimity
amongst the miystics and quotes Dean Inge on the point, “‘I
know nothing more remarkable than the unanimity of the
mystics, ancient, mediaeval and modern, Protestant, Catholic
and even Buddhist or Mohammedan.”” Ie also gives the
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substance of their agreement and points out that all of them
hold that (1) division and separateness are unreal, (2)
evil is illusory and (3) time is unreal. But he thinks
that the unanimity is only partial as all of them agree up to a
point but disagree totally when that point is passed. He
cites as instances that Catholics but not Protestants have
visions in which Virgin Mary appears and that the Chinese
mystics of the Tao regard all government as bad while
Iluropean and Mohammadan mystics urge submission to cons-
tituted authority. It seems ludicrous that Russell should be
relying on these insignificant details which are altogether
irrelevant to the sublime revelation of mysticism in order to
prove the ‘total’ disagreement of the mystics. It does
not require any argument to show that the topics referred to
belong to a lower level where associations and surroundings
still play a large part and as such cannot belie the higher
experiences of the deepest recesses of the mind where there
is supreme silence, sublime stillness and undisturbed har-
mony and peace, and which being ‘the flight of the Alone to
the Alone’ has no chance of being mutilated by the so-called
visions which Russell refers to. As a scientific mnan Russell
ought to have busied himself with the explanation of the
astonishing unanimity of the specifically mystic experience
rather than having contented himself with noticing minor
differences here and there. The business of science is to find
out unity amidst diversity, to reduce multiplicity to unity,
to discover uniformities underlying differences, and it is bad
science which shakes off its responsibility hy deliberately
ignoring unanimity and confining its attention to difference
alone. The Great mystic experience is very much the same
everywhere and it knows no difference of climes or ages, and
this fact calls for an explanation. He is a poor scientist
whose only weapon consists in declaring an experience which
he cannot explain to be nothing more than a hallucination.
There is_nothing more unscientific in a scientist than the
dogmatic attitude and if this had characterised all the
scientists, the doors of all explanation and discovery would
have been closed for ever. Russell complains that the mystic
cannot arrange like the scientist any microscope or telescope
or such other things when he wishes others to see what he has
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seen and this gives him the conclusive reason for not accept-
ing the testimony of the mystics inspite of their certainty
and partial unanimity. But we should remember the words
of William James that ‘‘there may be a wider world as un-
seen by us as our world is by a dog; and to believe in that
world may be the most essential function thtat our lives in
this world have to perform.’”” The atom and the electron have
not been seen by anybody with the microscope or the telescope;
but are these to be dismissed merely on that ground? If we
are to accept them because the eye of reason, though not
the physical eye, sees them, what ground is there for reject-
ing what appears to best intellects to be rational? When
Einstein says, ‘“A knowledge of the existence of something
we cannot penetrate, of the manifestations of the profoundest
and the most radiant beauty which are only accessible to our
reason in their most elementary forms—it is this knowledge
and this emotion that constitutes the truly religious attitude’’,
or when Sir Arthur Eddington declares that ‘‘the idea of a
universal mind or logos, would be, I think, a fairly plausible
inference from the present state of scientific theory; at least
it is in harmony with it *’, or when Sir James Jeans says that
the universe seems to him ‘to be nearer to a great thought
than to a great machine’, it seems that a man who believes
in nothing more than mechanism and regards all higher deli-
verences to be illusory and thinks that there is nothing rational
in the interpretation of the world by higher categories is deli-
berately allowing himself to live in a fool’s paradise. If the
atom or the electron fully justifies belief in its existence by
confirmation in the facts which are expected to follow from
the supposition, and if this verification is regarded
as the most satisfactory test of. hypotheses, deces not the
mystic experience, satisfy this test? The mystic after
his great experience is not the same man he was before.
His whole life has been changed for the better. He
is now filled with universal love and he engages his whole
soul in doing good to others, to all the creatures of the world.
All his selfish desires are gone and he finds his self in all. It
is a mistake to suppose that the mystic lives alone and desires
only his own -individual salvation. The Hindu mystic,
against whom this charge has been levelled in particular, has
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been misunderstood entirely. - Thers is no distinction for him
between the self and the not-self, as he realises everything
to be his own self when he attains the right vision and gains
the correct knowledge, ‘yatra tu sarvamatmaivabhat’,
when everything becomes identified with his self, i3 the sacred
text which describes the stage of realisation. Ie becomes
‘sarvabhitahite ralal’, absolutely engaged in doing good to all
creatures, and he becomes ‘sarvabhitatinabhititmd’, that 1s
he identifies his self with that of all creatures. Ie cannot
do harm to anybody because nobody is an ‘other’ to him, and
no one can injure his own self. This realisation of the absolute
self, which is seen to bz the only reality, the one self that
permeates all, gives the real rationale of the doctrine of
Ahimsa (Non-violence) which has been emphayised by the
Jaina and the Buddhist. Because it is the one self every-
where and there is no not-self, there cannot be any possibility
or even a thought of himsd or injury at this stage of realisation.
Does not the whole conduct of the mystic who has been
blessed with the Great illumination prove that he has realised
the universal Mind which is all Love and has been in unmis-
takable contact with It and has received the inexhaustible
flow of love from It? Do not the words of the mystic, some-
times 1lliterate or with only rudimentary learning, convey-
ing important truths and solving difficult philosophical prob-
lems which only men of light and learning can hope to do,
unmistakably show that the mystic mind has been in contact
with the source of all light and of all knowledge? Does the
conduct of the mystic warrant Russell’s conclusion that he
only perceives hallucinations and do his dealings justify the
estimate that he is abnormal and pathological? A« the facts
are directly against what are to expected from the
hvpothesis, there is no rational ground for maintaining it.
Their single-minded devotion to truth and the absclute purity
of their moral lives give the direct lie to Russell’s conclusion
that the mystics are pursuing a will-o-the wisp. Whitehead
rightly remarks : ‘‘Religion is a system of general truths
which have the effect of transforming character when they
are sincerely held and wvividly apprehended.”” The whole
subsequent life of the mystic is directed towards realisation of
the ideal which he has vividly apprehended and knows no rest
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until he has transformed, or at least approximated, himself
to the reality which he has felt so deeply and which he has
recognisad to be his own essence and his higher self.

Russell thinks that he has been able to find out the whole
truth about mysticism when he says, that it ‘‘expresses an
emotion, not a fact.”” 1t is difficult to understand why Russell
regards this as a concession to the mystics and thinks that
this position ‘ while, admitting something of their claim, is
not repugnant to the scientific intelligence’. If it means
that the emotion is not aroused by any objective reality, if it
has no basis in fact, if the perception of God is nothing better
than a hallucination, Russell’s concession means nothing and
he only deceives himself and his readers by this camouflage.
If, on the other hand, it means that the reality experienced
by the mystics is something different from what he and his
fellow-workers are acquainted and concerned with, and if he
wants to remain contented with the supposition that the
asgertions of the mystics do not interfere with the position of
science dealing with matter and motion, if by ‘fact’ he means
only the physical fact, and if by ‘emotion’, he means the
attitude of the mind when” it is in contact with anything
higher than the physical fact, Russell goes a great way to-
wards the reconciliation of science and religion. The mother’s
love or affection for her child is certainly an emotion but is it
thereby not a fact? Is the mother’s love a hallucination
simply because none but the mother experiences it, and how-
ever one might attempt to put oneself in the same situation
without being a mother, one would fail to have the same
experience? Is there any meaning in saying that it is an
emotion and not a fact except in the sense referred to above?
It is certainly not a physical fact observable by the physical
eye or by the telescope and the microscope, but its presence
and its reality cannot on that account be denied. The mystic
feels unspeakable joy, inexpressible bliss, an indescribable
state of fulfilment, and this feeling is certainly an embption,
but does 1t take away the character of reality from what he
has seen and experienced clearly and vividly? If the issue is to
decide the reality or otherwise of what is experienced by the
mystic, it is mere confusion or avoidance of issues to declare
that mystictism is a1 emotion, not a fact. If nothing in
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reality corresponds to the experience, if it is a subjective ex-
perience having no basis in reality, it is to be unambiguously
declared a hallucination. If, on the other hand, it is a clear
and vivid experience of reality which not only rouses noble
emotions and sublime sentiments but also unmistakably mani-
fests its reality through its effects of transforming character
and setting up new values in life, if the experience is coherent
with all the other experiences and if it also satisfies the
practical test, it is nothing short of dogmatism to say that the
mystic experience is not a fact. Descartes lays great emphasis
on the clearness and distinctness of experience and regards it as
the supreme criterion of the truth of the highest ideas, and
Descartes is no emotional mystic but a mathematician like
Russell himself. Spinoza, in whom the light of reason kindled
more brilliantly than in any other and who is regarded as the
philosopher who was never guided by any other consideration
than that of the cold intellect, cannot surely be dismissed as an
emotionalist when he gives the highest place to Intuilio or the
knowledge derived from the consummated stage of intellect
and reason where things are seen sub specie acternitatis, and
assigns the lowest place to Imaginatio or the knowledge
derived from the senses, by which alone Russell swears and
which only is fact according to him. Plato, the greatest
name in the history of philosophy, also unhesitatingly de-
clares sense-information to be mere ‘opinion’ as distinguished
from real ‘knowledge’. If the philosophy based wupon
mysticisin has, by Russell’s own admission, a great tradition
from Parmenides to Hegel. if so many of the great philosophers
in the world have believed in mystic experience and have
built their philosophy on it, is it not irrational to suppose
that all those upholders of reason have supported what is
against all reason? Russell's statement, ‘ Mysticism is an
emotion, not a fact’, if it is to be given any sense at all, is to
be taken as a frank admission that the subject-matter of
mysticism transcends physics and that it is not within the
competence of science to discuss the value and validity of the
mystic experience.

