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Place of the Indefinite in Logic

BY
KRISHNACHANDRA BHATTACHARYYA, M.A.

Synopsis.

Logic which ordinarily deals with the definite
refers to the indefinite (i) as only subjective, (ii) as
an epistemological element of the definite, or (ii1)
as the dialectic function of negation constructive of
the definite. Should not logic find place for the
absolute indefinite, in view especially of the metaphysic
of the irrational ?

Logic as dealing with the form of all thought-content
should consider primarily if there is any form which is not
matter at all, i.c., which is prior to all determinate doctrine
and controversy, scientific and metaphysical. Epistemo-
logy, as it is, presupposes determinate principles supposed
to be above criticism and hence it lapses into metaphysics.
Logic should criticise the basis of this science and start
with an absolutely abstract first principle which can be
neither a self-evident axiom nor a contingent law, wviz.,
with the bare dualism of the definite and indefinite, to
deny which is to admit it. All dualisms except this
admit of a third something beyond. If stated as a law
at all, the principle would be  the definite is not and is the
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indefinite,’ i.e., the line between the definite and indefi-
nite is itself indcfinable.

It is different from the dialectic principle of the
identity of being and non-being which lays more stress
on identity than on difference. Against dialectic, it
urges that there is an alternative—unreason—beyond the
identity of being and non-being which is reason ; against
conceptualist logic, that there is the indeterminate beyond
determinate affirmation and negation; and against
empirical logic, that the positive object of experience is a
determination carved out of the indeterminatc. It not
only thus extends but modifies the logic of the definite:
it brings out the indefinite given character of determinate
experience, of relation (including contradiction), and of
systemic or necessary unity quite as much as it empha-
sises their character as determinate negations of the
indefinite.

Logic starts neither with pure heing and non-being
nor with determinate being and non-being but with ©#kis
determinate,” where determinateness or ‘ thisness’ is heing
or negation or their identity and the ‘this’ a transcendent.
indefinite. This indefinite is determined into the relation
in a judgment—identity and ditference ; and so of affirm-
ation and negation, neither is prior to the other, The
necessity in reasoning again is in reference to this indefi-
nite, whether taken as a given system of positions as in
empirical logic, as a given system of analytic relations as
in conceptualist logic, or as a given self-creating system
of functions as in dialectic.

Dialectic only shows that a given categdry was neces-
sary : it does not create it and yet somehow such prophecy
after the event is synthetic knowledge. As however the
inferential expectation of material truth is only probable,
the ideal form of inference has to be distinguished from
the material process. To conceptualist logie, this form of
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analytic necessity is given and is somehow appiied to the
matter of experience. To empirical logic, the material
process—from particulars to partic :lars—which is really
indefinite is somehow definite. Kant shows that the forms
of conceptualist logic are not merely given hut are syn-
thetic necessities, they being necessarily applicable to
experience which however im its particularity is unanti-
cipable. So Spencer shows against empirical logic that
‘inference is not only a psychological transition but implies
a consciousness of necessity or justification and that the
given definite cxperience is but the Unknowable break-
ing forth into the relation of difference. Both bring out
the transcendent indefinite but hoth take it uncritically
to be real. But the indefinite is really a third category,
beyond reality and negation, and thus not a transcenden-
tal implicate only but a content of positive logic. It may
be called unknowable negation or reality and so meta-
physically we may deny the knowable world, not only in
absolute intuition but in logical thought and we may
conceive also determinate noumena or phenomena or
both as real specifications of the indufinite. We may
make a metaphysical use of the indefinite either way;
and in reference to this indefinite, the distinction between
necessity and fact, negation and position itself becomes
indefinite.

T'wo applications :—(i) all and some. In ‘all A, the
denotation determined by the definite connotation is
definite as denying the indeterminate differences of the
particulars which are still implied; and ‘some A ’ means
not only this indefinite but also a definite, suggesting
that the connotation of A is indefinitely modified by a
determinative #. So subalternation may or may not be
opposition.

(it) DNegative conditional propositions. In logic of the
definite, conditionals are admitted only as intending a
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definite element explicitly against a mass of indefinite
implication; and negation (i.e., indefinite negation) of
this definite element is supposed only to yield abortive
propositions. Yet such negation may be practically useful
and so the negative hypothetical should be a definite
form in logic. The indefinite disjunctive ‘A is either B
or not-B,” where not-B stapds for a definite or an indefi-
nite positive or for nothing at all, is really negative in
relation to the definite ¢ A is either B or C’ and is in fact
the very form of ultimate alternation between knowledge.
and ignorance, hetween the definite and the indefinite.



PLACE OF THE INDEFINITE IN LOGIC

1. The purpose of this paper is to examine what
modifications of logical doctrine would he necessitated by
the admission of the indefinite in logic, side by side with
definite position and definite negation. In logic which ordi-
narily deals with the definite content of thought only, the
indefinite is considered in at least three ways. It is some-
times regarded explicitly as extralogical, as only something
subjective or psychological which it is the purpose of the
science to outgrow or supersede. Sometimes it is treated
as provisionally definite ; both the uncertain and certain
relation of the knowing faculty to the object is taken to
yield definite forms of positive logie, the indefinite in fact
being admitted as only an epistemological element of the
definite content of logic.! In dialectic, it is taken as
a definite function of truth itself, as the function of
negation which is neither a mere epistemological element
nor a static truth by itself but is still constructive of
definite truth only. Our inquiry is whether and how
logic should find place for the absolute indefinite as dis-
tinet from the indefinite that is only constitutive of the
definite and our primd facie justification for the inquiry
is that there is such a thing as a metaphysic of absolute
doubt—at least a philosophy of the irrational—and that
logic as the prolegomena to all science and metaphysics

! See ref. to Venn—§ 19.
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should not commit itself to the particular metaphysical
faith in the finality of a definite system of truth. The
indefinite has found in fact a place in metaphysics in
many forms. To mention only a few at random, there is
the ‘ negative matter ’ of Plato, the maya of the Vedantists,
and the sunyam or ¢ void’ of the Buddhists. There is the
notion of objective chance in Aristotle and of the inexpli-
cable change of direction of the atoms of Lucretius.
There is the conception of the indeterminate will, specially
in the extreme form of unmotived or irrational activity,
as presented by a Duns Scotus, a Schopenhauer, or a
Bergson and there is finally the Unknowable, whether of
Kant or of Spencer. These notions are at present home-
less in logic; there is no category to express them and
disputes arise in connexion with them in metaphysic
which properly should have arisen in logic itself.

2. Tt is necessary to begin by clearly defining the
scope of logic as conceived here. Whatever may have
been the origin of the science, in its present state it can
hardly be treated except mainly as a positive science
distinct alike from psychology aund the objective sciences
and concerned with the most abstract principles, not only
of all science, but of all philosophy. It deals with the
object or content of all knowledge claimed as such and in
this sense is an objective science, though the object here
means all thinkables, subjective, objective, and absolute.
It considers only the form of the object, not the matter
and so its primary problem should be whether there is any
form which is not matter at all, which is not determinate,
which is undeniably presupposed in all determinate con-
crete thought, accepted or disputed, which in fact—
paradoxical as it may sound—is not affected even by the
uncertainty of this problem. It isnot the primary purpose
of logic to develop this form, if it can be discovered, into
the ground-principles or categories of the several concrete
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departments of thought. That would be committing
oneself to a particular system of metaphysic; and logic, as
prior to all metaphysic, can only indicate these by way
of bringing out all that it does not deal with. For pur-
poses of logic, in other words, it should be assumed that
all intuitions that are claimed as such and all sciences and
philosophies may be truc; it must be universal in the
sense not only of presenting the form common to all that
is claimed as knowledge but also as presenting the form
of all doubt and dispute.

3. This view of logic is forced upon us by the circum-
stance that it has to take account not only of the positive
sciences but also of metaphysics. Metaphysics in re-
opening the fundamental questions assumed to be settled
in the sciences presents many alternative solutions of
which it is not for logic to accept or reject any on
the ground of commonsense, for the whole purpose of the
science is to replace the rough and ready rule of
the thumb. Epistemology was conceived by XKant as
a prolegomena to all branches of knowledge claimed as
such but it differs from logic as we conceive it here in
so far as it itself represents a body of knowledge that
is determinate or uncriticised, resting as it does either on
the authority of introspection or on that of traditional
logic for the solution of the critical problem without a
prior criticism of these authorities themselves. This prior
criticism, if undertaken, would yield us logic proper, with
its absolutely abstract or fundamental character. If
epistemology has not been able so far to maintain its role
of a prolegomena and has come to be a mere chapter in
some metaphysical system, dialectical or other, it is
because it has not stripped itself, to start with, of all
determinate presuppositions, because in fact it has not
been fundamental enough.  That the transcendental logic
of Kant, for example, led to the positive dialectic logic of
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Hegel only shows that the antithesis between transcen-
dental and positive is not absolute in the sphere of the
determinate. In both, the abstractions with which logic
is taken to be conversant are taken to be constructive
functions: they arc viewed as at once analytic and
synthetic. In Kant, the analytic moment indeed remains
transcendental in view of a consciousness of a limit to
reason, of an indefinite thing-in-itself ; but this conscious-
ness of the indefinite is not taken seriously to affect the
epistemology itself. The definite unity of the self and
its synthetic specification into a definite system of cate-
gories ar¢ obviously suggested by the presuppositions of
a particular system of metaphysic, viz., the developmental,
and the indefinite itself is taken to be real without criti-
cism. Logic in our present conception however in
endeavouring to supply the abstract form of epistemolo-
gical knowledge itself would stand on a height of
abstraction where the distinction of the transcendental
and the positive is obliterated. The developmental
principle has no necessary place in it any more than
the principle of finished existence, for it has no right
to build on a determinate metaphysical presupposition :
the principle of logic should be absolutely abstract.

4. Can we have such a scicnee at all? If we demand
a criticism of epistemology, should we not demand a
criticism of the criticism and so on ad infinitun ?
Epistemology starts with a principle that it believes to be
self-evident or necessary. If however a real doubt is cast
on the principle, if the basis of intuition or axiom in
general is challenged as it has been challenged, logic as
such has no right to enter into the dispute and to take
sides; and so in criticising epistemology, it cannot stand
on any so-called nccessary or self-evident principle. To
start with a determinate contingent principle would be
cqually absurd and so it can only stand on an
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indeterminate principle which can indifferently be called
necessary or contingent. This principle can be no other
than the bare dualism of the definite and -indefinite, in
which neither has even the specific implication of reality
or unreality. A further criticism of this dualism is un-
intelligible, for the negation of the principle is nothing
other than the principle itself.