There is a great similarity between the views of Bertrand
Russell and those of Sigmund Freud who, along with Karl
Marx, may be regarded as the idol of the modern youngman.
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The secret of the popularity of these three seems to lie in their
unequivocal opposition to religion and it is because of this
fact that I have thought it almost obligatory to examine at
some length their views, which are dominating modern minds
and which are responsible more than anything else for their
deplorable indifference to all matters concerning religion,
before any useful purpose can be served by bringing out the
essentials of religion from its comparative study. The pro-
fessed aim of all of them is to introduce a new society where
unrestricted freedom (which is only another name for
license) may have its full play and for the preparation of the
ground of which all the so-called absolute values—God and
Morality, Truth and Goodness—at least the capital letters,
which have stood in the way of the free exercise of reason
and will—require to be banished for ever from human society.
It is only natural that the modern degenerate society, after
the two great world wars and when a third seems to be im-
pending should welcome theories proposing to cut at the root
of all discipline and control and thereby dismissing the truth
of the stings of conscience attendant on violations of moral
principles and religious commandments and should worship
the deliverers who want to make man ‘unrestrictedly
happy by abolishing the restrictions imposed by culture’.
Freud openly declares that the religious dogmas ‘‘are
not the residue of experience or the final result of reflection :
they are illusions, fulfilments of the oldest, strongest and
most insistent wishes of mankind; the secret of their strength
is the strength of these wishes’’,* and he deserves considerable
thanks for the clarity of his expressions and giving out his
views unambiguously leaving no room for misunderstanding
by his readers. He distinguishes clearly between an ‘error’ and
an ‘illusion’ and says that an illusion is not necessarily an error.
It is characteristic of an illusion that it is derived from men’s
wishes and in this respect it approaches the psychiatric de-
lusion, although it is to be remembered that the illusion is
not like the delusion necessarily false and incompatible with
reality. It is possible that the illusion of a poor girl that a
prince will come and take her home may actually be realised in

1 The Future ofi an Illusion, p. 52.
31917 B,
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reality, there is nothing in it that is unrealisable or incompati-
ble with reality. The ‘wish-fulfilment’, and not the relation
to reality, is the most important point and a belief is to be
called an illusion ‘when wish-fulfilment is a prominent factor
in its motivation’. The rich store of religious ideals is born
of the need to make tolerable the helplessness of man and is
intended to protect him on the one hand against the rude
workings of nature which secem to defy all human control,
the terrible earthquakes, the devastating floods, the sweeping
storms, the painful diseases and the all-ending death, and
against the evils of human society itself on the other. Just as
the child clings to its father for protection against the dangers
known to it at that age, so the child of the human society has
its father-longing and conceives of God as the benevolent
father who, though apparently severe, is watching us care-
fully in all our difficulties and will not allow us to become the
plaything of the stark and pitiless forces of nature and will
help us to pass through all trials and tribulations. Death iz
regarded not as extinction_and annihilation of all existence
but only as the step towards a new and a higher existence.
The life after death which is a continuation of this earthly
existence brings ‘all the perfection that perhaps we have
missed here’ and there all good is rewarded and all evil punish-
ed, which remained to be done in this life. The terrors and
hardships, the miseries and the sufferings are sought to be
obliterated bv means of the comfortable idea that whatever
is ordained by Providence is good and though we mav not
always understand it is in the long run to our advantage.
Freud thus finds the ‘father nucleus’ hidden behind every
divine figure and while admitting that religious ideas
are prizad as the most precious gift of culture and as the most
valuable of the human possessions traces all of them to wish-
fulfilment as their origin.

Freud takes as his task the psychological analvsis of
religious ideas and is content with merely saving that they
agre all illusions, all derived fromi! men’s wishes. He has the
frankness to admit that he as a psychologist cannot judge
their reality value. They do not admit of proof. ‘‘Just as
they cannot be proved neither can thev be refuted.”” Freud
gives vent to his admirable scientific attitude when he says
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that we still know too little to approach the religious ideas
critically and that science can as yet give no answer to many
questions. He therefore does not, like Russell, dogmatically
proceed to estimate the value of religious doctrines from the
point of view of physical science but recognises that the
enquiry as to the value and validity of religious ideas lies
bevond the scope of science. If this expresses the real attitude
of Freud towards religion we have nothing to complain
against him. If he confines himself to the boundaries of the
particular department of his enquiry and proposes a hypothesis
suggested by his able analysis, it does not affect religion.
But when he is led further by his instinet and gives up not only
what he has admitted {rom the pressure of reason but also
his rational attitude, his real meaning becomes manifest and
it is difficult to allow him to pass unchallenged.

Freud sayvs that the estimating of the value of religious
doctrines as truth does not lie within the scope of his enquiry
but at the same breath takes up the enquiry and says that
religious doctrines are absurd if they lie beyond reason.
There is no appeal beyond reason and ‘‘if the truth of reli-
gious doctrines is dependent on an inner experience which
bears witness to that truth, what is one to make of the many
people who do not have that rare experience?”’ ‘‘Of what
significance is it for other people that you have won from a
state of ecstasy, which has deeply moved you, an imperish-
able conviction of the real truth of the doctrines of religion?”’
“It is merely illusion’’, he says, ‘‘to expect anvthing from
intuition or trance; they can give us nothing but particulars
which are difficult to interpret.”” ‘It would be verv nice if
there were a God, who was both creator of the world and a
benevolent providence, if there were a moral world order
and a future life, but at the same time it is very odd that this
is all just as we should wish it ourselves. And it would be
still odder if our poor ignorant enslaved ancestors had succeeded
in solving all these difficult riddles of the universe.”’! Arve
not these utterances evident indications that Freud with all
his feigned advocacy for the supremacy of reason and freedom
from the burden of religious doctrines is attempting to evade

1 The Future of an Iilusion, p. 58.
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reason and make his wish take its place? Reason cannot
disprove religious doctrines, he has previously said; now he
thinks he disproves them and attempts to show that they are
being disproved by- reason, although there is not a jot of
reason, nothing but his ‘instinctual’ disdain for everything
religious behind the statement. In course of our criticism of
the views of Bertrand Russell, we pomted out that the mystic
experience is of value because of 1ts universal character,
because everybody treading the same path and attaining the
same height, participates in that experience and corroborates
the truth of the experiences of the mystics who have gone
before him and that therefore, there is no justification for
rejecting the value of the experience on the ground that
others cannot have the experience. No experience, no ex-
perience higher than the perception of the table or of the chair,
can be shared by all men, and if this be regarded as the
criterion of truth, the certaintv of even mathematical truths
cannot be guaranteed. The untrained mind or the mind of
the savage which cannot count beyvond the number of his
fingers is sure to look blank when caleulus is presentad to him.
The mystic is not an insane man perceiving hallucinations
which have no connection with reality, but his experiences
are corroborated by others engaged in the same pursuit, and
the wonderful similarity and agreement of the independent
experiences of the seekers of truth, belonging to different ages,
different lands and different nationalities, leave no room for
doubting the objectivity of the experience. If clearness and
distinctness of the experience and its coherence with and
corroboration by other experiences, and its practical result
in effecting a thorough conversion of the life of the person
having the experience are no criteria of its truth and objecti-
vity, according to Freud, he knows not what he says and
is certainly demanding something impossible and wants to
hang the dog after giving it a bad name. The great sage:
Yajnavalkya, in the Brhadaranvaka Upanishad, curses his
opponent when the latter asks him to place Brahman or the
Absolute Reality before all and show it to all, if he has really
experienced it as he claims. It is an absurd proposal,
Yajtiavalkya says, and he tells him that his head would fall
down severed from his body in proof of the impropriety of
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the question. Russell and Freud are here asking the same
impossible proof, the same evidence of the truth of the mystic
experience. That which is not a physical fact, that which
is not in space and time, that which transcends the division
of the subject and the object and hence is not presentabls
as an object; that which can only be apprehended in an ex-
perience where the subject-object division has disappeared and
has given place to an all-absorbing unity, that which is
higher than the physical and the mental and is termed spirit,
Cit or consciousness cannot be presented as an external fact
to be observed by all with the physical eye, and if we are to
reject everything that does not satisfy this test, the world
of our knowledge would become limited to a few chairs and
tables, houses and trees. The same test is not suitable to
all orders of existence and it is a fallacy to attempt to inter-
pret the higher order of realitv by the help of a category that
only applies to lower orders of existence. The thing may be
still there without our noticing it, and it may be because
the openings of our net are too wide for the purpose that we
have failed to catch the fish and not because of its absence.
The nature of the experience, the objectivity of which is dis-
puted, 1s to be taken into account and it is to be remembered
that for higher experiences it is their suggestivity and value
as transforming agents and not their reference to external
objects that is of supreme importance. Sir Arthur Eddington
perhaps hints at this and knows better than Freud and
Russell when he says that ‘‘the operation of cutting out
illusion in the spiritual domain requires a delicate surgical
knife, and the only instrument that I, a physicist, can mani-
pulate is a bludgeon which, it is true, crushes illusion but
at the same time crushes everything of non-material signi-
ficance and even reduces the material world to a state of
uncreatedness.’’?

It is interesting to note how Freud forgets his definition
of illusion given in the beginning, viz., that it need not be
necessarily false and that it is not incompatible with reality
and proceeds towards the end of his book to argue that religion
is false simply because it is an illusion. Granting for argu-

v Religion and Science: A Symposium, p. 130.
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ment’s sake that God is represented in religion as the Father
who protects us from dangers and benevolently helps us in
all our difficulties and even that this representation is just
as we wish it to be, is it any argument to hold that it is not
a true representation simply because we have wished it? I
may wish very much that my supper may be ready by the
time T reach home, and if actually I find my supper ready on
reaching home, am 1 to throw the dishes away thinking
them to Dbe hallucinatory content which has wish-fulfil-
ment as its basis? The prophet of anti-repression runs the
risk of being disobeyed if he recommends this repression, and
the popularity which his theory has gained by preaching
against discipline is sure to be lost if this prohibition follows
from his doctrine. The God that Religion pictures may or
may not be real: He may be nothing more than mere
wish-fulfilment or He may be actually the ultimate Reality
what He is supposed to be; this much only comes from the
analysis. But how does Freud pass from the alternative
possibility to its decisive truth? Does he take care to find
out the crucial instance that decides between the alter-
native hypotheses? The mystic finds the crucial point in
his convineing experience of the Godhead and in the
transforming effects of the experience on his character. He-
declares that God is no mere wish-fulfilmgnt because he has
not only felt His presence but also because all other facts
in the universe and in his life are in perfect harmony with the
experience. But is there anything in support of Freud when
he passes from ‘it may not be true’ to ‘it is not true’, except-
ing his own wish? The great defect of mechanism lies in
supposing that it has been able to overthrow the worth or
value of a thing when it has been able to analyse its contents.
The value-judgement is not superseded by the natural or the
physical explanation, and Freud is more consistent and
reasonable when he regards the question of the value of re-
higion to be outside the scope of his enquiry than when he
is bent on overthrowing it. The clarity and force of Freud's
writings and the ability with which he carries on the analysis
and conceals the gaps in his steps, would really have meant
a great menace to religion and culture, had he not, fortunately
for us all in the world, referred everything ultimately to
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sex-repression and found in it the explanation of all
problems and prescribed the same recipe for all diseases. It
is not long before careful observers find out the complex
working in the author himself and cease to have faith in his
guidance. When two thousand millions of human beings all
over the terrestrial globe believe in some sort of religion or
other, it is certainly pathological to suggest that they are all
under the influence of illusion or at least are guided by those
under illusion and that culture and civilisation have been
retarded by religion and that the only hope lies in its
prohibition.