5. To explicate this principle. The most abstract
and comprehensive dualism that can be conceived is
that between the definite and the indefinite. It is
possible to show in the case of any other dualism
that can be proposed that there isa third something
beyond it. Kven in the case of being and non-being,
one canh cite an indefinite that is neither, call it the
unknowable or frecdom or whatever else. It is not
necessary to present the dualism of definite and indefinite
in the form of a judgment as a law of thought, for the
law-form is only a form among forms: the judgment is
not the necessary logical unit in such logic as is conceived
here. But if a law-form is demanded for this principle—
the word principle is sufficiently general in philosophical
usage, it may be presented in the paradoxical form—the
definite is not and is indefinite at once. It is similar to
the dialectical principle of the identity ol heing and not-
being but there is the difference that in the latter, more
stress is laid in the last resort on the identity than on the
difference hetween the opposed terms: the synthesis of
position and negation is uneritically taken to be only
positive, and the final synthesis, riz., the absolute is taken
as a positive system of truth. [n the principle we have
presented, equal stress is laid on the identity and difference
of the opposed terms ; what it amounts to is that the line
between the definite and the indefinite is itself indefinite,
that the minimum of difference from the indefinite that
constitutes the ahstract definite is a vanishing quantity.
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6. The difference from the dialectical principle can
be stated in another way. The ground principle of logic
has been formulated in at least threc ways— in the form
of system or reason, in the form of relation or judgment,
and in the form of an irrelative term, intuition or ex-
perience. The identity of being and non-heing points to
the conception of system as the ruling conception of
dialectic. In conceptualist or intuitionist logic, the funda-
mental principle is best conceived as a relation between
positive terms, i.e.,, as an ordinary judgment like ¢ this
being is not another being.’ TIn empirical logic, an
experience is the test of its own truth and so the basal
principle may be formulated as ¢ this determinate being
(Mill) or this determinate becoming (Bain) which is not
non-heing.” In the principle proposed for the logic of
the indefinite, no preference is implied for any of these
three forms. Tt is best put as a mere dualism or opposi-
tion, definite and indefinite, the ‘and’ expressing
apparently the very form of illogicality or the despair of
knowledge. [t really however expresses the inadequacy
of the three forms aforesaid. As against” the form of
reason, the dialeetical principle, it indicates an alterna-
tive—unreason—beyond reason : position and negation
are not necessarily the moments of the positive absolute.
As against the form of judgment, the conceptualist
principle as we may call it, it suggests that beyond deter-
minate affirmation and negation, there is the indeterminate
(though it may be practically useful) form of doubf or
ignorance.  As against the form of the irrelative determi-
nate term—we call it the experiential principle provision-
ally—it points out that the positive object of experience
is always a determination carved out of the indeterminate.
It suggests in fact that the indefinite has to be recognised
as standing outside the term, the judgment, and the
inference, that one should go beyond ordinary logic which
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simply turns its back on the outlying indefinite and looks
to the definite as the sole content of thought.

7. Such recognition of the indefinite implies not only
an extension of logical doctrine : it involves also a material
modification of the logic of the definite. With'regard
to the term, for «xample, the determinate object of ex-
purience, our principle shows that the boundaries that
demarcate it from the surrounding indefinite are them-
selves indefinite or indefinable, that the particularity of
* this determinate’ is something unique which can neither
be taken as a scparate definite category nor as a necessary
determination of the universal and accordingly the ‘this’
may be indifferently taken as either being (Mill) or as
transition (Bain).! With regard to the judgment-form, it
is pointed out that definite relation, affirmative and
negative, is itself indefinite, that if relation isa given fact,
the ‘given-ness’ is an indeterminate which can be re-
garded either as an abrupt positive or as a negation of
the indefinite and that the negation of the indefinite is
indifferently affirmative or negative, i.e.,, the distinction
between affirmative and negative is indefinable or in other
words, contradiction is just as conceivable as otherwise.?
With regard to the form of reasoning, our principle would

! Within cmpiricism in fact is reproduced the opposition between the concep-
tualistic and dialoctic views of the principium indsviduationis. To conceptualist
logic. individuality as such is properly a unique category of thought, n simple
ultimate thought, and there is sometimes a tendeney to abolish it nltogether. To
dialectio, it is & construction through thought as a function. (1) Iu the empiricism
of Mill, corresponding to the simple thonght of ‘this,’ appears ‘ this’ individual
experience, this given simple being. (1t) In Bain however, experience is taken to he
a transition ; properly no term is given but only o pussage, a differentintion between
terms. Individunlity is only an arbitravy point in this trunsitional process: it is a
conflux of relations or generalities. HKxistence is admitted as a separate cntegory,
distinct from co-existence, sequence, and resemblance by Mill but not by Bain. These
conflicting views ouly show that the nnit-term or the individual is at ounce definito
and indefinite. the latter uspect being systematically iguored in oidinary logic

* Here within conceptualism is reproduced the opposition between empirical an
dialectical views of relation. 'To cmpiricism, relation is a given experience ; the
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indicate that system or nccessary relation is as much a
given fact as a negation of negation and that this negation
of negation may be taken as equivalent to position or
negation indifferently.'

8. "With the Hegclians then, we admit the identity of
being and non-being or necessity but hold that this
necessity is itself a contingent fact. So the contradiction
between being and non-being is to us ax much an object
of thought as their non-contradiction: a contradictory
judgment is neither inadmissible nor is merely a moment
in the necessity of dialectical identity. 8o too the deter-
minate ¢ this’ has not simply being and negation in its
constitution hut also the indefinite or the Unknowable.

9. The indeterminate heing or non-being with which
Hegel starts is not the same as our indefinite. In the
term, ‘ this determinate,” ¢ this’ is something unique to

clementary relations of likeness and difference are taken as ultimute feelings, To
dialectic, it is the function of negation, the negation of immedincy, the self.distine.
tion of the given. The conceptualist view wplits up into at least two types : (i) rela.
tion is an nltimate given thought and here the ultimate difference hetween empiri-
cism and intuitionism is n vanishing one. Al relation in fact is positive ; negation
itself i but positive difference (i) Positive relation and negative relation are
co-urdinate : absence or void is & cutegory side by side with existence. The given
positive stands over against its definite negation . the .primary difference is not
difference between two positives but between position and negation, this negation
being thus & sort of being or position. Thuy the distinetion between affirmation und
negation becomes indefinable. Negation is not being and yet a sort of bheing.—-
These conflicting views show again that what is taken to bo definite relation in
ordinary logic is really indefinite.

. 1 The opposition hetween empiricism aud conceptualism has to be traced as
affecting the integrity of the dialectic view of sysiem or necessary relution. To
empiricism, system is no given being : the pust doos not exist in the present and yet.
the present is what it is becunse of the past. The ground of present knowledge is
always non-existent. To conceptualism, the relation of ground and consoquent is
an ofernally oxisteut thought. The dialectic movement presents both these tenden-
cies without reconciling them. As the ground of itself (natura naturans), system
is a transition, negation of negation, freedom—no existent being. As the consoquenco
of itself (natwra nmatwrata), it is the ecwistent absolute, the truth that is thought
through and through. This alternution of the dynamic and static aspects in dialectic
poiuts to tho fact that system or rearon i indefinite in its very constitution,
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which neither the terms, be:ing nor non-being can be
applied, though * this-ness’ or determinat heing may be
taken as an identity of being and non-being. As consti-
tutive of ¢this-ness’ then, the indeterminate being or
non-heing of Hegel is still definite in our sense: ‘this’ as
transcending ‘tbis-ness’ is unanalysable, indefinable, or
indefinite. ¢ This determinate > may thus be analysed into
the three principles—the indecfinite, heing, and non-being.
In reference to the criticism of the Hegelian position that
logic should start with determinate heing rather than with
pure being, we hold that the indefinite, heing, and non-
being can all be taken as the starting point indifferently,
these being all implied in ¢ this determinate.’

10. With reference to the judgment, our contention
is that it is equally true to say that the terms are or are
not constituted hy their relation, that in it a given matter
of fact, a ¢this’ which is neither definite being nor definite
non-being is determined into a relation of terms, that
the relation is at once identity and difference in reference
to this indefinite, and that apart from this indefinite, it is
just as truc to say that there is as that there is not neces-
sary mutual implication between identity and difference,
that the affirmative relation is and that it is not prior to
the negative.! As to reasoning, the necessity implied in

' The judgment * A is B’ has been nnderstood in at least three ways: (1) A does
not cxist when A B exists. (1) A cxists when A B exists.  (i1f) A exists because
A B does not exist but is a function—the empirical, conceptualist, and dialectic
views respectively in typical form. Taking (i), A is in the limit the unique ‘ this,"
transcending the determination A B.  As indeterminate, it is as much definite being
a8 negation and thus (i) is justified ulong with (if). So in (1it), A B, tke function or
negation, ¢s, i.e., constitutes A, the existent. Thus A or ‘this’ is negation, being, and
their identity in (i), (i), (iii), respectively: it is in (i) the not-given (not-now-given),
m (i) the given and in (iif) the existent through not heing given. A B then is (i)
not A, (i) is not A aLd yet in A, und (:it) is A by being not A ; in other words, the
negative relation is after the affirmative, co-ordinate with the affirmative and before
the affirmative in the threo views.-—All these varviations of view-point to the
circumstance that relation is at once definite and indefinite : the admission of the
indefinite justifies and falsifies all these views.
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the ‘therefote’ is {aken hy Hegel as the sclf-creafing
dialectic of truth itself, as the position created by the
negation of negafion. -In empirical logic, it is taken to
be the position contingently reached through other posi-
tions, as a particular reached through particulars; and in
conceptualist logic, it is the mere explication of a position
by negation, as a rendering of a universal premisc analyti-
cally definite by an individualising minor premise. We
however hold that the new something reached in the
conclusion is really a definition of the indefinite matter
to which reasoning has reference and that the necesswv
is but a contingent fact in this reference.

11." Hegelian Logic does not admit the indefinite but
holds instead that dialectic necessity is creative. Its
strength lies however only in seeing that a real category
of given experience was necessary, not really in yielding
any new category or creating it. Hence where it has
sought to create, critics have only seen a dismal failure
or found that it was a sort of prophesying after the event.
This inability to create is in fact the implicit admission
of the indefinite. What the critics do not bring out
however is that this retrospective prophecy, this seeing
that a stage which has emerged w«es necessary is a true
seeing : they have yet to explain why the dialectic exposi-
tion which is noi at least explicitly analytic fits the catc-
gory deduced, how an apparent continuity between an
old and new category is at all established by the mere
process of negation of negation. It is a form of the old
question how what is anticipated by inference comes to
be verified by experience and to call it a mere aceident
or to understanrd a pre-established harmony is sunply to
give up the problem of explanation.

12. At the same time it is true that such antlclpa-'
tions of inference are not sometimes verified, that only
probable truths arc reached actually by inference and
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hence the justification for taking the inferential form
as only an ideal and for distinguishing it from the
material process of inference itself. This amounts on
the one hand to the admission of the analytic necessity
within this ideal form as itself given and as somehow
applicable to the indefinite matter of experience and on
the other to the view that the synthetic material process -
is a definite necessity inexplicably emerging out of the
indefinite. In conceptualist logic, the definite analytic
necessity within the syllogism is understood as the given or
intuited ideal and error or uncertainty is taken as only the
accident of application. Inempirical logic where the ideal
is nothing and the material process is all, it only amounts to
saying that somehow as matter of fact we pass from parti-
culars to other particulars which are sametimes verified.
13.  As against conceptualist logic, Kant holds that
the forms of positive logic are not merely given but are
synthetic a priori necessities at bottom, that their applica-
bility to experience is not accidental but necessary, that
however although 'matter in general is necessarily de-
manded by form, what specifically the matter will be is
unknowable. The Kantian view thus brings out the
latent implication of the indefinite in the intuited charac-
ter and applicability of the forms admitted in conceptua-
list logic. As against empirical logic, Spencer points out
that unless logic is to lapse into psychology, the ideal
form has to be taken as necessarily presupposed in the
material process, that inference is inference only as
implying the consciousness of justification or necessary
ground, that this necessary ground or axiom is not only
the consolidation of contingent experiences but has the
implication of the inconceivability of the opposite and
that experience taken as the givern definite in empirical
logic is really the indefinite breaking forth into the rela-
. tion of difference.
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11. Both Kant and Spencer thus bring out the tran-
scendent character of the indefinite but both uncritically
take this indefinite to be the unknowable reclify. Against
this however we hold that theindefinite may as well be
called the unknowable negation, that in fact it is a third
category side by side with position and negation, that it
is as much immanent in the definite as transcendent, and
that therefore it is not simply the transcendental implicate
of definite logic but the content of positive logic itself.

15. Our logic thus finds categorics for widely differ-
ent metaphysical notions of reality, for the notion of the
knowable world as unreal in the last resort as well as for
the notion of it as a real evolute in all the different senses
in which it has been taken. Togic as here conceived
renders intelligible the denial of the unique positive
reality of the given, not only in the sense in which Hegel
understands it who admits the reality and takes it to be
constructed by negation, but also in the absolute sense.
The assertion of the ultimate falsity of the world—falsity
not only to absolute intuition but to logical thought it-
self—is thus conceivable. In positive logic itself, not
only is position to be conceived as negation of negation
as it is conceived in dialectic: it is to be admitted also
that negation of negation may be indefinite negation.
At the same time we recognise that the indefinite may
be regarded as real and as embodied in the definite axioms
and expericnces that we start with as poditively given.
We admit the truth hoth of conceptualist and empirical
logic or—what is the same thing—we can conceive
the metaphysical view that determinate noumena or
phenomena or both side by side constitute reality.
There is nothing finally to prevent us from conceiving
that this immanent being is to the transcendent real
indefinite a real mode, effect, or objectification, that the
definite is a real specification of the indefinite, "We thus
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frankly make a positive use, logical and metaphysical,
of the indefinite, unlike Kant and Spencer who while
deprecating such positive use of the indefinite view it
implicitly as the »e«l. Conflicting cpistemological notions
are also thus logically conceivable: both necessity and
fact can be understood alike as an emanation and evolute
of the indefinite, and each may bhe regarded as the
other—i. e., necessity may be taken as an inexplicable
fact, as the positive stress of the indefinite real and given
fact may be viewed as implying negation of an indefinite
negation.

16. The general implications of our principle—the in-
definite and definite are and are not one—have heen
brought out as demarcating the logic of the indefinite
from other types of logic. 'The bearing of it on some
details taken at random may be discussed by way of
further elucidation.

17.  Conception of «ll and some. Logic as dealing
with the most abstract content of thought, definite
and indefinite, has no direct interest in developing the
determinate categories of the several departments of
knowledge. If it refers to quantity then, even in the
vague form of all and some, it is only by way of bringing
out what it does not deal with. The primary question is
whether it starts with the determinate or the indeter-
minate and our answer is that the starting point is ¢ this
determinate,” where ‘this’ is the unique indefinite. The
difference of the definite and indefinite being itself in-
definable, the difference of the determinates from one
another is also indeterminate in the last resort. From the
side of the definite as fixed by language, we deny this
indeterminate difference which we are conscious of, hy
using the word all’: the connotation is primarily meant
as definite, in view however of the indeterminate differ-
ences of the particulars constituting the denotation. The
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word ‘some’ on the contrary primarily means this
indeterminate difference in view of the definite connota-
tion. The secondary accompaniment in each case is
affected by the primary intention. We have said that
the definite and the indefinite are not only different but
identical and so the indefinite denotation of ©all A ’—in-
definite as fixed by connotation and not by enumeration
—is itself a definite function or form in logic ; and the
definite connotation {of ¢ some A’—uviz., the connotation of
A—is itself rendered indefinite, ‘some A’ being equivalent
to ‘all A+’ where x is an indefinite determination of A.
In so far then as we say that the definite is nof the
indefinite, subalternation may he regarded as an opposition
-and not so in so far as we admit their identity: the truth
of ‘all’ both denies and admits the truth of ‘some.”
This only means that quantity-difference which is in the

! There are the two ordinary views: (i) ‘some’ means ‘ot all,’ (ii) ‘some’
does not deny ‘all’—i.e. (i) ‘some’is a definite negation of ‘all,} (ii) ‘some’ is
indefinite. In both views, ‘some’ is taken as both definite and indefinite in a sense,
eg., in (i), though it means ‘not all,’ it is indefinite which individuals and how many
are meant.—Still it is held that this indefiniteness is only subjective: to logic, it
means the definite ‘not all, definite because ‘not all A’ moans ‘all Az "—, e., the
connotation of A as qualified by an unknown but real adjective z. In (u1), thongh
‘some,’ is indefinite as not denying ‘all,’ it means definitely at least one individual
haring the connotation of the class: the indefinite is thns provisionally treated as
definite in logic. The second view docs not assume what the first does that
‘some A’ is necessarily equivalent to another universal, viz, As; and the first
does not assume what the second does that any individual A is definitely known
to have the predicate B in the judgment ‘some A is B. The first would assert
‘some Ais B' on the two definite grounds (1) that at least one individual A
has ‘been found to be mot B and (2) that the real connection of B is not with
A but with Ar, The seconl would assert it on the ground (1) that at least one
A is B and (2) that other A’s are either B or not-B. The first emphasises the
defect of connotation (A should be determined into Aw), i.e., indefiniteness of the
connotation which is taken to be definite in ‘all A’ and the second emphasises the
indefiniteness of the denotation in ‘some A' which is already indefinite in ‘all A’
though the point is provisionally ignored there. ¢ All A’ in fact is both definite and
indefinite, definite in connotation and indefinite in denotation. ‘ Some A,’ as indefinite
in connotation (A=Awx)is a negation of ‘all A’; but ‘some A, as indefinite in
denotation i8 no negation of ‘all A, the indefinite being indefinitely related to the
indefinite.—The recognition of the indefinite as a logical, and not merely a subjective,
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object or content of thought and not merely psycho-
logical is itself indefinite and that these contradictory
views about ‘all’ and ‘some’ may be both true. Logic
should consider this fact of alternation only: it should
not be its business to develop the quantitative doctrine
itself into some sort of logical algebra or geometry. Nor
is it its business to settle the psychological or meta-
physical question of the concept, although in thus defining
its own business, it would indirectly indicate the germs
of the concrete solutions of the questions that have been
presented.

18. Negative conditional propositions.—Can condi-
tional propositions be negative? (1) There are the
opposite views about the hypothetical proposition—(a) As
distinct from the categorical, its sole fanction is to
express the logical or objective dependence of one relation
on another. Non-dependence is no objective relation
at all and requires no logical form to express it. The
consciousness of it is purely privative: that I cannot
connect a consequent with an antecedent is a mere sub-
jective incapacity. There is therefore no negative
hypothetical. (4) It may be contended however that
in any case the negative categorical is allowed in view
(we need not discuss the extreme view according to which
no negative relation is admitted in logic), i.e., the negative
relation is admitted as objective, though it may be with
the implied assumption that it is equivalent to a definite
affirmative which may not be known yet. As a logical
form then, the negative categorical is admissible where

slement brings out the truth of both the viewsof ‘some’ and ‘all’ The logic of the
indefinite thus not only makes conflicting logical doctrines intelligible : it points out
the essential indeterminateness of the concept, and the really extralogical character
of quantity—showing that logic is here uselessly racked with disputes about what
as outside its scope must be disputed and indicating that the doctrine of quantity
is capable of being developed, uot only from the side of the determinate but also
from that of the indeterminate.




20 " K. C. BHATTACHARYYA

subjectively there is the ignorance of its affirmative
equivalent. Now there should be a difference between
the dependence of an affirmative consequent and that of
a negative consequent on a given antecedent. The
quality of the dependence itself varies with the quality
of the consequent and hence a negative hypothetical
should be admitted if a negative -categorical is
admitted. To be negative the hypo thetical need not
express non-dependence but only dependence of
a negation.

19. The dispute hcre really turns on whether the
quality of the dependence is affected by the quality of the
consequent. Where we do not know yet what affirmation
is equivalent to the negative consequent, should we say
that the hypothetical proposition itself is negative ?
Should we express the state of knowledge there hy a
hypothetical form at all? We take the example—*if
the keys cannot be found in this room after careful search,
they are not here.” I do not know where the keys are
then and still it may be useful to express the circumstance
in the negative hypothetical form: T need not waste
time searching for them further in this room for the reason
stated. But it is urged in the first view that what is
expressed in this proposition is only something subjective :
there is no objective connexion between the antecedent
and the consequent, the absence of the keys here being
not conditioned by the fruitless search. But this only
means that the keys have not been removed from the room
in consequence of the fruitless search. The absence of
the keys need not however mean this positive removal
and may yet be a useful truth that is inferred from, i.e.,
is conditioned by the fruitless search as its reason or
ground. It is not the content of mere ignorance. Mere
ignorance, it may be said, nced not be expressed in logic:
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The proposition about the keys is useful and yet is not the
expression of an objective dependence of a positive fact.
Should this intermediate state of consciousness between
mere ignorance and positive objective knowledge be
expressed in logic? Venn has pointed out the fallacy of
over-objectification in logic: to him, logic deals with the
passage from the subjective to the objective. We hold
that logic as dealing with object in the abstract sense of
content of thought can never over-objectify and that the real
truth of Venn’s view is that logic deals with the passage
from the indefinite to the definite in the object. The
useful knowledge about the keys which is not yet positive
objective knowledge has a content or object distinct alike
from the absolutely indefinite and useless content of
ignorance and from the definite object of the positive
knowledge of the whereabouts of the keys: it is at once
indefinite and definite and as such should have a logical
expression. The logic of the indefinitc would therefore
admit the negative hypothetical and point out that its
logical status is indefinite—somewhere intermediate be-
tween he forms of positive knowledge and absolute
ignorance, and a stage removed in point of definiteness
from the negative categorical judgment. The negative
categorical is already the explicit objective embodiment
of partial ignorance: it assigns a provisional being to
negation in relation to a position. In an affirmative hypo-
thetical also, the conlingent being of the relation in the
con.equent is such an explicit objective embodiment of
partial ignorance : the assertory being of the categorical
relation is modified by a negation into a possibility. The
negative hypothetical theu iy an objective embodiment of
a double ignorance or negation but is still in view of a
position and therefore useful.