The popularity of Karl Marx is due to his graphic descrip-
tion of the modern industrialist society and of the inevitable
hard lot of the poor wage-earners in such a society. Nobody
can miss in his writings the deep sympathy which he feels
for the wage-earner and his whole-hearted devotion to the
amelioration of his miserable condition. It is no wonder
that in the society overridden by capitalism he should be
worshipped as the saviour of poor people and that his ‘Das
Kapital’ should be called ‘“The Workingman’s Bible”’. He
observes facts carefully and all his conclusions are based on
documentary evidence. His is a scientific mind which does
not allow emotions to distort facts and is not afraid of
drawing generalisations that follow from carefully observed
facts.

We would not have been interested in the discussion of
his doctrines, had Karl Marx been regarded only as a social
worker and would have been only too glad to give him the
respect he deserves and leave him alone. But the fact is
that he is regarded not merely as the father of Socialism but
also as a philosopher and reformer who has given the death-
blow to all religion and all traditional metaphysics and it is
believed that his Dialectic Materialism is the final word in
philosophy. Many sincerely believe that Karl Marx has
undermined the basis of religion to such an extent that unless
he can be answered religion stands no chance.

There is not the least doubt that Marx is anxious to get
rid of religion and is afraid of anything that migh? even
remotely be of help and support to it. He dismisses meta-
physics as ‘intoxicated speculation’ and distinguishes 1t from
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‘sober philosophy’, and cannot bear any suggestion of Ideal-
ism which is connected with religion. He knows as well as
his co-worker Engels that if one allows Idealism one cannot
resist religion, and therefore he proclaims ai the very out-
set that he welcomes Feuerbach chiefly because Feuerbach
had resolutely broken away from Hegelian Idealism and had
decidedly accepted Materialism. Marx wanted a radical
change in society and was disgusted with theorising which
could not bring about any real change in the existing con-
ditions. In his celebrated Theses on Feuerbach, he says,
*‘The philosophers have only interpreted the world in various
ways; the point however is to change it.”’ Tt is quite natural
‘that in his eagerness for introducing radical changes in the
social structure, he should find in the conservatism of religion
the greatest impediment and should apply his whole soul to
dismiss religion and thereby clear the ground in the sphere
of his activity. If people are contented with their lot and
take their suffering and misery to be an act of dispensation
of the Good God and the All-wise Providence and attempt to
adjust themselves to circumstances, however adverse and
alien they may be, it would almost be impossible to rouse
them to activity and prepare them for the great social revolu-
tion which Marx had envisaged, and Marx knew it very well.
Marx was desiring an opposition to religion, and when
Strauss’s ‘Life of Jesus’ was published saying that the Bibli-
cal narratives were, in great part, not historv but myths
which were unintentional creations of the popular imagination
and that the Son of God was not the single individual, Christ,
but Humanity itself, he found in it a verv welcome thing.
But the influence of Hegel was still very great and his ideal-
istic system was acting as an invhluable support to the
conception of religion, and Marx was on the look out for a
philosophy that could undermine Hegelian Idealism and thus
cut at the verv basis of religion. So when Feuerbach appeared
on the scene with his “‘Essence of Christianity’’ and preached
that sensible beings were alone true and real beings and that
truth, reality and sensibility were identical, Marx found in
the left-winged Hegelianism an open advocate of Materialism
and had no hesitation in accepting this sworn enemy of
Tdealism as his master and guide. It served a good purpose.
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Feuerbach called himself a Hegelian and attempted to draw
his conclusions from the teachings of Hegel. It was the
height of diplomacy to oppose Hegel in the name of Hegel,
and as Hegel's influence was still enormous, there was no
other way but to conceal the real opposition under the cloak
of a superficial acceptance. Marx called his method Dialec-
tical and termed his system Dialectical Materialism in order
to give the semblance of accepting the Hegelian method. It
cannot be deniad that Hegel’s teachings were to a certain extent
responsible for the left-winged development. If the Absolute
Idea manifests itself necessarily through nature, if the annul-
ment aud the division, the moment of Negation, is a necessary
step in the life of the Absolute, if there is, again, a going
beyond or a negation of this moment of negation, if trans-
cendence consists in annulment no less than in affirmation,
there is every possibility that the transcendence should be
lost sight of and only the immanence emphasised. If the
Absolute bifurcates itself into the subject and the object, if
the Infinite lives in and through the finite, if the finite is a
necessity in the life of the Infinite, it is possible that the
Infinite beyond the finite, the Infinite as transcending tho
finite may be lost sight of and it may be falsely identified
with the finite. In his zeal for bringing the remote trans-
cendent Infinite into relation with the finite and for showing
the immanenca of the Infinite in the finite, he has left the
loophole of confusing the Infinite with the sum of the finites
and of ignoring the transcendence of the Infinite altogether.
Feuerbach actually sees no Absolute beyond Humanity, no
Idea beyond sense, no Infinite beyond the finite. He also
anticipates Freud by attempting a psychological explanation
ol the genesis of religion and thinking that the task of the
philosopher is not to find out the reason in religion but only
to unmask the illusion to which it owes its origin. In
religion man merely objectifies his true essence and the God-
head is nothing but his own universal nature. ‘‘God is self
objectified, the inner nature of man expressed; man is the
beginning, the middle and the end of religion.”” The Hegelian
statement that God comes to self-consciousness in man has
to be reversed : self-consciousness is the Absolute and in God
man knows himself only. The element of pantheism and the
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conception of immanence of God in man and nature are not
a little responsible for this misinterpretation and caricature
of the philosophy of Hegel. From ‘God is in Nature and
Man’, Feuerbach passes easily to ‘God is nowhere else beyond
Nature and Man’. It is interesting to note that Feuerbach
1Is not ounly the inspirer of Marx but also the original of
Freud. Does Freud say anything new when he analyses
religion to be wish-fulfilment after Feuerbach’s statement :
*“That which man himself is not, but wishes to be, that he
represents to himself in his gods as existing; they are the
wishes of man’s heart transformed into real beings, his long-
ing after happiness satisfied by the fancy. The world beyond
is the present embellished and idealised by the fancy’’ ?

Karl Marx found in Feuerbach all that he wanted,—an
open denial of religion and a proclamation that it is nothing
but illusion, a vehement opposition to Idealism, which is the
hiding place of religion, and a firm faith in and avowed
loyalty to materialism which is the sworn enemy of religion,
and he accepted his discipleship fully whereby the pupil was.
relieved from the task of meeting the arguments of philoso-
phers and theologians leaving that task to the master, and he
could devote himself entirely to his main task, viz., the
examination of economic problems and attempting their
solution. Marx accepts the dialectic method of Hegel meaning
by it the onward march through opposition and contradic-
tion and bases his whole economic theory on the triad of
(1) private property of the worker, (2) expropriation of the
labourer working for himself by the capitalist, (8) expropria-
tion of the expropriator, the capitalist. He is satisfied with
noticing that the germ of the antithesis lies in the thesis and
that there is something inherent in the antithesis which
moves it on to contradict and negate itself and lead on to the
next higher stage. This continuous motion and change and
development through opposition are taken by Marx to be
the most important elements in the Dialectic and because
he adopts this device for the explanation of development he
has no hesitation to call his method dialectic. But he is eager
to point out his difference from Hegel. ‘‘My dialectic’’, he
savs, ‘‘is not only different from the Hegelian but is its direct
opposite. To Hegel, the life process of the human brain,
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i.e., the process of thinking which under the name of the
ldea he even transforms into an independent subject, is the
demiurgos of the real world and the real world is only the
external, the phenomenal form of The Idea; with me, on the
contrarv, the ideal is nothing else than the material ~world
reflected by the human mind and translated into forms of
thought.”” Marx declares unequivocally that he regards Matter
to be primary and as such is a materialist; those, on the other
hand, who assert primacy of spirit over nature are idealists.
He has the generosity to admit that Hegel is the first to
present the general form of working of the dialectic in a
comprehensive and conscious manner, but he finds in Hegel
a mystification of the dialectic for which dialectic has suffered
greatlv. With Hegel, he thinks, dialectic is standing on its
head. Tt must be turned right side up again if one is to
discover the rational kernel within the mystical shell. Marx
rejects Hegel’s philosophy as ‘drunken speculation’ and
praises Feuerbach for annihilating ‘the dialectic of ideas’.
He believes in ‘dialectic of events’, and not of ‘ideas’ and the
science of history for him is the only science. Instead of start-
ing from what men say, imagine or represent to themselves he
wants to start from ‘really acting men’ and attempt to deduce
from their actual life-powers the development of their ideolo-
gical images. This sort of treating will, he believes, do away
with the independence of ‘morals, religion, metaphysics and
other forms of ideologv’. He is not satisfied in his later
vears even with the materialism of TFeuerbach because the
latter has not gone enough towards materialism. Although
Feuerbach recognises nothing but sensations still he is a man
who has never learned ‘to approach the world of sensation
without the eyes of the philosopher’. He fully realises that
Feuerbach went as far as a theoriser could go without simply
ceasing to be a theoriser and a philosopher, but he wants to
do away with all theorising and substitute practical activity for
it. He is a practical materialist who wants ‘to revolutionise
the existing world’ and to effect this not through ideas or
theory but through activity.

It is difficult to understand how a man who definitely
disavows philosophy in these terms could be supposed to be a
philosopher. The man who says, ‘‘The question whether
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objective truth can be attributed to human thinking is not
a question of theory but is a practical question. In practice
man must prove the truth, i.e., the reality and power, the
this-sidedness of his thinking. The dispute over the reality
or non-reality of his thinking which is isolated from practice
is a purely scholastic question’’, ig not even the pragmatic
philosopher emphasising the need for confirmation of theory
in practice, but judged in the context of rejecting all inter-
pretation and all theorising by philosophers and substituting
interpretation by action, seems to be only a rebel and a revolu-
tionary who not only has no faith in the existing social
structure but also has none in reason whether individual or
universal. 1f the deliverances of reason are not to be accepted
as true, if nothing but what the senses show us has any value
or validity, if morals, religion and metaphysics are all ‘misty
formations in the brains of men’, if man is merely a slave of
his economical conditions and if his only mission in lfe is
to engage himself to betler his material and economic con-
ditions, philosophy has been given up unequivocally and the
disciple of Feuerbach has only proved the truth of the pun,
man is (ist) what he eats (isst).