20. Tt may be noted in passing that the issues here
are similar to those which arise in the Vedantic discussion
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of the illusion of illusion.! An illusion being positively
gwen has an ¢ indescribable being ’ according to Vedauta,
even when it is corrected. Has the illusion of illusion
such a being also? A compromise between plain yes and
no is given by some Vedantists, viz., that the illusion of
illusion is given in a way different from, i.e., more indefi-
nitely than illusion itself. A similar difficulty may be
pressed against Bradley’s view of the negative judgment.
It presupposes, he says, not a full-formed affirmative
judgment but only a question. What is the nature of the
question ? He himself takes it to be only psychological,
an ideal suggestion, a floating idea. Bosanquet however
would take it as a logical content, a rudimentary disjunc-
tion. Sigwart would call it a rudimentary positive judg-
ment—-.e., a merely givern rclation. They all admit that
a full affirmative judgment need not be presupposed by
the negative and yet what precisely do they contend
about ? It is really somewhere intermediate between the
content of thought and the merc psychological fuct of
thought. This transitional something between the defi-
nitely psychological and the definitely logical cun only be
taken cognisance of in such logic as has been conceived in
this paper.

21. (2) As to the disjunctive proposition, the ordi-
nary view is that it cannot be negative in the disjunctive
form. The definite element in ‘A is either B or C’ is
that A is in B and C taken together and somefimes the
definite side is pushed further to imply the mutual ex-
clusion of B and C. There is indefiniteness then at least
as to whick of the two, B and C, is predicated of A : the
disjunctive is so far an explicit emhodiment of partial
ignorance. It would be held then that ¢A is either not

1 Something is believed to be real, it is next taken to be illusory, and then again
on closer observation it may be pronounced not illusory. What does ‘not illusory ’

mean ¥
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B or not C’ is not the logical denial of €A is either B
or C,’ for if the ignorance-element in both is considered,
there is no denial, an indefinite being only indefinitely
related to an indefinite, and if the knowledge-element in
both is considered, B plus C is either the same as or a
part of not-B plus not-C. Tn reference to the knowledge-
element however, we intend to point out as in the case
of sub-alternation that if the connotative side as distinet
from the denotative side of B and C is considered, there
is an intelligible sense in which B plus C may be taken
as the negative of not-B plus not-C,

22. Those who hold that ¢ A is either Bor C’ does not
deny that A may be hoth really point to this conno-
tative side : the precise relation between the denotations
of B and C may remain indefinite according to them
when the disjunctive is asserted. From this standpoint
then ‘either not B or not C’ would be doubly indeter-
minate. In ‘A is either B or C,’ it is only affirmed that
the connotations of B and C are compatible with that of
A. 'This compatibility is a definite logical content hut
the mutual relation of B and C is indefinite; the mutual
relation of not-B and not-C then would be doubly
indefinite. The problem is to find out the value of this
double indefiniteness.

23. We may distinguish our position here from at
least four positions that may he conceivably advanced.
(1) It may be held that the negation of the indefinite
‘cither B or C’ in the form ¢either not-B or not-C’ has
nothing definite in it and is absolutely useless. (2) There
is just the opposite view that ¢ either not-B or not-C’ is
the same as ‘ either B or C,” B and C heing already exclu-
sive. (3) Or it may he held that the mutual exclusion
of B and C is indefinite in ‘either B or C,” and that ¢ either
not-B or not-C ’ makes this definite, that it amounts to a
more definite affirmation and is therefore no negation at
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all: it is an extra aflirmation, an edded truth side by side
with the definite truth of ¢ either B or C.> Or (4) it may
be urged that this extra affirmation is a development of
‘either B or C’ rather than an accretion, that it is un-
doubtedly a negation but amounting to an affirmation.
¢ Either not B or not C’ is taken as (1) no logical form at
all or (2) as identical with ‘either B or C’ or (8) as
different from it but not a denial of it or (4) as a denial
of it that amounnts to a definite affirmation which is at
once same and different. Our position however is that
‘either not B or not C’ is the form of the indefinite
denial of ‘either B or C.” It is denial of the definite
element in it-viz., the compatibility of B and of C with
A : that the compatibility itself is partial or indefinite, is
not definite is pointed out by © A is either not B or not C.’
Asthe denial of what is helieved to be a definite elementin
¢ Ais either B or C,’ it is itself delieved in and is not dumb
ignorance : it has a useful content which yet is not posi-
tive, not the same as the given affirmative nor something
coordinate with it, nor a negation amounting to a definite
positive.

24. That ¢ A is either not B or not C’ is the negation
of A is cither B or C’ may he shown in another way.
'The ordinary form given of its negation is ‘ A is neither B
nor C.”  This however states more than the mere negation
which should be simply ¢ A may be neither.” If not-B and
not-C are understood as the negation of the connotative
side of B and C, ¢ A is cither not-B or not-C’ is equivalent
to ¢ A is either B or C or neither,” which means precisely
that A may be neither.

25. 1In speaking of a logical form being useful, we
have assumed only for the sake of the argument that the
merely privative judgment, the expression of mere ignor-
ance is useless. It is necessary now to point out that
she word useful is itself a question-begging term ; it
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dogmatically assumes that the knowing self ought to move
towards more and more determinate truth. This assump-
tion itself may be questioned and the logical impulse may
be taken to be satistied in the correction of the given error
of determinateness, not in the attainment of new determi-
nations, in getting rid of the limitation of the definite and
not in securing increase of definiteness, in the direction
of the indefinitc and not in that of the definite,—freedom
or the absolute state being reached either way. In this
‘undefining > process, as we may call it, it is not even
necessary that empirical truth should be held fast provi- -
sionally. All doubt, including what is taken to be the
most irresponsible form of it—uviz., absolute scepticism,
would be wuseful in this connexion, though there might be
grades of usefulness here also. Logic, conceived to deal
with the bare dualism of the definite and indefinite can
make room for either kind of usefulness or truth.

26. This may be presented in terms of the disjunctive
proposition. The proposition ¢ A is either B or C’ or
neither may be taken as equivalent to ¢ A is either B or
not-B, the bare form of the Excluded Middle. Now this
form may be taken (1) as absolutely useless, a joke, the
mere form of ignorance; (2) asthe limiting form of dis-
junetion, and therefore a particular case of disjunction,
giving us the form of truth, i.c., of the universe as con-
structed by thought out of the unique given; (3) as the
form of the determinate—determinate position and nega-
tion as co-ordinate—present in all particular disjunctions ;
or (4) as the abstract form of truth developed in all
concrete disjunctions, in all grades of determinate know-
ledge. Not-B in these views is (1) nothing logical at all,
(2) logical only in relation to the unique but definite
‘given-ness’ of B, (3) a positive logical content side by
side with B, and () the logical implication of B, as B is
of not-B. In conformity to what we have said above, w¢
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hold that not-B is something logical, though not definite :
it is the logically useful indefinite. ‘A is either B or not-B’
is a logical negative of ‘A is either B or C,’ utterly in-
determinate in contrast with it but determinate as express-
ing the fundamental logical principle of the disjunction
of the definite and indefinite, the form of the knowable-
unknowable, the form of mystery rather than of absolute
truth, the limiting mystery of all philosophy.



Review and Criticism of Dr. James Ward’s
“Psychology ” '

BY
P. K. Ray, D. Sc. (LoNp. & EDIN.)

I. Important Points. II. Does Conseiousness imply an Object
as well as a Subject, a Not-self as well as a Self, both in a non-pheno-
menal sense ?

I. IMmPorRTANT POINTS.

§ 1. Standpoint of Psychology : the subject-matter of
Psychology.. Has Psychology a subject-matter like
Botany or Chemistry? What is the relation of Psychology
to Physical Science? What is its relation to Philosophy
and Metaphysics ?

The subject-matter of Psychology is the whole of
experience of the individual subject. All the facts of the
consciousness of the individual subject—both actual and
possible—may be dealt with by the psychologist.
Whatever is not part of his actual or possible experience
does not come under Psychology. Knowledge is a subject
for Psychology so far as it is part of the individual’s
consciousness. Thus regarded, the knowledge of the
individual—as for instance of the external world—has
a beginning and a growth and may have an end if the
consciousness of the individual comes to an end.

Psychology treats of all objects as related to the indivi-
dual subject and is not therefore a special science like

! Encyclopwdia Britannica, 9th Edition, Vol. XX, pp. 87 to 85.
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Botany treating of a specified portion of objects apart from
their relation to the individual subject. The standpoint of
Psychology is thus individualistic. 1t treats of facts as
existing in the individual’s consciousness—not in the
consciousness of this or that individual but of an ‘objective’
individual as it were. Whatever is or may be part of
the experience of the individual helongs to Psychology.
Psychology is objective in the sense that its facts and prin-
ciples are true for all individual subjects—-and it is subjec-
tive in the sense that it treats of facts or phenomena as
related to the individual subject. It differs from the physi-
cal sciences, as the latter treat of phenomena of objects
apart from any reference to the individual subject. For
these sciences the objects exist by themselves and would
exist even if there were no percipient individual subjects
in the world. Those sciences are called objective in a
double sense—objective in the first place as treating of
objects apart from or abstracted from the individual
subject and objective in the second place as true for an
objective or universalised human consciousness. In the
second sense of objective, they agree with Psychology and
as they do not treat of the subject they have been
specially called non-subjective or objective sciences.

A psychologist is not committed, in virtue of his
psychological standpoint of the treatment of experience,
to any particular philosophical or metaphysical theory in
regard to Self or External World. He may be an idealist
like Berkeley or Fichte or a realist like Hamilton or
Spencer. His psychology would neither prove nor disprove
the reality of the External World or of the Self as tran-
scendental or meta-empirical. Psychology has nothing to
say about the ‘“pure Self,” “the extra-mental world,”—
“the thing-in-itself,” ‘the transcendental object or
subject.” It treats only of the empirical subject and
the empirical object. It traces the origin and growth of
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this distinction. It analyses the contents of the subject
and object as part of the individual’s consciousness. What
lies beyond such consciousness is extra-psychological. The
pure Self and the transcendental Object or the pure not-
self are non-entities for Psychology.

Psychology thus treats of hoth internal and external
experience. It is not correct to say that Psychology treats
only of the objects of internal experience. The distinction
of internal and external is primarily applicable to pheno-
mena within the body and those outside the body. Its
application to what exists in relation to the mind or the
individual subject and what does not so exist is inaccurate.
The objects of experience are distinguished into internal
and external ; and the distinction is therefore a psychologi-
cal one. Psychology has to explain its origin and nature.

The distinction hetween mental and material pheno-
mena is also not one that can distinguish Psychology from
Physical Science. All phenomena as objects of individual
experience, come under Psychology Material phenomena
are objects of our experience; only they are regarded
apart from any individual subject. The same phenomena
regarded in relation to the individual subject form the
subject-matter of Psychology. Thus there is no sharp line
of demarcation between the phenomena of mind and the
phenomena of matter. They are all objects of the indivi-
dual’s experience. Light, colour, sound, heat, etc., are
objects of our sense-perception and form alike the subject-
matter of Psychology and Physical Science—in the former
as. related to the subject, in the latter as abstracted from
it and regarded as existing apart from it.

§ 2. The ultimate constituents of Mind.

"According to Dr. Ward the ultimate constituents are
attention, feeling (pleasure or pain) and presentations.

These three elements are present in every concrete
mental state or psychosis.
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-Attention is an activity of Self.

Pleasure is a passive state of Self accompanying a
sensory presentation and leading to a motor presentation.

Presentations are ideas of sense, passive or active.

A sensation is a complex mental phenomenon consisting
of a presentation and feeling (pleasure or pain).

A movement is a complex mental phenomenon consist-
ing of feeling, attention and a motor preqentatxon or idea
of movement.

Attention is required both for sensory and motor
presentations—both for sensations and movements.

‘Without attention, no mental state, not even a sensation
is possible.

Attention being an immanent activity of Self is never
presented. Tt is not therefore an object that can be
perceived or reproduced or thought of. Tt is known by its
effects. It produces sensations and movements and is
known through these. It cannot be directly known by
itself. TFeeling is a purely subjective state of Self. It
cannot therefors be an o)ject of consciousness or percep-
tion. It cannot be reproduced or thought of. It is known
by its effects, namely, movements. It cannot he directly
known by itself.

A presentation is any idea, sensory or motor, of which
Self is conscious.

No consciousness is possible without a Self and a
presentation related to it as an object.

Subject (or Self) and object and the implied relation
of presentation between them are the minimum elements
of a mental state or psychosis.

Every mental state, however simple, implies a subject
and an object presented to the subject.

The relation of presentation means that the subject is
conscious of the object.

The subject implied by a conscious mental state is not
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the empirical subject, for the latter is also an object, that
is, a presentation or idea of which the subject is conscious.
This subject is called by Dr. Ward the pure Self. “ By
pure Ego or subject,” says Dr. Ward, it is proposed to
denote the simple fact that everything mental is referred
to a Self ” (p. 39, 1st column).

What is this Self ? What is its origin and nature? 1Is
it necessary for Psychology to assume it? Is it known?
If so, how ? It is supposed to be that to which all feelings
or mental phenomena are presented. It is therefore itself
never presented and known. It is not the same as. the
empirical ego or subject which is a complex of presentations
to the Self or “ pure Ego or subject,” which is, in fact,
an object distinguished from the empirical object but
which, like the latter, is presented to the Self.

The question, What is the nature and origin of “the
pure Ego or subject,” is metaphysical and does not belong
to Psychology. The pure Ego is the presupposition of all
conscious phenomena or feelings and is not an object of
knowledge or experience. Cf. Kant, “The synthetical
unity of apperception.”

The question, Whence is consciousness, does not like-
wise belong to Psychology.

The distinction of cmpirical subject and object is a
psychological one. It is in fact a distinction between
objects that are presented to the Self and implies therefore
a pure Ego or subject.

Psychology does not inquire into the origin of conscious-
ness, just as Biology does not inquire into the origin of
life, Physics into the origin of matter, and Geology into
the origin of the earth.

Psychology starts with mental states or psychical life
as given and analyses it into its ultimate elements and can
no more account for them than Physics can account for
the existence of matter or Biology for the existence of life.



32 . P. K. RAY

" Whether the empirical subject and object presuppose
transcendental subjective and objective reality respec-
tively, whether they presuppose only one such reality or
more, and if one, whether it is a subjective or an objective
reality or whether they presuppose nothing as pan-pheno-
menalists hold, are questions which '"sychology cannot
answer. 'They belong to Metaphysics. From the psycho-
logical standpoint of experience, they cannot be answered.
Attempts have been made to answer them by a metaphy-
sical treatment of experience. Metaphysics attempts tc
discover the presuppositions of consciousness and thus to
pass beyond its empirical limits. Metaphysics, therefore,
by its very nature cannot verify its conclusions by ex-
perience. What makes experience itself possible cannof
be an object of experience. The self and the not-self of
the Dualist or the self-conditioning and self-limiting subject
of the Monist are not object of consciousness or experience
and they are presupposed or assumed hypothetically tc
account for the origin and growth of psychical life o
consciousness. They can be justitied only by the methoc
by which hypotheses are justified in science. Their validity
depends on their being able to explain our total experience
and on their being shown to be the only tenable hypotheses,
all other suppositions being shown to be untenable.

§ 3. Dr. Ward’s theory of a pure Ego or subject fo
Psychology :—

No mental phenomenon is possible unless it is presen
to a subject.

(1) 'This subject is not a series of mental phenomena
for the series is not possible without such a subject.

(2) 'This subject is not any member of the series ; fo
no member of the series, as a single phenomenon, is pos.
sible without a subject.

(8) This subject must therefore be a term different
and distinct from, though related to, the series.
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This subject is the term to which every member of the
series must be presented in order to become a mental
phenomenon or object of consciousness.

This subject is called by him * pure Ego or subject.”
It denotes the simple fact that everything mental is refer-
red to a Self. This psychological conception of a Self or
subject is not by any means identical with the metaphysi-
¢al conceptions of a soul or mind-atom, or of mind-stuff
not atomic (p. 39, 1st column).

Mind in Psychology means this subject plus the series
of feelings or mental phenomena. It does not mean the
feelings apart from the subject nor does it mean the
subject apart from the feelings.

§ 4. Dr. Ward’s theory of object for Psychology :—

Object in Psychology is any idea or presentation of
which the subject is conscious.

A presentation is the qualitative aspect of a sensation
or the idea of a movement, of which the subject is con-
scious. The former is called sensory and the latter motor
presentation. A sensation has two elements (or aspects
or properties) namely, (1) the element of pleasure or pain
which is a purely subjective state ot the self, not capable
of presentation, representation or thinking, and (2) the
element of quality distinguishing one sensation from
another. This element, when discriminated and assimi-
lated, becomes an idea or presentation to the subject.
This sensory presentation is a psychological object as
distinguished from an obiect that may be supposed to
exist independently of mind.

The psychological object is thus an element of a sensa-
tion which has become the object of consciousness.

All sensations whatever have this presentative or quali-
tative element and may, after discrimination and assimila-
tidn, yield psychological objects.

Psychologically sensations are thus objective. It is
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from sensations that we get our first objects. Sensations
are not mere pleasures and pains. They have qualitative
elements which distinguish them from one another and
which, after due discrimination and assimilation, yield
objects.

Consciousness is at first in a confused state, consisting
of more or less indistinguishable presentations of the
various senses. This confused state becomes gradually
differentiated and yield, according to the principle of
progressive specification, the different presentations of
sounds, colours, smells, ete.

§ 5. Dr. Ward’s view of primordial facts of
mind :—

(1) Non-voluntarily attending to changes

in the sensory continuum [ cognition;]
(2) being in consequence either pleased
A subject < or pained [feeling]; and
(8) by voluntary attention or ‘innerva-
tion” producing changes in the motor
L continuum [conation].

I'he subject is possessed of the one power of attention
and of variously distributing this attention which deter-
mines partly the intensity of presentation.

The most fundamental distinction for psychology is
the distinction between the subject and the object—the
subject as acting and feeling and the object as receiving
its activity.

§ 6. Dr. Ward’s theory of attention :—

Attention is not a presentation. It is an activity of
the subject and is known through its effects upon the
object.

§ 7. Dr. Ward’s theory of pleasure and pain :—

Pleasure and pain are purely subjective states of the
subject and cannot be presented. They are known by
their effects and not directly by themselves.
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§ 8. Dr. Ward’s theory of the origin of voluntary or
purposive movements :—

These have their origin, according to him, in the move-
ments of emotional expression.

Pain is more connected with movement than pleasure
and the movement soon becomes purposive.

According to Ward presentations are either of sensory
objects or of motor objects.

§ 9. Dr. Ward’s theory of presentation :—

The individual mind grows and its presentations become
gradually differentiated and complex.

At the beginning the presentations are indistinguish-
able and form a confused mass. ‘They are not separated
from one -another but form a continuous whole. The
field of consciousness of a psychological organism is a
continuous whole—it is one and continuous.

Psychology cannot discover the genesis of this
continuous consciousness. But starting with consciousness
as one and continuous, as homogeneous and indistinguish-
able, it traces its gradual differentiation and the develop-
ment of the different presentations.

The organic sensations represent the earliest presenta-
tions. By their modifications through the special senses,
the higher presentations are produced. The sensations
differ in intensity, in quality and in massiveness (or
extensity). The variations in intensity are continuous.-
So- also are the variations in quality. Sounds, smells,
tastes, colours form at first a confused mass. As attention
is directed to the confused mass, differentiation is
produced in this mass and single sensations are the result.
Further attention produces further differentiation and
what was simple appears compound and what was con-
fused becomes more clear and distinct. By this process,
the various sensations of the different senses become
differentiated : sounds are differentiated from colours
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as well as from each other, smells from tastes and from
one another. The law of mlental growth is from the
simple to the complex, from the vague and indefinite
to the clear and definite. The outline of the field of
consciousness is gradually filled up. One presentation
is continuous with another presentation; and all sensa-
tions with one another. All the presentations are really
facts or differentiations of the one continuous and total
field of consciousness. This field of consciousness is called
by Dr. Ward “objective continuum” (the totum
objectivum).

If sensations could be magnified, what appears single
and simple to ordinary consciousness would appear com-
pound and complex; and what appears detached would
appear continuous.

The Law of Progressive Development or Specialisation
is as true of mental growth as of plants and animals.
A glance at a flower gives at first only a blank presenta-
tion. A second glance partly fills it up. A third glance
gives further particulars. Thus by repeated glances is
obtained a complex presentation of the flower with its
various parts and characters.