A man who is not moved by any consideration of reason is
difficult to be refuted. If the mere statement that the
idealist is upside down and that the materialist is in the erect
posture, is to be accepted simply because it dispenses with
theorisings and promotes activities, it is an end of all philoso-
phical discussion, and Marx is not anxious to retain it which
is all ‘drunken speculation’. Trotsky perhaps hints at the
truth when he tells us that ‘the will to revolutionary activity
is a condition indispensable to understanding the Marxist
dialectic’. It is the will to believe it that alone can show its
reasonableness; it is a frank admission that there is no
objective truth in the so-called philosophy of Marxism and that
it can only appeal to persons actuated by a passion and
striving for bringing about a revolutionary change.

It is not easy to understand the place assigned to action
in Marxist philosophy. If socialism is to come inevitably
due to the working of the dialectic, if capitalism containg
the seeds of its own destruction and is- bound to lead to
socialism, what are the followers of Marx to do for its emer-
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gence? If it is a law, it comes as a matter of course; if it
does not come naturally but requires the activity of the follow-
ers of Marxist philosophy of action, it is not a law that works
spontaneously. If it is asserted that simultaneous human
activity is a link in the process of causation and that the
alternatives are not exhaustive, it has gotl to be admitted that
philosophy of action, which believes in no theory but only in
action is greatly undermined by a belief in a theory, a faith in
the inevitability of a law discovered, once it is known that
the action is merely the necessary manifestation of the law.
Moreover, it is difficult to understand how Marx with all
his denunciation of Hegelian idealismx is himself professing
it when he believes in a better state of society emerging as the
result of the working of an inherent law. What Hegel's
‘Absolute Idea’ or the ‘Time Spirit’ stands for does not
seem to be very different from what Marx has in mind.
Bertrand Russell rightly says, ‘“Marx professed himself an
atheist, but retained a cosmic optimism which only theism
could justifv.”” The hope for a better social order which 1¢
to emerge in course of time following a law gives to his
followers a support not unlike what the pious receive from
their belief in God. Although Karl Marx has attempted to -
dismiss religion, fortunately for us he has not done it with
any show of reason, but has given expression to his own
feelings. Russell does not doubt the sincerity of Marx and
says that he like others ‘‘believes in the truth of his own
doctrines’” and ‘‘ does not regard them as nothing but an ex-
pression of the feelings natural to a rebellious middle class
German Jew in the middle of the 19th century.”

Marx does not seem to have noticed the inconsistency
that underlies the supposition of socialism as the ideal state
of things and his doctrine of the ‘fluidity of nature’. If the
kernel of the dialectic view is a knowledge that ‘fixity and
absoluteness are products of our own minds’, is it possible
to believe, relying on the dialectic method, that socialism
will come to stay? If capitalism is bound to go out because
of the inherent contradiction lying in it, has socialism any
chance of faring better? According to the great law of
change, it also will have its day and will pass out of existence
as the ‘time-spirit’ goes on. Hegel’s Absolute Idea is the
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highest synthesis that has no antithesis to it and is supposed
to be the category where all opposition and contradiction
are reconciled and he can therefore consistently suppose that
all process is at an end at that stage. But Marx has no
right to believe in anything final and for him socialism is
as much a thing of the passing time as capitalism itself is.
Why, then, is this preparation for killing an enemy who is
on the verge of death? Why, again, is this struggle for
obtaining a kingdom the ruins of which have become already
visible? If there is nothing wultimate, nothing absolute,
nothing substantial, nothing of permanent value, no absolute
standard by which we can judge progress or deterioration, we
are not justified at all in making a distinction between the
good and the bad, the true and the false, the higher and the
lower, and we cannot reasonably recommend one course of
action to the neglect of another. If socialism is not better
or at least cannot be shown to be better than capitalism, how
can persons be asked to engage themselves to wipe out the
one and establish the other? If, on the other hand, socialism
is supposed to be better than capitalism, we must have some
standard that itself does not change during the valuation. If
the standard also is supposed to be relative and changing,
then what is supposed to be better may be really worse and
what is supposed to be true mayv be really false. If Marx
means really that it is only action, only altering or changing,
and not theorising or reasoning that counts, his voluminous
writings contradict him and he should not claim any credit
for discovering or at least preaching a sound economic theory.
If, however, he means merely that all theorising is not bad,
and that while idealism only theorises, materialism promotes
action and is to be supported as a theory, he admits the
value of reason, and if reason demonstrates that no discussion
as to truth or falsehood, as to relative values even, is possible
without the recognition of an absolute standard, he is bound
to accept it. To declare something to be false, something
to be wrong implies the presence in mind of a standard by
which the valuation is performed. And if this standard
is regarded to be something which is variable, which may
or may not be true, the valuation itself becomes void and
meaningless. If Marx wants to set any value to his theoris-
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ing, he cannot attempt to save him by denying the irresistible
demands of reason. In the very attempt to deny an absolute
standard, he has virtually accepted it. If Hegelianism is a
‘colossal miscarriage’, if Hegel’s ‘mode of thought placed
everything on its head and completely reversed the real connec-
tions of the things in the world’, if things are not the images
of the ideas but the ideas are the abstract images of real
things, and if materialism is the correct attitude towards
things and sees everything as it is, he is to admit that for
him also there is such a thing which he regards as truth, not
a truth that according to him/may be false or is false, but a
truth that represents the real state of things, and that all
philosophy including materialistic philosophy is not ‘drunken
speculation’. A man cannot be allowed to preach a philoso-
phy, even if it be the philosophy of action, and declare that
reason 1s useless and action is the only thing useful. Is it
not a flat contradiction, a contradiction in terms, to suppose
that there is nothing ultimate but matter, nothing but
sensuous things, nothing but food and clothing that is real
and that all the gifts of culture and civilisation including
rhilosophy and religion are mere ideas and fancies, and at
the same breath to attempt to prove it by reason, by prea-
ching a Philosophy of Materialism' and even shamelessly to
designate it as ‘dialectical’, the term associated with the
greatest advocates of reason and strongest denunciators of
sense, I mean, Plato and Hegel? Is this attempt to prove
by reason the worthlessness of reason not very much like the
proverbial absurdity of proving to an insane man that he is
insane? One can understand why in this present degenerate
societies, these great apostles of freedom, freedom from the
restraints of religion and morality, freedom from the slavery
of culture, find a hearing, but it is incomprehensible how
they can be worshipped as promulgators of a philosophy that
is reasonable. A philosophy that teaches man that he is
nothing but matter and asks him to forget that he is mind
«or spirit and to leave behind all that the culture of innumerable
ages has bestowed on him, and attempts to interpret the world
by the lowest and not by the highest category, has missed
its mission and has nothing ennobling to recommend itself and
:appeal to the higher faculties of man. The contradiction
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inherent in the antithesis will move it on to get it annulled
and sublated in the higher synthesis and will show that it is
nothing but the working of the ‘time-spirit’ and has not the
truth that is claimed for it.

There is no necessity for overthrowing religion in
order to promote the interests of socialism. Religion does
not favour the capitalists at the cost of the poor wage-
earners, and what is of real value in socialism has the
sanction of religion. Religion does not teach man to be
selfish or to grow rich at the expense of others. That wealth
may be distributed equally amongst the whole population and
that nobody may be unduly self-seeking seerg to be the essen-
tial aim of religious teachings. Renunciation and not enjoy-
ment, other-love and not self-love, God-centredness and not
ego-centredness, is declared to be the basic principle of
religion. *‘Do not bestow riches on the wealthy, support
those who are poor’’ is the teaching evervwhere. The Hindu
scriptures hold that vittasathya, that is, deceitful expenditure
or not spending up to one’s full capacity, takes away the
value and merit of the religious observances and emphatically
enjoin that this should never be allowed to destroy the fruits
of laborious undertakings. The same ceremony which may
be performed by a poor man with a few pennies has to be per-
formed by spending millions of pounds bv a multi-millionare
if he is to reap the full benefits of his performance. The
followers of Islam have been enjoined to make an annuatl
valuation of their total assets and give away a definite fraction
of these in charitv. The motive behind these injunctions
cannot but be anti-hoarding and distribution of wealth
amongst all classes of people. This achieves the purpose in
a far better way than what is prescribed bv the Marxists.
The practice of charity not with the idea of bestowing favours
at will but from an obligatory sense of duty, not with the
superior airs of a man at the top helping or sympathising
with a miserable man at the bottom but with the sense of
gratitude that he has been given an opportunity of being
roused to his higher sentiments and of perceiving that all
men are equal, is a much better means of achieving the end
of distribution of wealth than state legislation or social
compulsion. As a sanction, religious injunctions are much
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more powerful than legislations, and Dr. Macdonell rightly
remarks, ‘‘such a prohibition (referring to prohibition of
intoxicants in Islam) by the founder of a religion seems to
have resulted in general abstinence in this respect, while the
effort to enforce it by democratic legislation at the present
day does not seem to promise similar success.”’' Moreover,
the compulsion or the legislation which leaves no room for
the working of noble sentiments and bases itself on a
naturalistic or a materialistic philosophy stands self-con-
demned. Dr. Otto rightly says, ‘‘if naturalism is :in the
right, thought is not free, and if thought is not free thers
can be no such thing as truth, for there can be no establishing
of what truth is.”” If Marx is anxious to prove the truth of
his theory to others, the obvious supposition is that he believes
them to be minds possessing reason, participators in the
universal reason which is the same in all and not merely
matter and material bodies. It is not easy to understand
how scientists devoting themselves wholly to the pursuit of
truth can help recognising the presence of an absolute, uni-
versal reason. The discovery of every law is the finding of
the universal reason by the individual reason, is the recogni-
tion of the harmony between the reason that is working in
the human mind and what is expressed in nature. The old
belief in man-centred teleology or that the sun and the moon
and everything also have been created for the benefit of human
beings is, no doubt, an anachronism, but it is an altogether
different thing to believe in an all-pervading reason. To
question the presence of such a universal reason is to donht
the rationality of the real and the intelligibility of the universe
and is tantamount to close the doors of all scientific enquiry.
The reality of an all-pervading reason working equally in
spirit and nature is the presupposition of science and it is
nothing short of suicide on the part of science if it attempts
to deny its presence. Regularity and order, far from dismis-
sing intelligence and purpose, are sure and unmistakable signs
of the working of mind, and it is absolutely unintelligible how
scientists, as soon as they are able to discover uniformity and
system in the working of nature, think it to be sufficient
ground foy dispensing with the supposition of any mind behind

1 Comparative Religion, p. 158,
41917 B.



50 THE FUNDAMENTALS OF RELIGION

nature. Because Nature exhibits regularity and order, uni-
formity and system, and no caprice or chaos, it is concluded
that there is no reason or mind behind it. A fine argument!
Are disorderliness and chaos, then, the signs of reason and
intelligence? There is no antagonism between mechanism
and purpose; mechanical regularity may be regarded as the
exhibition of well-thought plan and purpose. Schelling
rightly observes that ‘‘with all its mechanism nature is full
of purpuse’’. In the recognition of this reconciliation between
mechanisin and teleology lies the much-desired alliance
between science and religion. If religion thinks that its
object is sui generis and unique and that it is outrageous to
seek to deal with it in the ordinary way, it is natural for
science to dismiss rzligion when it finds that it is able to
analyse its contents and that its methods are quite competent
for the task. The antagonism between science and religion,
between mechanism and purpose, is perhaps due to this one-
sided outlonk of both. There is nothing sacred, nothing of
special moment and value, no distinctive significance and
importance, in religious phenomena, science thinks, if these
can be classed with other phenomena and if their origin can
be shown, and actually eminent men of science have drawn
the conclusion that religion is an exploded myth from the
mere fact that a psychological analysis of religious belief has:
been possible. and that theories regarding origin of religion
have been formulated. But whatever may be the case with
religion, can there be anything more unreasonable in the
scientist? DBecause we know what a thing is or how it origi-
nates, are we to conclude that it is nothing valuable?
William James rightly says, ‘‘And the moment we renounce
the absurd notion that a thing is exploded away as soon as
it is classed with others, or its origin is shown, the moment
we agree to stand by experimental results and inner quality,
in judging of values’ we are likely to ascertain the distinctive
significance of religious phenomena far better by comparing
them with other varieties of similar phenomena ‘‘than by
refusing to consider their place in any more general series,
and treating them as if they were outside of nature’s order
altogether’’.! As we shall have occasion in a laten lecture to

1 The Varietres of Religious E perience, p. 24.
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show how freedom reconciles itself with mechanism, "how
what is freely conceived may express itself in the mechanism
and regulurity of the law, how there is not only no contradic-
tion between an underlying freedom and a mechanical
expression but that this is the true conception of the relation
between noumena and phenomena, between reality and appear-
ance, we refrain from elaborating it further at this stage. The
man of science is to recognise that it is a free mind that mani-
fests itself through the rigid laws of nature and that orderly
sequence of events only shows the systematic working of reason.
““The unseen region in question is not merely ideal”’, as James
puts it, “‘for it produces effects in this world.”” Bertrand
Russell who prides himself as a scientist has no right to say
that mysticism expresses not a fact, but an emotion. William
James, a radical empiricist and a scientific man, after care-
tally scrutinising all varieties of religious experience, says,
“"When we commune with it, work is actually done upon our
finite personality, for wec are turned into new men, and
consequences in the way of conduct follow in the natural
world upon our regenerative change. But that which pro-
duces effects within another reality must be termed a reality
itself, so I feel as if we had no philosophic excuse for calling
the unseen or mystical world unreal.”” God is real, not
only because it is the most direct, the clearest and the most
direct and the 1most intimate experience, not only
because it is one of the ‘over-beliefs’ which are the
most valuable and interesting about a man, but also because
He produces real effects. As the mystic experience fulfils all
the tests, including the practical or the pragmatic, it is
nothing short of dogmatism to regard it as a hallucination and
place it on a par with the drunkard’s vision of snakes.
Moreover, “‘God’s existence is the guarantee of an ideal order
that shall be permanently preserved.”” It is this faith in the
cosmic order, this absolute confidence in divine providence,
that is the central thing in religion. God is not merely the
-object of personal communion of some favoured souls but is
the hypothesis upon which the rational interpretation of the
world, especially of the world of values, rests. And if the
interpretation of all the higher aspects of this universe fails
in the absence of such a hypothesis, this is ample scientific



52 THE FUNDAMENTALS OF RELIGION

proof of its being prolific and it has thereby earned every
right to be regarded as verified. The real world is certainly
more than what physical science shows it to be and unless
one be wilfully blind to facts verified beyond doubt one cannot
rest content with supposing that the world of sensations and
scientific laws is all that there may be. The facts of mystic
experience call for an explanation; their systematic recurrence
and their agreement in essential points irrespective of differ-
ences in culture and civilisation, differences of time and space,
in recognition of which the mystics are said to have ‘neither
birthday nor native land’, demand a rational enquiry and
cannot merely be dismissed as the private affair of individuals.
Mysticism is not only authoritative for those who have been
favoured with the experience but it has an appeal also to
those who are still ‘outsiders’, but who .are near enough to
accept its suggestiveness and to perceive that it is not im-
possible. If mysticism has been able, as James puts it,
‘to establish a presumption’, if reason is satisfied that it
offers a hypothesis ‘which we may voluntarily ignore, hut
which as thinkers we cannot possublv upset’, if the existence
of mystical state ‘absolutely overthrows the pretension of
non-myvstical states to be the sole and ultimate dictators of
what we may believe’, its philosophical supporters have
achieved their purpose. It is never contended that rational
justification of an experience can be a substitute for that
experience, and for those who have not vet been fortunate to
have the experience this acceptance by reason of its possibility,
that is, of its rationality is all that is possible and is just the
thing needed for creating that confidence, that trust, which
is the indispensable preliminary to realisation. If mystical
states show that ‘non-mystical or rationalistic consciousness,
based upon the understanding and the senses alone’, is only
one kind of consciousness and do ‘open out the possibility of
other orders of truths’, and if reason concludes that it remaings
an open question whether mystical states ‘may not be such
superior points of view, windows through which the mind
looks out upon a more extensive and inclusive world’,
philosophy has given its full support to religion. The
actuality can only be had in experience; before the experience
or the actuality comes, we have to be satisfied with possibility,
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and if philosophy has shown its possibility and permissibility,
mysticism has got all that it requires and all that it can have
from reason. I do not understand what is meant when it
is held that mysticism is rational and yet not true. William
James, for example, says ‘that which produces effects within
another reality must be termed a reality itself, that there is
no philosophical excuse for calling the unseen or mystical
world unreal’, and in the same breath declares that ‘the
attempt to prove the truths of the deliverances of direct
religious experience’ by intellectual processes ‘is absolutely
hopeless’. Although the passages quoted are associated with
a big name, it is difficult to resist the temptation of pointing
out the flat contradiction involved in them. If there is no
philosophical excuse for calling the mystical world unreal,
do not ‘intellectual processes’ prove the truth of the deli-
verances of the direct rehgious experience? There is no
doubt that by direct religious experience 1s meant the mystic
experience. Is James, then, thinking of philosophy in terms
other than those of ‘intellectual processéy’? Does he mean
to say that while philosophy accords a welcome to religion,
‘purely intellectual processes’ do not? Is it an unnoticed
contradiction or does the father of pragmatism and the ins-
pirer of all modern anti-intellectualistic systems here want to
declare openly that philosophy need not be rational or
intellectual? Tt is a sad spectacle to find this great philoso-
pher simply declaring Principal Caird’s attempt to lay
‘the foundations of religion in impartial reason’ and to make
‘religion universal by coercive reasoning’ to be futile without
any attempt to meet his arguments. He has no hesitation
to reject Hegelian philosophy by merely saying that ‘the
whole of Germany, one may say, has positively rejected the
Hegelian argumentation.” If rejection by Germany 1s good
ground for dismissing Hegel, why is acceptance by Great
Britain not a suffiicient reason for retaining him? Does not
this prove that James is here finding arguments for his con-
victions, for what he wills to believe, and has forgotten the
supreme function of the philosopher, viz.: the discovery of
the universal and objective truth, which he only occasionally
remembers when he wants to discredit his adversary? James
ought to have been more frank. If he believes that religion



&t THE FUNDAMENTALS OF RELIGION

has its basis only in faith and that it is essentially an affair of
private individuals, if he thinks that philosophy cannot stamp
a warrant of veracity upon religious experience and is of
opinion that ratiocination is ‘an unreal path to the deity’, if
all the arguments for God’s existence have value only for the
faithful and if the truth of religion cannot be demonstrated
by merely intellectual processes, he should have plainly stated
like Bertrand Russell that religion is not a fact but an
emotion and should have refrained from saying that there
is no philosophical excuse for calling the mystical world un-
real. Cardinal Newman told the bare truth when he stated,
“I do not see much difference between avowing that there is
no God and implying that nothing definite can be known for
certain about Him.”” If experience is the sole cyiterion of
truth and the critical examination of experience has no value
in determining the truth or otherwise of the experience,
ohilosophy has no function to perform and should be dismissed
for ever. A philosopher who, while professing to discuss the
value and validity of the religious experience, only points out
how the conceptual processes fall short of the concrete experi-
ence and tells us that philosophy cannot take the place of reli-
gion, has a poor notion of his function and positively deceives
himsel{ and others. What is demanded from him is a defi-
nite answer as to whether reason warrants the possibility of
the religious experience, i.e., whether it is intelligible and
rational, and if he declares that religion is possible and is
perfectly intelligible, he has no right to say that its reality
is not proved. Philosophy knows of no other test than that
of reason, and if a thing is rational, nothing should stand on
the way of its being accepted as real.