A presentation is not merely the difference between
two states of the mind as held by Bain and his school.
It has a unity and individuality of its own. A fixed idea
is a presentation which does not change. It may im-
manate over and influence the whole consciousness.

The Theory that a presentation is a difference or
transition between two mental states, entirely overlooks
the fact that no difference is possible unless there are
two objects and that each of the objects is a presentation.
Bach object or presentation must first be known and
recognised before a difference between the two objects
can be possible or known. Knowing means (1) recognis-
ing a single object and (2) comparing one object with
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-another or referring an object to the class to which it
belongs. Knowledge of single presentations is necessary
before they can he referred to their respective classes.
Bain’s theory of objects or presentations entirely overlooks
the first meaning of knowing.

§-10. Dr. Ward’s Theory of Subconsciousness.

The term subconscious” is better suited to denote
the facts under this head than the term ‘“unconscious.”
“Subconscious states are presentations lacking the intensity
requisite in the given distribution of attention to change
that distribution appreciably ” (p. 18, 1st column).
“8ubconscious presentations may tell on conscious life,
although lacking either the differences of intensity or the
individual distinctness requisite to make them definite
features.”

The conception of ‘‘subconscious states” implies that
all mental states are not presented to consciousness within
its field of view, that consciousness has, as it were, a
threshold and a background or a surface with depths
(as in the case of a sea), that conscious presentations
occupy the field, the threshold or the surface, and that,
as they lack attention, they go beyond the field or into
the baekground or siik into the depths under the
surface. It is of course difficult to say when the sub-
conscious states become completely ““ unconscious.” -

The existence of mental states as subconscious is
inferred from their effects on conscious life.

The attempt to substitute “ mental dispositions, capa-
cities or faculties” for ‘“subconscious states” is only
another way of admitting that there are states of the
mind of which we are not conscious. For a capacity,
disposition or faculty is also a state different from a
conscious state which it may produce—the difference
being in the degree of intensity and other characters.

»> Wundt regards conscious states and subconscious states
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as corresponding to nervous functions; and when the latter
stop, the former also disappear. The degree of conscious-
ness corresponds to the intensity of the nervous function,

Mill regards conscious states as corresponding to a
certain degree of intensity of the nervous changes below
which there are no mental states at all. He thus refers
all so-called unconscious mental states to the states of
the nerves lacking the degree of intensity required to
produce even the minimum degree of consciousness.
There is a difference between Mill’s theory and Wundt’s.
According to the latter, psychical and psychological
functions correspond to one another, they are as it were,
parallel to each other, one ceasing when the other ceases,
This also appears to be Herbert Spencer’s theory and has
been called the Doctrine of Parallelism. Mill’s theory
does not presuppose any such parallelism or corres-
pondence but regards the mental or conscious states as
emerging at a certain point of the intensity of the nervous
activity, below which there are no mental states at all.

§ 11. Qualitative Differences of Sensations:—

How to account for these differences ? For Spencer’s
theory of a primordial unit of consciousness correspond-
ing to a single nerve-shock or neural tremor and his
attempt to explain qualitative differences by the various
grouping of the varying numbers of this unit, see Spencer
“Psychology,” Vol. I. § 60.

It is no doubt true that sonte of our supposed single
and simple sensations are really compound and complex
and that there is a continuity even in the qualitative differ-
ences of our sensations as in the differences of their inten-
sity. This is easily proved in the case of the sensations of
the same sense, e.g., colours as of the rainbow.

§ 12. Dr. Ward’s Theory of Perception.

Along with differentiation, there goes on in the presen-
tation-continuum another process, namely, integration
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or synthesis of the proximately elementary presenta-
tions into those complex presentations which are called
perceptions, intuitions, sensori-motor reactions and

the like.
(?) Meaning of perception :—It means sometimes

(1) “ The recognition of a sensation or movement
as distinet from its' mere presentation ” ; and this implies
“the more or less definite revival of certain residua or
representations of past experience which resembled the
present.”

(2) Perception is used more frequently to mean the
“localisation and projection of sensations.”

(3) Perception as used ordinarily means the reference
of an impression to an object or thing. We regard the
impression, say of sound or light as the quality of a thing
or object distinct not ouly from the subject attending to
the impression but from all presentations whatever to
which it attends. The making of such an object—
“ peifaction ” as Dr. Ward calls the process—is due to
the constant conjunctions and successions of impressions
for which Psychology can give no reason, and the
constant movements to which they prompt. ¢Thus
we receive together, e.g., those impressions we now recog-
nize as severally the scent, colour, and ¢feel’ of the rose
we pluck and handle. We might call each a  percept’
and the whole a ‘complex percept’ But there is more
in such a complex than a sum of partial percepts ; there
is the apprehension or intuition of the rose as a thing
having this scent, colour and texture.)” Page 52, 2nd
column,

(i¢) Perception thus involves :—
(1) The recognition or assimilation of impressions.
(2) The localisation of impressions.
(8) The intuition of things.
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(1) Perception as the mere recognition of impressions

The process may be symbolised as follows:—Aa, 4
standing for an impression or presentation and « its past
residuum. :

Recognition thus implies retention, i.e., the retention
of a presentation as a residuum. It further implies
differentiation and assimilation, i.e., of A with a.

. (2) Perception as the localisation of impression :

. - Recognition implies merely assimilation of an impres-
sion. Localisation implies assimilation of an impression
and reference of it to space.

How is this reference brought about? It involves
the idea of space. How does the psychological individual
come by the idea of space ?

The idea of space is given by active touch, i.e., by

movement aided by contact. 1Tt is first given to us by our
own body. By exploring our own body we probably
learn the first lessons in our perception of space.
” Localisation means the association of a passive sensa-
tion with the idea of space—the association, for instance,
of a sensation of colour with the idea of a surface as given
by active touch.

Localisation is the formation of a complex presenta-
tion out of simpler ones, one cssential element being the
idea of space. The sensation of sound is not only recog-
nised bat associated with the idea of space and referred
to some part of it, A touch is not only felt but referred
to or associated with the extension of some part of our
body. A colour is not only seen but referred to some part
of space. '

Localisation is either organic or extra-organic. An
impression may be referred to some part of our own body
or to some part of space outside our body. It means the
addition of new elements to the presentation recognised.

(8) Perception as the intuition of a thing or an object.
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Ordinarily perception means the intuition of a thing,
e.g., a rose.

A thing or object is something different from all the
presentations. It is not a presentation or a mere sum of
presentations. It is something having the presentations,
It is the seat and source of the qualities. It has a special
position and it fills a particular portion of space. It
resists and introduces the various impressions whi h go
together or succced one another in an orderly manner.
Psychology cannot account for this orderly succession or
co-existence.

All that psychology may be expected to do is to give
an account of the following ideas in regard to a thing or
an object :—

(a) Its reality or actuality.

(b) Its solidity or occupation of space.

(¢) Its unity and complexity.

(dg Its permanence or rather its continuity in time.

(e) Its substantiality and the conception of its
attributes and powers.

(@) The actuality or reality of a thing.

The word “ Real ” is ambiguous and has several mean-
ings which should be distinguished.

(1) “Real” in the scnse of “ material”’ is opposed to
“ mental.”

(2) “Real” in the sense of “existent ” is opposed to
“ non-existent.”

(8) “Real” in the scnse of “actual ” is opposed to
“ possible.”

(4) “Real” in the sensc of “sense-given” or
“presented by sense” is opposed to the ‘ideal,” or
“represented ”’ ; “rcal” is the vivid and opposed to the
“ faint ” states of the mind. ‘Impressions” are “real”
and ¢ ideas” arc opposed to the “rcal.”
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The last, namely, (4) is the meaning of “real” as used
in Psychology and is applicable to all the qualities of a
thing. Every quality is “ real” when it is presented or
given by sense.

(6) The impenetrability of an object or a thing.

“ Impenetrability ” means “ filled space.” An object
occupies a certain portion of space and offers resistance
to other objects.

At first objects are compared with our own hody as
the best known object.

When our movements are resisted, we reach the full
meaning of an object as a body more or less like our own
body and we attribute to it our subjective sense of effort.
We personify it and regard it as the counterpart of our
own personality, The object is reached as the correlate
of the subject. Like the subject the object is regarded
as a seat and source of aclivity, as possessed of force or
power of resistance.

No thing or object in without this power of re8istance.

(¢) The unity and complexity of a thing or an object.

Its unity is due to the reference or projection of the
various impressions to the same portion of space. The
fact that the samec impressions go together or succeed
one another in a definitc order promotes the belief
in the unity of a thing. The belief in its complexity
arises from the fact of its being the seat and source of
various impressions as scent, colour, ‘feel,’ taste, etc., in
an orange.

(d) The temporal continuity of a thing or an object
further promotes the belief in its unity.

Our own body is a unity of constant and complex
impressions and it is from this source that we probably
first learn the ideas of unity and identity. These ideas
are afterwards transferred to other bodies as they present
constant aualities.



DR. JAMES WARD'S “ PSYCHOLOGY 43

(e) The substantiality of a thing or an object means
its occupation of space. A thing is a tangible plenum,
i.e., something occupying space and offering resistance.
This tangible plenum is regarded as the seat and source
of all the qualities of the thing. The qualities are our
impressions projected to the thing or the portion of space
occupied by the thing.

Impenetrability or resistance is the most universal of
all the constituents of a thing. Whatever has no resist-
ance is nothing. Thus a shadow though it has both shape
and colour is the very type of nothingness as it has no
resistance.

“That which occupies space is psychologically the
substantial, the other real constituents- are but its pro-
perties or attributes, the marks or manifestations which
lead us to expect its presence” (p. 57, 1st column.



FI. Dors CONSCIOUSNESS IMPLY AN OBJECT AS WELL AS
A SuBJECT, A NOT-SELF AS WELL AS A SELF, BOTH IN A
NON-PHENOMENAL SENSE P

Points of Criticism.

§ 1. TIs not an object in & non-phenomenal sense as
essential and necessary to consciousness as a subject ?
Dr. Ward examines the attempts to extrude the subject
in a non-phenomenal sense, i.e., English Idealism of Bain
and Mill. But he does not examinc the attempts to
extrude the object in a non-phenomenal sense, i.c., German
Idealism of Fichte and Hegel. Can a subject produce
its own diffused homogeneous or rather confused state
which by differentiation produces all the various presenta-
tions? For a presentation a non-phenomenal object is as
necessary as a non-phenomenal subject.

§ 2. Does not the object influence or partially deter-
mine the development of the various presentations ?
Dr. Ward seems to have entirely overlooked the influence
of the object in the determination of the presentations.
He denies emphatically that the subject can absolutely
produce its own states or presentations and does not at
the same time fully recognise the influence of the object.