LECTURES IIT & IV
CONFUCIANISM, BUDDHISM AND JAINISM

It seems a strange coincidence that Buddha, Mahavira
and Confucius should be preaching almost identical doctrines
in the same period. All the three belonged to the 6th century
B.C. and it is really interesting to note that at that remote
period in history Confucius should be emphasising in China
just the very ideas which were being elucidated to their
countrymen by Gautama Buddha and Mahavira in India.
The predominant feature in the teachings of all the three is
the emphasis on self-culture and moral discipline and although
there are metaphysical and logical discussions in Buddhism
and Jainism there is a relative avoidance of technically reli-
gious or metaphysical discussions. There is no place for
God in any of these systems and the teachings mark a new
beginning or at least a new orientation in the religious tra-
dition of the country. There is here a heterodoxy, a breaking
in with the past, a revolt from the orthodox point of view,
a turning away from external rites and ceremonies to the
voice of conscience, an abandonment of ceremonialism im-
plying superficial obedience to external laws, and an exhorta-
tion to self-purification and moral development. Mere
observance of external rites and ceremonies is of no avail if
there is not internal purity, no inner cleanliness. Metaphy-
sical speculations do more harm than good as these cannot
lead to conviction and become only fruitless discussions
which turn the mind away from the real path. The real
work which a man can do is to purify himself, to attain moral
elevation, and once the heart is pure, the rest will come
automatically. It is not possible to attain truth through
mere intellectual discussions conducted by the impure mingd,
by the halting discursive understanding and the whole labour
by way of metaphysical speculation will not only be entirely
lost but may end in positive injury in the form of misguidance
and leading in a wrong direction. Tt is wise to confine our-
selves wholly to moral discipline and culture rather than
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engage ourselves in intellectual speculation which is of
doubtful value. Truth gets itself revealed to those who are
pure in heart, and the mind freed from all bias and supersti-
tion, freed from lust and covetousness, freed from anxiety and
restlessness, freed from desire and hankering, freed from
thoughts of the past and the future, of gains and losses, of
fame or slander, of praise or vilification, is certainly the
fittest vehicle to receive the truth. It ig perhaps this that
the Buddha and Confucius had in mind when they studiously
avoided all metaphysical speculations. When asked definitely
as to why the Buddha was silent on the metaphysical issues,
he replied that what the Buddha regarded as beneficial had
been revealed by him and what he regarded as not beneficial
had not been revealed. Is not this a conclusive proof of the
position we have held, viz., that the Buddha avoided metaphy-
sics simply because he was definite that it would not profit
man in the least, rather it might lead him astray. Perhaps
he had noticed that the majority of men who accepted the
existence of the self and of God on metaphysical grounds had
not been profited by those beliefs and were not morally
elevated and wers passing their lives as if there were no God
and no permanent self, and it is perhaps because of this
observation that he thought that the reverse process would be
more useful. Tt is not religion and metaphysics that should
precede morality but it is morality that should precede religion
and metaphysics. There was no necessity for proclaiming
this open revolt against metaphysies and religion as it would
have been indiscreet to do so at that stage of the society.
The essence of the teaching of Hinduism is alzo exactly what
the Buddha thought. When the mind becomes pure, it
becomes a fit mirror for truth to be reflected on it. The rites
and ceremonies are intended to purify the mind and have
this as their sole aim. Mere moral maxims without their
concrete embodiment in rituals and practices become generally
uninteresting and too monotonous to yield fruitful results;
this is perhaps the explanation of th~ external observances
prescribed by religion. But it is also true that the external
practices are misunderstood in course of ages by the common
mass and their original aim and usefulness are forgotten and
are taken as ends in themselves. This is the danger lurking
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in the externalised symbols. Their inner significance is for-
gotten and they are taken at their face value. The Buddha and
Confucius noticed the evil effects of the external practices
and they were eager to explain to people that it is the inner
significance, the morality, that counts and not the external
observance of the rites, and in their mission for rediscovering
the value of the inner law they found it necessary to over-
throw the external. It is not a new doctrine that they were
preaching; they were merely putting the emphasis where it
rightly belonged. Buddhism is at one with Hinduismy so
far as the emphasis on morality, on the inner motive, is
concerned. The difference lies in the valuation of the exter-
nal observances. While Buddhism regards them as altogether
useless, being as worthless as the outer husk, Hinduism
thinks them to be essential embodiments that not only
protect the inner kernel but also help the sprouting of the
germ from it. Just as the seed without the outer covering
is incompetent for the sprouting, so the abstract moral maxim
without the concrete embodiment is not efficacious. Not
that the Hindu did not emphasise the inner aspect; he knew
1t too well and Buddhism has merely isolated this aspect of
their teachings. Dr. Rhys Davids arrives at a correct esti-
mate of Buddhism when he says, ‘‘ So far from, showing how
depraved and oppressive Hinduism was, it shows precisely the
contrary; for none will deny that there is much that is
beautiful and noble in Buddhism, and Buddhism was the
child, product of Hinduism. Gautama’s whole training was
Brahminism, he probably deemed himself to be the more
correct exponent of the spirit as distinct from the letter of
the ancient faith, and it can only be claimed for him that
he was the greatest, and wisest, and best of the Hindus.””
All that is noble in Buddhism only shows the nobility of its
parent, Hinduism. ‘‘ Long before Gautama’s time . . . . the
Brahmanas had paid great attention to the deepest questions
of ontology and ethics, and were divided into different schools,
in one or other of which most of Gautama’s metaphysical
tenets had previously been taught. Such originality as can
be claimed for him arises more from the importance which

1 Buddhism, p. 85,
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he attached to moral training above ritual or metaphysics or
penance; and to the systematised form in which he presented
ideas derived from those of various previous thinkers.”
Those who think that Buddhism has no affiliation to Hinduism
ought to be disillusioned by the extracts quoted above from
one of the greatest authorities on Buddhism.

1t is true that Buddhism and Jainism represent a: revolt.
against traditional religion and they deny the authority of
the Vedas simply because they teach that the non-obser-
vance of the rites and ceremonies prescribed by them result
in sin and suffering. The Buddha found the origin of sin
not in the omission or commission of certain external acts
but in the violation of moral maxims and in desire and
covetousness which form the real source of moral depravity.
It may be noticed, however, that this emphasis on the inward
motive in disregard of outward acts is not advocated by the
children of Hinduism—Buddhism and Jainism—alone, but
is also to be found in the Bhagavadgita which is regarded as
the epitome of the religion and philosophy of the Hindus.
“The Vedas deal with the three gunas: rise above the sphere
of the three gunas; rise above duality and opposition and
remain fixed in harmony and equilibrium’’,' says the Lord,
and again, ‘“The minds of those who are devoted to enjoyment
and power, who are carried away by the flowery words con-
tained in the Vedas and who are overridden by desires and
who regard enjoyment in heaven as their highest goal do not
and cannot experience that resoluteness and fixity (that is
necessary for liberation).”’*? Everywhere desire has been held
responsible for sin and evil and there is the exhortation to:
get rid of desires. ‘* When a man completely forsakes all
his desires having their seat in the mind and finds abundant
satisfaction in the self alone. then, Partha, is he called a
man of steady insight.”’®* ‘‘ He who is completely free from
all desires and lives and moves without any longing and with-
out the sense of ‘I’-ness and ‘my’-ness attains real peace.”’*

II, 45.
I, 42.44.
I, 85.
. 71
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“ It is desire, it is wrath (which is nothing but obstructed
desire) that is the all-devouring source of all sin and evil and
is the perpetual enemy of knowledge and liberation.”’”* *‘ He
who controls his organs of action but continues to dwell on
the objects of desire in his mind deludes himself and others.
and is a hypocrite, but he who controls his sense-organs yet
continues to perform actions abandoning the feeling of attach-
ment follows the right course and is immensely superior to
the former.””* Innumerable passages may be quoted ‘from
the Bhagavadgita alone which would show unmistakably the
transference of emphasis from outward actions to the inward
motive and the advocacy of desirelessness as the sure means
to the goal. When we read these passages from the Gita
and the Mahabharata (having their original in the earliest
Upanishads which cannot by the farthest stretch of imagina--
tion be placed later than the Buddha) which clearly preach
that it is desire that is the cause of bondage and that desire-
lessness alone is the means of liberation and when we find
the Brhadaranvaka Upanishad proclaiming that there must
be the renunciation of the three great desires, the egandtraya
that comprise all desires, viz.: the desire for wealth, the
desire for progeny and the desire for fame, before there can
be preparation for the Great Illumination, there seems
very little that is new and is of importance in Bud-
dhism, and Dr. Rhys Davids seems to be certainly correct
when he traces the originality of the Buddha more to the
systematised form in which he presents the ideas of the
previous thinkers than to any new idea of his own.

The question that is of supreme importance in dealing with
these systems of thought is whether these are to be regarded
as instances of religion without God or as instances of
morality 'without religion or as simply atheistic systems.
Are they really crude systems which have not yet risen up to
the idea of God or are they definitely anti-theistic proclaim-
ing against God and religion? None of these alternatives
seems to be near the mark. Although moral discipline occupies
a prominent part in these systems, still these cannot

v OIIT, 87.
: III, 6.7.
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be characterised as instances of morality without religion.
It is sheer dogmatism not to regard a system as religion
which has satisfied and is satisfying the religious needs of
millions and millions of people for twenty-five centuries.
Buddhism cannot be regarded as a mere code of morality
which falls short of religion. In this connection it will not
be out of place to discuss the relation between morality and
religion. If religion consists in the awakening of the
spirit and if it culminates in realising the oneness of
all existence by discovering the spirit that is present
in everything, morality may be regarded not only as
the forerunner of religion but also as its indispensable
basis. In moral consciousness, in the sense of the ‘ought’,
in the unconditional command or the categorical imperative
man first becomes aware of the existence of the spirit, of
something that is very different from matter, i.e., from things
balonging to the natural order. Here he finds something
altogether new, something that is not the resultant of any
antecedent state, something that has no link in the chain of
causes and effects, something that proclaims and establishes
its supremacy by virtue of its birthright and is not satisfied
with anything short of unconditional allegiance. The moral
consciousness marks a new beginning in the life of the
individual and shows that there is something other than and
bevond the natural order of things. The dualism between
spirit and matter, between self and nature becomes plainly
manifest at this stage and man becomes conscious of his real
mission, of another destiny than that of the natural being,
of the mere animal in him. In the moral conscionsness man
becomes awakened to the life of the spirit, and categorical
imperative merely means that he feels 1t incumbent on him
to fulfil that life and finds no rest till it is accomplished.
The sense of the spirit which man becomes alive to at this
stage disaffiliates itself altogether from the natural order and
does not have any compromise with it. It feels itself to be
unconditional, to be absolutely free, to be beyond the natural
order of causes and effects. A new sense of freedom, not
revealed anywhere in the natural order, characterises the
moral consciousness and is responsible for the dualism
between the moral order and the natural order, between duty
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and inelination, between the self and the impulses, between
the Higher Self and the Lower Self. The freedom of the
spirit of which man has a mere glimpse in his moral
consciousness establishes itself fully in the religious
consciousness and the opposition between freedom and
mechanism, between spirit and nature, which seems to
continue more or less throughout the moral life, becomes.
reconciled for ever in the life of religion. The religious life is
only a continuation, an extension of the oral life, being a
fuller and more expansive realisation of the spirit which had
its first dawning in the moral consciousness. The spirit
which declared its unconditional authority and demanded
categorical obedience from nature in the moral life is now
seen to be the sole occupier of the field. Nature is now
perceived to be not only not alien to spirit but as the spirit
itself in disguise. What had its faint beginnings in the
dawning of the moral consciousness, what was a momentary
vision from a far off distance, what shed its lustre from behind
the clouds, what revealed itself only indistinctly through the
voice of conscience, what proclaimed its authority from an
undiscovered region, now manifests itself in full glorv and
shows that it has not only authority but also power, and
absorbs nature or the not-self fully within itself.

Buddhism and Confucianism perhaps wanted to declare
that the religious life was to be regarded as a continuation
and extension of the moral life. The recognition of the spirit
as the supreme Reality is all that is meant by religion and it
is morality that prepares the ground for that recognition.
If the moral preparation is cemplete, if nature has been
subjected to pay due regard to the supremacy of the spirit,
if matter has been perceived to be the creation of the spirit
for its own realisation, if the real glory of the spirit—its
purity and freedom—has been fully realised, if, in short, the
rule of the spirit has been established, the essence of religion
has been virtually achieved and its beginning firmly rooted.
No special instruction is necessary for religion. The moral
preparation is also the preparation for religion. When the
heart is pure, when the soul is free from all prejudices and
superstitions and has got itself rid of passions and desires, it is
a fit vehicle for receiving the truth, or rather, it establishes
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itself as the Truth. The death of the individual soul, the
extinction of everything empirical ($dmvrtika), the getting rid
of all that makes for individuality and composition, is the
birth of the universal, the resting in the transcendental
consciousness. It is not anything that is acquired, anything
that is achieved as the result of any process, but it 1s the
resting in what eternally abides, equally in the empirical as
well as in the transcendental. When all impurities are gone,
when all that is there as the result of composition is gone,
there remains nothing particular, nothing that has any name
or form, nothing that we can call by any determinate name or
signify by any determinate form, and it is all emptiness, it is
all blank from the point of view of the particular, from the
point of view of this world of duality and difference, from the
point of view of empirical reality, and the transcendental
consciousness alone remains. No teaching is mnecessary for
the realisation of the transcendental consciousness as it is
beyond all process. It is there in its abiding presence and is
bound to be realised when the impurities, the obstructions
or hindrances are eliminated. The Buddha realised that
metaphysical discussions about this transcendental state were
useless so long as purification was not attained. Nothing
could prove it, all the premises being less general having been
all derived from' it. What was necessary was to remove the
hindrances in order that the transcendental consciousness
might reveal itself spontaneously, and it was for this reason
that the Buddha concentrated on moral teaching alone. It
was necessary to impress upon the people that mere
observance of external rites was not religion. If the spirit is
not revealed it is mnot religion. Residence in heaven,
enjoying sensual pleasures and avoidance of physical pains are
all material. If one performs religious rites for the sake of
attaining Heaven, it is not finding or worshipping the spirit
but merely serving Mammon or Matter. There was necessity
for teachers like the Buddha and ! the teacher of the
Bhagavadgita to emphasise that the worship of the spirit is
the essence of religion. The creed of the Buddha is to be
understood as extreme reaction against the formalism of
ritualistic practices dissociated from the touch of the spirit.
As the Buddha not only believed in the supremacy of the
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spirit but devoted his entire life to the preaching of this
truth, as he took it as his mission to proclaim to the world
and to show to all men the nothingness of Matter which is
composed of parts, as he unmistakably declared that in getting
rid of connecticn with matter lies salvation (Nirvana), as he
regards this state of Nirvana as one of absolute peace, there
«cannot be any doubt that he is preaching the noblest truths
of religion, and that if he does not speak of any personal God
or of any specifically religious practices other than the moral,
it is perhaps because he thinks that in showing the way to
the spirit and clearly demarcating it from the world of matter
he has sufficiently shown the way to God which is all-spirit
and no matter. If he confines his teachings to moral
discipline it is because he thinks that in doing so he has
securely laid the foundations which will infallibly have the
superstructure of religion built on it. Buddhism is neither
atheism nor religion without God, nor morality without
religion but is the religion that believes in moral foundations
and regards morality as the only way of approach to religion.
If by God is meant spirit or pure consciousness without the
least touch of matter, Buddhism not only believes in Him
but is saturated with His presence. If the theist misses his
‘God in Buddhism, it only proves that the personal God of the
theist contains something other than Pure spirit, something
which is not-spirit or matter, something which is not of the
«essence of Pure consciousness, and the fact that he is not
satisfied with the Absolute Reality or the Pure consciousness
of the Vedantist or the Buddhist shows clearly that he still
hankers after something non-eternal, something transient and
-evanescent and that when this superficial covering is removed
and the Absolute reveals itself in its native and naked
splendour, he finds nothing which he is habituated to see and
therefore regards it as the Void or Blank Negation. If the
difference between God and the Absolute, between the
Personal and the so-called Impersonal Reality, be supposed
to lie in the distinction between what has consciousness and
what is consciousness, if, in other words, the true conception
of the ultimate Reality, according to the theist, is that
.consciousness belongs to it as a person, it may be asked:
‘what is it over and above consciousness? What is «that
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supreme something which is supposed to possess conscious-
ness? If it is consciousness and nothing but consciousness,
the conception is not only unnecessary but also unmeahing
and is only a remnant superstition of the ignorant mass; if,
however, it is something other than consciousness, it can only
be matter, non-spirit, something very far removed from the
spiritual and the Divine. If the Buddhist Nirvana has been
understood in the West to be nothing but Blank Negation, it
is because in the attempt to reach the Pure Spirit, Buddhism
has left behind everything that is and has connection with
matter, everything by which the real could be understood and
recognised, and when, therefore, the extinction of the
material appendage is described, it is mistaken by the theist
to be the extinction of Reality, of Consciousness itself.

In Brahminism there was the happy combination of the
inner and the outer, the harmonious co-operation of the
internal motive and the external practice. 'When, however,
in course of ages persons forgot the real meaning and aim of
the external observances and regarded them as ends in
themselves and were satisfied with mere formal observance of
the practices it was necessary for a reformer to point out that
the external observances were mnot of much worth by
themselves and that detached from their inner springs they
lost all significance. When a reaction sets in, it very often
goes to the other extreme and we find this in Buddhism when
it vehemently denounces the Vedas and the rituals prescribed
by them. Buddhism is not to be regarded as the discovery
of a new truth or the imposition of a foreign culture on
Hinduism. It is rather a revolt from within and is to be
understood more as a corrective than as a rebellion. When
it was pointed out by Samkara that the Upanishads had
preached exactly the same thing, viz.: the denunciation of
mere external practices, the emphasis on inner purification,
the pointing to desires as the sole cause of miserv and
bondage, the prescribing of desirelessness as the only means
to salvation, referring all evil ultimately to Ignorance and
pointing to Right Knowledge as the means of uprooting the
evil, there remained nothing new in Buddhism and it became
completely absorbed in Hinduism. The fact that there is
hardly a single follower of Buddhism in the land of its birth
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at the present day is explained when it is remembered that
Buddhism cannot show a single doctrine which cannot be
traced to the Upanishads. The purificatory discipline
enjoined by Buddhism is found elaborately and systematically
discussed in the Yoga Siutras of Patafijali which are accepted
by all schools of Hinduism, and the life of renunciation or
the life of enlightenment advocated by Buddhism is discovered
to be the goal of the Upanishadic teachings also. There is the
same giving up of names and forms, giving up of the world
consisting of names and forms, of duality and difference, and
the same rising above or transcendence of this in both.
There is the same distinction in both of sdmortika or
vyavehdrike (empirical) and pdremarthike (transcendental)
reality. The life of the Jivanmukta and of the Buddha or
the Arhat does not differ in any fundamental point. If the
world becomes Sinya to one, it becomes mithyd to the other,
and the two conceptions are identical. The mithydtva of the
world is no hindrance to the daily life of the Jivanmiukta; the
$unyatva similarly offers no obstacle to the life of the Arhat.
If there is the same moral preparation, the same philosophy,
the same ideal, the same emphasis and the same neglect of
identical things, how can the one hold itself against the other?
If Hinduism contains all the things that are preached by
Buddhism, there is no necessity for Buddhism as a separate
doctrine.

There is one important difference between Buddhism and
Hinduism. The whole edifice of Hinduism is based on
adhikarabhedavida or the recognition of fundamental
differences in the equipment of different individuals;
Buddhism, like most other religions, takes no note of these
differences and prescribes the same recipe for all. The
Hindu sage knows the difference between the Brahmin, on
the one hand, whose heredity and culture place him above
the average man and who is endowed with inherent moral
qualities and lives more in the intellectual and in the spiritual
plane than in the sense plane, and the non-Brahmin, on the
other, who is not so favourably equipped. He knows that the
same prescription cannot benefit both equally. ‘ What is
meat to one is poison to another’ is a maxim that has
greater value in the field of spiritual discipline than elsewhere:

5—1917 B.
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and if the Hindu scriptures distinguish between the Brahmin
and the non-Brahmin, between the higher and the lower
equipment and prescribe a course for the former which is
definitely forbidden for the latter, it is not because of any
partiality for the one and hatred for the other but because
of perfect impartiality and supreme wisdom. If all are to be
treated impartially, that which is beneficial to each is to be
administered and as there is no such thing which is equally
beneficial to individuals belonging to different grades of
equipment, the wise course seems to be to prescribe different
courses for different grades. The distinctions of caste are
only general class-divisions which have the greatest workable
value although there may be a few inevitable exceptions here
and there. Heredity and environment are regarded as the
two most potent factors that go towards the formation of
character and the caste system of the Hindus has emphasised
both of these by imposing restrictions on free associations and
carefully isolating and preserving the environment {from alien
influences. '