§ 8. Dr. Ward fails to prove the objective or extra-
mental character of the thing. A thing is “ a plenum in
space.” What is space ? Only a form of intuition or
synthesis of the subject. How to reconcile these two
opposite views of space? A plenum in space seems to
suggest that space is an extra-mental or objective
existence or receptacle as Dr. Martineau holds, while as
a form of intuition, it is only a particular kind of activity
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of the subject. The “ thing ” thus oscillates between an
objective extra-mental reality and a subjective product
of synthesis of the presentations of the Self. How does
he justify his Realism? The thing or object according
to him secms to be identical with a synthesis of the
presentations and these presentations are only differentia-
ted states of the Self. 'To justify Realism, or the extra-
mental and objective existence of the thing, he must
postulate a non-phenomenal object as he postulates a
non-phenomenal subject, botk’ being essential elements
or factors of consciousness.

§ 4. In his theory of the origin of the idea of cause,
he follows Dr. Martineau very closely. The idea is
revealed to us on the occasion of our own activity—when
we ourselves act as cause. This may be in the simplest
act of attention or in the most complicated act of
voluntary action or movement, as Dr. Martineau explains
fully. ‘

§ 5. Dr. Ward’s theory of power does not seem to
be as explicit and clear as Dr. Martincau’s. If power
is phenomenal, if nothing non-phenomenal is revealed
to us in our voluntary activity or sclf-consciousness,
then all idea of a spiritual self must be given up. With
Dr. Ward, the self is an active non-phenomenal reality.
But what is its relation to space? Does he hold with
Green that space, time, cte., are all relations existing
among the prescntations or determinations of the Self,
that is, that they have their source in the Self ? or does
he hold with Dr. Martineau that space is an extra-mental
existence and is necessary for the objectification of the
Self 7 Without a more definite view of the nature of
space and of its relation to Sclf, Dr. Ward’s theory of
the thing as well as his theory of the spiritual self are not
free from ambiguity. How is one thing distinguished
from another? How is one self distincuished from
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another ? Primarily by their relations to space. In
perception the subject is here and the object or thing
there. And the same is true of two selves or persons—
one here and the other there. Without space things and
persons would lose their objectivity and individuality.
Dr. Martineau appears to hold the extra-mental reality
of space mainly for this purpose- —to explain the indepen-
dent and individual existence of things and of persons.!

§ 6. Dr. Ward’s psychology, discarding as it does all
non-phenomenal objects, is rather the psychology of the
school of Absolute Idealism or of Egoistic Idealism than
of any other. Tf the Self alone is postulated for conscious-
ness and if the presentations are mere developments of
the confused primitive state of the Self, then we have
nothing but the theory of Egoistic Idealism. This theory
postulétes not only a self but also asserts that the Self
spontaneously produces all its various states or deter-
minations and that these determinations are its objects.
An object is therefore only a state or activity of the self
and is determined by the self itself. The first deter-
mination as well as subsequent ones, all are self-deter-
minations—i.e., determinations in the Self hy itself,
actions of the Self upon itself, states of the Self pro-
duced by itself.. No not-self, other than a state or an
act of the Self, is needed to account for the phenomena
of consciousness. All are states or acts of the Self ; and
all of them, being successive, are in time, while some
of them, heing reversible and therefore co-existing, are
both in time and space. These latter are, therefore,

! For Dr. Martinean’s doctrines of Cause, Power, Will, etc., see his “ Study of
Religion,” Vol. T, Book 1T, Chap. 1, and his “Fssays, Reviews and Addresses,”
Vol. 1IL.  Ts there an axiom of causality ?

For his doctrine of Tmmediate Perception see the same chapter, § 1. B.C. 1st
edition, pp. 196-200 and 2nd edition, pp. 185-8. .

For his doctrine of Space see the same volume, Ist edition, pp. 68, 202.3,
405.7 ; 2nd edition, pp. 65, 191, 381.-3.
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extended, lie side by side, and external to one another.
These collectively constitute or make up our External
World, while those states or acts which are in time only,
make up our Internal world ; but both are alike products
of the activity or causality of the Self alone. This is the
doctrine of Idealism, which seems to underlic Dr. Ward’s
account of the development of consciousness.

If Dr. Ward does recognise a non-phenomenal object
or a real not-self like Dr. Martineau, he seems to have
entirely ignored its existence in the development of our
presentations and ideas of things. Where does he recog-
nise its efficiency ? Perhaps at -the very beginning of
consciousness. That is, the confused statc of conscious-
ness of the Sclf at the beginning is due to the action of
the object upon the subject. Well, if it acts upon the
subject at the outset, why not also afterwards, at the
intermediate stages of development? Why may not the
object, a real not-self, determine the state of the subject
and its presentations at successive moments as much as
the subject itself ? Are not the ditferent phenomena of
our mental life products of the interaction of the self
and objects which are other than the self? Tf the
objective element or factor of consciousness is recognised,
it would throughout affect the development of our presen-
tations, and the account would, therefore, be quite
different from what Dr. Ward has given it. In fact
it would be impossible to treat of the states, acts, or
phenomena of the mind from an entirely subjective point
of view as has been the fashion with the recent psycho-
logists. Every phenomenon of our mental life has a
reference not only to a subject but also to an object and
it is impossible to treat of it without this double reference.
Consciousness itself presupposes both subject and object
in the same sense and every state of consciousness is a
product of both the factors. In some the reference to one
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factor may be more cxplicit than in others. But in all
and every one there is a reference to both, implicit or
explicit.

If this be true, then the present method of the treat-
ment of mental phenomena in Psychology is essentially
false ; and Psychology must again be united with Meta-
physics and both regarded as an inseparable study of con-
sciousness implying both a Subject and an Object, a Self
and a Not-self, as its esscntial elements or factors.

§ 7. Inhis discussion of the standpoint of Psycho-
logy Dr. Ward says :—

“ Paradoxical though it may be, we must then conclude
that psychology cannot be defined by refereuce to a special
subject-matter as such concrete sciences, for example, as
mineralogy and botany can; and since it deals in some
sort with the whole of experience, it is obviously not an
abstract science, in any ordinary sense of the term, To
be characterised at all, therefore, apart from metaphysical
assumptions, it must be characterised by the standpoint
from which this experience is viewed > (1st column, p. 38).

He points out that this experience, i.e. ““the whole of
experience,” is viewed in psychology as the experience of
some individual.

“The standpoint of Psychology then,” he says, “is
individualistic ; by whatever methods, from whatever
sources its facts are ascertained, they must—to have a
psychélogical import—be regarded as having place in, or
as being part of, some one’s consciousness. In this sense,
i.e., as presented to an individual, “the whole choir of
heaven and furniturc of carth ” may belong to psycho-
logy, but otherwise they are psychological nonentities ”
(2nd column, p. 38).

He then proceeds to analyse consciousness and shows
that it implies an individual Ego to which its states are
presented—to which its feelings, its ideas and activities
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belong and that all attempts to extrude the Ego are fruit-
- less. But he entirely overlooks the fact that all attempts
to extrude the non-Ego are equally fruitless. Locke
assumes an outer world of reality for the explanation of
his ideas. Berkeley assumes a world of spirits as causing
the phenomena he perceives. Both of them believe that
the states of consciousness imply or presuppose both an
individual Ego and a world other than the Ego, both
determining or jointly producing consciousness and its
states. Hume abolishes both the Ego and the non-Ego,
leaving only the states of consciousness or impressions
and ideas. With him and his followers, the Ego and the
non-Ego are mere bundles of impressions and ideas, there
is no such subject as is assumed by Dr. Ward nor is there
any such object as I am contending for. Mill himself,
though a follower of Hume, postulates ¢ a permanent
possibility of sensation * as an object and ‘ a permanent
possibility of feeling” or ‘“‘a permanent element of the
thread of consciousness,” as the subject, these two perma-
nent factors of the states of consciousness correspond-
ing to the non-Ego and the Ego respectively. In his
“ Psychology ” Dr. Ward has nothing corresponding to
Locke’s outer world, to Berkeley’s world of spirits, other
than the self, or to Mill’s “ permanent possibilities of
sensation.” But in his work on “ The Realm of Ends,”
he postulates other subjects and holds that objects are the
products of the interaction of the subjects. These sub-
jects are somewhat like Berkeley’s spirits. They are
sentient and conative monads with windows for interac-
tion. They are spiritual beings out of time and space
but capable of acting and reacting upon one another.
Berkeley confined the term spirit to man and God. But
Dr. Ward extends its denotation and applies it to wnat-
ever is in its essence possessed of the powers of feeling
and willing. His monads are spiritual units or atoms and
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all phenomena including time and space are the results of
their interaction.

§ 8. To me it is evident that the states of conscious-
ness in an individual subject or monad would be deter-
mined not only by its capacities of feeling, knowing and
willing but also by the powers of the subjects or monads
acting upon it, that the experience of an individual sub-
ject would not begin until it was acted upon by another
subject and that the experience thus started would con-
tinue to be influenced and determined as regards its
quality and quantity by the subhjects acting upon it. In
tracing the development of ‘“the whole of experience ”
of an individual subject, it would be necessary to take
into account the activity and interaction of both the
individual subject and the other subjects. The other
subjects are, in fact, from my point of view, the non-
phenomenal objects which I consider to be essential and
necessary to the states of consciousness of an individual
subject. A non-phenomenal object and a non-phenomenal
subject, a not-self and a self are, I hold, given to us on
the occasion of immediate perception. Of the non-pheno-
menal objects thus immediately known by us, some are
found by observation to be also subjects. The objects are
known intuitively as the correlates of myself ; while the
knowledge that some of these objects which are other
than myself, are also, like myself, possessed of feelings
and volitions is inferential. Without a direct and imme-
diate knowledge of objects as non-phenomenal, I should
know my own self only as a non-phenomenal reality and
I should be landed in solipsism with the belief that all
objects and all so-called subjects other than myself are
nothing but phenomena or groups of presentations or
states of consciousness, somehow, evolved or produced by
myself. If my own self is identified with the Absolute,
the theory would be that of Absolute Idealism. In
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Green’s form of it, the human self is a reproduction of
the spiritual principle of the universe, With Hegel and
his thorough-going followers, there is no non-phenomenal
reality and the Absolute is the total whole of phenomena
called by them ideas or thoughts, with individual subjects
and objects as groups of phenomena. Kant distinguishes
a transcendental and an empirical subject and, also, a
transcendental and an empirical object. The transcen-
dental subject and the transcendental object are both
non-phenomenal while the empirical subject and the
empirical object are both phenomenal.! He thus uses
the words subject and object in two senses; and
while Dr. Ward accepts the term subject in its
transcendental sense as necessary for Psychology, he
rejects the term object in the same sense as unnecessary.
But what is an empirical object apart from a transcen-
dental object? An empirical object is a presentation or
a group of presentations. Whence is a presentation ? Is
it not a determination of the transcendental subject by a
transcendental object ? Would not the determinations be
different according to the nature of transcendental objects
acting upon the individual transcendental subject ?
Abolish Kant’s transcendental objects and his system is
reduced to either Egoistic Idealism, the Ego alone pro-
ducing and determining all the objects or to some form
of Absolute Idealism, with the Absolute Self producing
the universe with all its objccts or with our own Self as
a reproduction of the Absolute producing all its pheno-
mena. Abolish also the transcendental self of Kant and
his system is reduced to the pan-phenomenalistic sensa-
tionalism of French and English philosophers, e.g., Comte
and Bain, on the one hand, and to the pan-phenomenalistic

! See my paper on “ Kant's Doctrino of the Freo Causality of Reason,” read
before the Society on the 22nd of December, 1913, especially § 3, pp. 26-27 and § 5,
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idealism of Hegel, on the other, the former being a
mechanical and the latter a teleological system.