As DBuddhism avoided metaphysical speculations and
specific religious discussions and confined itself mainly to
moral instructions it became possible for it to neglect consi-
derations of adhikara or differences of equipment. The
moral sense is inherent in every human being and there is
hardly any man who can plead inabilitv to understand and
grasp the moral instructions. The Buddha rightly perceived
that here lay the opportunity to rouse man’s dulled
consciousness and the slumbering sense of the spirit within
him and he appealed directly to man’s moral sense and sought
to acquaint him with the divinity in him, the only God that
counts and really exists. The subtle metaphysical problems
and the highest religious doctrines presuppose an in-
tellectual and spiritual equipment for being wunderstood
and discussed. As the Buddha purposively and definitely
disallowed these topics there was no necessity for him to
recognise differences of Adhikara (Equipment), differences of
caste or sect, and he could preach a doctrine which he held to
be suitable for all. The wisdom underlying the doctrine of
Adhikarabheda, of the distinction of caste or class, could not
be perceived by the ignorant mass and was mistakenly
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supposed to be a tyrannical imposition, an instance of
oppression of the favoured few on the unfortunate and
illiterate mass, and so when the Buddha appeared on the
scene with his new doctrine obliterating all distinctions of
class and caste and rejecting apparently unmeaning external
rites and observances which so long were lying as a heavy
burden with the majority of people, they had no hesitation
in accepting the new creed which promised them deliverance
from tyranny and oppression. The dry moral codes which
were taught in isolation from the external rites and
observances could not, however, satisfy the religious need of
the masses and very soon after the death of the Buddha the
worship of Buddha himself took the place of the worship
of God, and the wisdom of the Hindu teaching as reflected
in the combination of external practices with inward purity
and piety became evident, and 1t became manifest to the
world not only that it was very difficult for the mass to
practise morality in isolation from external observances but
also that religion, though grounded in moral purification, is
something more than morality, that communion with God or
rather the direct conversation of spirit with spirit means
something immiensely more than reverence for the moral
ideal and the attempt to realise it in life. As we shall have
occasion to discuss more fully the shortcomings of the merely
moral as distinct from the religious life and to show how
religion transcends morality we refrain from elaborating i$
further at this stage.
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A—CONFUCIANISM

Confucius is one of the few supremely great personalities
in the world, but he is also perhaps one of the many great
men who have been misunderstood and misrepresented.
The fact that he does not preach any philosophical doctrine
and does not busy himself with founding a school or a sect
but merely confines himself to the practical task of instruct-
ing heads of Government as to the best methods of
sdministration and the common man the correct attitude
towards the family and the society and the state, the very
fact, in other words, that he avoids unprofitable specula-
tions and engages himself in the task of showing the things
that can be directly realised in practice and got hold of for
self-improvement and culture, has been interpreted by many
to signify that Confucius was the ‘type and embodiment of
materialistic wisdom and practical utilitarianism’. There
cannot be a viler charge. It is a sheer irony of fate that
the man who devoted his entire life to the uplift of his
countrymen, the man who taught that ‘* one should lay down
one’s life rather than quit the path of virtue *’,' the man who
says that ‘‘benevolence, righteousness, propriety, and know-
ledge are not infused into us from without; we are certainly
furnished with them’', the man who proclaims, ‘‘Better
than one who knows what is right is one who is fond of
what is right, and better than one who is fond of what is
right is one who delights in right’’, the man who teaches the
most sublime idealism and advocates the virtuous life neither
for any gain nor profit in this world nor for the hope of any
reward or merit in the next world and rises above all cere-
monial religion by proclaiming that virtue resting on any-
thing but itself is not real virtue, should be charged with
materialism and utilitarianism, and with even ‘a certain
selfishness’ as Mr. Jennings puts it. It requires indeed a
genius to find selfishness in Confucius who is not an inch
below the standard attained by the greatest moral teachers
of the world including Immanuel Kant. ‘“ Do not unfo

1 Sayings of Comfucius, p. 61.
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others what you would not they should do unto you ”’, and
again, ‘‘ To be able to do to others as we would be done
by—this is the true domain of moral virtue'''—are the
sayings of the great man. He says expressly, “ If a man
can for the space of one day subdue his selfishness and revert
to natural laws, the whole world will call him good.”’? Are
these expressions of selfishness on the part of the great
teacher or does the estimate only prove the truth of
Mr. Gile’s remark in another connection that his (Legge’s)
““whole attitude to Confucianism bespoke one comprehensive
and fatal foregone conclusion,—the conviction that it must
at every point prove inferior to Christianity’’? ‘‘The truth
is”’ 'as Mr. Giles puts it, ‘‘though missionaries and other
zealots have long attempted to obscure the fact, that the
moral teaching of Confucius is "absolutely the purest and
least open to the charge of selfishness in the world.”’®

The most important point that is to be noticed in the
teaching of Confucius is that he regards unselfishness and
the moral virtues to be inherent in man. These are not to
be gathered from without, not to be acquired through
learning and education, but are really native and deeply
implanted in the hearts of men. If man only ‘reverts
to the natural laws’, if man can only get rid of the super-
ficial adjuncts, if he follows his real nature, his true self,
he becomes perfectly moral and religious. We find a similar
teaching in the Bhagavadgita. ‘‘ Prajapati or the creator
in the beginning created men along with sacrifice and said
‘By this shalt thou multiply. Let this yield you all that
vou desire’.”’* The sacrifice here spoken of evidently means
the renunciation of selfishness. Even the literal meaning
of sacrifice (yajfia) implies offering of oblations to gods
which involves the parting with natural possessions for the
sake of the gods. Tydga or renunciation forms the essence
of sacrifice, and the couplet of the Bhagavadgita quoted
above expresses that Yajha or the Spirit of renunciation or
unselfishness is inherent in the human being and he is born

1 Sayings of Confucius, p. 61.
2 Ibid, p. 62.

3 Introduction, ,p. 26,

< TIII, 10,
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with it at the time of creation. The Bhagavadgita also
shows that this spirit of tydga or sacrifice is noticeable
throughout the natural order. Everywhere in the cosmos
this sacrifice is going on. ‘“‘From food all creatures are
born; food is produced from rain; rain comes from sacrifice;
sacrifice has its origin in action.”’! The particles of food
give themselves up and from this sacrifice, this offering of
their lives, springs the life of the creatures; the clouds offer
themselves as sacrifice and from this is produced food; the
sacrificial oblations offered into the fire give themselves up.
and produce the clouds. TEverywhere in this way may be
observed the- wheel of sacrifice going on. He who does not
follow it lives in sin and lives in vain. He who delights in
sense-pleasures forsaking deliberately the course mani-
fested throughout the order of nature goes against the
normal way and commits sin. Here, as in Confucius, it is
definitely stated that man is not born selfish but that
unselfishness is as natural to him as anything else.
Confucius has also been accused of placing undue
importance on things external and of neglecting or under-
estimating the feeling in the heart. In his morality, I.egge,
for example, fails to find the ‘ gushings of a loving heart ’,
but only notices ‘the balancings of his intellect fettered hy
the decisions of men of old ’. Anyone who reads the sayings.
of the great man will easily discover not only the falseness
of the charge but also the extent of the distortion of the
truth. If Confucius has laid the supreme emphasis on any-
thing, 1t is on the feeling in the heart, on the Jen or the
internal motive, as distinguished from the outward act. The
reaction against the outer and the emphasis on the inner are
no less evident in Confucius than in Buddhism. He fought
relentlessly against conventional morality and etiquette when
these conflicted with the dictates of conscience. It is true
that he was careful to see that liberty did not degenerate into
license, but it would be the farthest removed from truth if,.
on this account, the champion of liberty is represented to
be °‘fettered ' by tradition and convention. If he is eager
to look into ancient customs and seems to follow tradition,
he never takes things over just as they were in the past
1 Ibid III, 15.
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and even when he is merely editing the sacred books he
never forgets to stamp on them the spirit of Confucianism.

The central point in the teaching of Confucius is
the conception of Li which is a very comprehensive term
and is only comparable to the conception of Harmony.
The successful working of the family as well as of the State
depends on harmonious relations among the different
members constituting the family or the State. If it is the
duty of the son to obey the father, it is equally the duty of
the father to be entirely altruistic, to have nothing but the
welfare of the family as the motive of his actions.
Harmony requires the restraint of egoistic propensities and
there cannot be promotion of the common good unless this
restraint is there. In the State, as in the family, the same
principle of Harmony must be at work. If the emperor is
the supreme authority of the state as the father of the
nation as a whole, he should also have the supreme respon-
sibility like the father of a family. Obedience and respect
are genuinely due to him only because he identifies
himself with the welfare of his people. There must
be harmonius relations between the governor and the
governed 1f the machinery is to work satisfactorily. It is
the supreme principle of Harmony that should determine
the relations between the different parts of the machine or
rather between the different organs of the organism. It is
this conception of Li that permeates the teachings of Con-
fucius just as the principle of Harmony is the central thing
in Plato’s Republic.

The Master says very simple things which can be readily
understood and never indulges in high-flown utterances and
grandiose ideals. He believes that only in this way he can
be of real service to his fellowmen and avoids metaphysical
discussions. He says that all his knowledge ‘is strung on
one connecting thread ’ and this gives the whole clue to his
philosophy.  ‘ Loyalty to oneself and charity to one’s
neighbour '* sum up his teachings. He always advocates
virtue for virtue’s sake and enunciates the highest principles
of morality. ‘ Wealth and rank unrighteously obtained ’.

1 Sayings of Confucius, p. 118.
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he says, ‘ seem to one as unsubstantial as floating clouds ’,*
and this teaching is in perfect consonance with the Iindu
view which places Dharma or righteousness in the very be-
ginning and regards it as the basis of other ideals, viz., Artha
(Wealth), Kama (Desire), and Moksha (Liberation). ‘° Who
can go out of a house except by the door?”’ Confucius asks.
““ In life ”’, he answers, ‘‘ why not pass likewise through the
door of virtue?”’ Virtue or righteousness is according to
him the only way to liberation and he confines his teaching
to the elucidation of the virtuous life. ‘‘ The princely man
never for a single instant quits the path of virtue; in times
of storm and stress he remains in it as fast as ever . *‘ The
princely man is one who knows neither grief nor fear .
‘“ The higher type of man makes a sense of duty the ground-
work of his character, blends with it in action a sense of
harmonious proportion, manifests it in a spirit of unselfish-
ness and perfects it by the addition of sincerity and truth.
Then indeed is he a noble character.”” The °‘ princely
man ’ of Confucius who never quits the path of virtue and
is above all grief and fear is akin to the liberated man, the
Mukta or the Jnant, and it is nothing but selfishness which
prompts one to say that Confucius teaches utilitarianism or
materialism.

It is true that Confucius avoids metaphysical specula-
tions and once reprimands a pupil saying ‘ while you do
not know life, what can you know about death?’® but he
does not leave us in the dark as to why he adopts this prin-
ciple. He thinks that all are not properly equipped for
the higher discussions and believes that a course of self-
cultivation should precede philosophising. ‘‘Liet a pupil
join with you in self-cultivation before you let him approach
the general truths of philosophy, but let him approach these
general truths before he is allowed to form his character for
good”,® he says. It is clear from this statement that while
philosophical discussions are necessary for the final formation
of character, for the complete training