§9. Kant distinguishes noumenal causation from
phenomenal causation.! Dr. Ward recognises this distinc-
tion in his “ Realm of Ends,” pp. 302-4. Had Kant fully
recognised the distinction, while writing his ¢ Critique
of Pure Reason,” and made proper use of it in his
“ Esthetic” and - * Analytic,” he would have regarded
the transcendental ego and the transcendental object as
joint causes of the empirical object and, also, of the
empirical subject, both being products of the differen-
tiation of the presentations produced by the interaction
of the two causes. Unfortunately he was prepossessed
with the idea of phenomenon as cause and tried to explain
it as a category of the understanding. This category is
now taken to be either a postulate or a result of obser-
vation and induction, while the principle of noumenal
causation—that a cause in its true sense is an active non-
phenomenal reality—is an intuition. What a cause is, is
known directly in our voluntary activity on the occasion
of our self acting as cause. In his “ Realm of Ends”
(Lecture XIII, Freedom), Dr. Ward attributes both
efficiency and spontaneity to self as cause. In regard
to the ‘concept of cause’ he says: ¢ Its source and
primary meaning we find unquestionably in ourselves as
active or efficient” (p. 273). He points out that this
concept of cause is not to be identified with Kant’s
category of cause or “the idea of necessary connection
according to law, or the uniformity of nature, as it is
otherwise called, for it is this, now-a-days at any rate,
that is meant first of all when the term causality is
scientifically used ” (p. 275). “The scientific principle of
causality in short is,”” he says, ‘“a necessary postulate:
scientific knowledge—in other words, knowledge expressed

1 See the Paver referred to in the foot-note on v. 51.
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in general propositions concerning matters of fact—is
possible only on the assumption that events actually
happen with strict and uniform regularity * (p. 277).

10. In the same work (p.129), Dr. Ward admits
that *“ experience from the outset involves both subject
and object, both self and other, and that the differentia-
tion of both factors proceeds strictly pari passu.” In
this connection, it is worth quoting the whole paragraph
containing the argument which leads to this admission,

“There is still a further remark of some importance
that may opportunely be made here. It is often said that
experience cannot actually °testify to anything more
than the existence of the subject—the existence of a
plurality of similar Egos is an inference, a hypothesis to
explain the phenomena.’ But drawing inferences and
framing explanatory hypotheses pre-supposes a self-con-
scious intelligence already possessed of that objective expe-
rience, which by implying its own universality and neces-
sity, implies also a plurality of selves. On this assumption
then we come to a deadlock and find ourselves revolving in
a hopeless circle. But the escape is simple, once we re-
cognise that experience from the outset involves both
subject and object, both self and other, and that the
differentiation of both factors proceeds strictly pari passu.”

The only remark I shall make on this passage is that
the object or something other than self involved in ex-
perience from the outset is of the same ontological nature
as the subject or self and not merely a presentation or a
group of presentations. The self and the not-self, the
subject and the object are both centres of activity. The
not-self is a correlate of the self and both are known
directly on the occasion of immediate perception as held by
Dr. Martineau and also Hamilton and Reid.

§11. In this connection I must for a moment refer to
a remark which Dr. Ward makes on Kant’s doctrine of
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apperception as giving us a knowledge of objects. He
‘says :—

“We come then to Kant’s main position, the objective
deduction, viz., that apperception—or that consciousness of
objects which goes with self-consciousness—as opposed to
perception, is the precondition of all intelligent and scien-
tific experience. What we are here concerned about is not
to call the principle in question but simply to indicate and
emphasise the one point that Kant completely overlooked.
It is a fact, at any rate, that © the absolutely first “founda-
tion. of such objective experience’ is to be found oniy in
society, in inter-subjective intercourse, and not in ‘apper
ception as a faculty ’ pertaining to the isolated individual
mind ” (p. 127).

If there is no consciousness of objects involved in’
Kant’s “apperception > or self-consciousness which corres-
ponds to what Hamilton and Martineau regard as * imme-
diate perception,” how is an object or something other than
self known? How are other subjects or selves known ?
What are they? Are they mere groups of presentations,
that is, objects in the phenomenal sense only ?  Or, are they
non-phenomenal, active and substantive realities similar or
correlate:to the one subject directly revealed to us in self-
consciousness ? In the passage quoted above from his
“ Realm of Ends,” p. 129, Dr. Ward rejects the view that
their existence is “an inference, a hypothesis to explain
the phenomena ” and holds that “experience from the
outset involves both subject and object, both self and
other, and that the differentiation of both factors proceeds
strictly pari passu.” 1If so, the act which reveals a sub-
ject reveals also an object. Kant is therefore, right in
maintaining that self-consciousness or apperception in-
volves consciousness of objects. But of what kind of
objects ? Are these objects only the common elements of
our: subjective experience, . e., the elements common to
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the consciousness of all subjects as distinguished from
those which are characteristic of, and present only in, an
individual subject? Such objects would be only groups
of presentations or “ejects” as they have been called.
They would not possess the character of the subject or
self. They would not be, as they should be if they have
the same character as the subject or self, non-phenomenal
and substantive realities. They would not be capable of
playing the part of subjects in a society. There would, in
fact, be no other subjects or selves and no society what-
ever. The other subjects are first known as objects
possessing the same character as my own self or subject.
They are given directly in our immediate perception which
reveals at once both a self and a not self, a subject and an
object, possessing the same character but opposite in action
and position. Both are centres of activity and causality.
Asacting and reacting upon each other—the subject or self
reacting upon the impression made on it by the activity of
a not-self or object—they reveal each other’s existence in
the same act of perception. No perception is possible
without the activity of the self ; and no sensation is pos-
sible without the activity of a not-self. If a sensation’ is
not merely an impression on a self or subject but implies
a reaction of the latter upon the impression to make it a
conscious state or sensation of the self, then every sensa-
tion as the result of the interaction of a self and not-
self, is an elementary perception. It implies the recipro-
cal activity of both and reveals the existence of both.
This would justify the Hamiltonian doctrine that every
sensation is accompanied by a perception. According to
Hamilton, perception is an immediate knowledge of both
the subject and the object as substances, while accordin
to Dr. Ward, perception as an act of consciousness imp)des
a subject or self as “a pure ego” or a non-phenopfenal
reality but not an object of the same or like ¢
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The object is, according to him, only a presentation or a
group of presentations existing in the mind. According
to Dr. Martineau, immediate perception reveals a not-self
and a self as correlates, acting and reacting upon each
other as causes occupying different points of space. They
are both centres of power. Both are alternately active
and passive. They are not mere phenomena but the
ground of all phenomena. No phenomenon is possible
without a substance as a source of power. Every
true cause is a source of power which is liberated on
the occasion of its stimulation by a phenomenon. The
self is a source of power which is exerted on the occasion
of its activities. Its activity in the form of attention is
necessary for all states of consciousness. Its power is
directly known by us on the occasion of every effort made
by us to do something, to overcome some difficulty or to
remove some obstacle. The not-sélf as a correlate of the
gelf is also a centre or source of power. The term not-
self is very comprehensive as it includes every substance
and source of power other than the one self which is the
subject in relation to all other selves and substances as
objects. It comprises all other persons, all other living
things and all other hodies as sources of power. They can
all act and react upon one another. In the case of other
persons we believe that their selves and conscious states
are like our own. In the case of lower animals this holds
good to a certain extent according to their resemblance to us.
In the case of plants their irritability, as proved by the
experiments of Professor f&ir J. C. Bose, indicates some
resemblance to animals. 1In the case of inorganic objects,
powers or forces only are attributed to them. They act
and react upon one another as in chemical processes show-
ing that they have special affinity for each other. They
resist movements indicating that they are sources or seats
of power or force. Light, heat, electricity as causing
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mechanical and chemical actions and stimulating vital
processes are sources of power. In the case of these ob-
jects, we have no evidence of their inner states or changes
being conscious. In the case of plants, there may or may
not be vague conscious states. Their vitality or life-force
lies intermediate between the forces of the mineral world
and the mentality or mind of animals. In man the
power is not only sentient and intellectual but also
moral and spiritual. He is not only conscious of himself
and of the various objects around him but also of the
infinite and eternal Power which is the source of his own
power and of all the powers and forces acting in this
wonderful universe.

§12. According to Dr. Ward the subject-matter of
Psychology is the whole of experience in a concrete form
as belonging to an individual subject. In this sense,
“ the whole choir of heaven and furniture of earth ” may
belong to Psychology. Whatever is or may be present
in one’s consciousness, comes under Psychology. In the
case of an individual, the experience or consciousness has
a beginning and an end. Psychology may trace the
genesis of the experience of an individual subject and
mark the different stages of its growth and development.
Such a study of the mental life of the individual would
correspond to what is called embryology in biology.
Psychology may also study the different aspects of the
mental life of an individual in its most mature form. Such
a study may be helped by the former but it is a distinct
and different study just as the anatomy and physiology of
man are different from the anatomy and physiology of the
embryos. The former confine themselves to the structure-
and functions of the organs of the adult and fully
developed man, while the latter study the structure and
functions of the organs of the embryosin different stages
of development. Psychology has been treated very much
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as the embryology of the human mind. It has studied the
mind of the child and the animal and traced its growth and
development, without specially attending to and marking
the various aspects of the mental life as they are found in
the most developed and mature form. Experience grows
and develops. So does mental life. So does consciousness.
But it is important to know what consciousness is in its
fully developed and mature state,—what its various aspects
are in this state. Then only the problem may arise, how
those different aspects have been generated and how their
growth and development may be traced from their genesis.
In asecond paper I propose to treat of the different aspects
of our fully developed consciousness or mental life.
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BY
P. K. Ray, D.Sc. (LoNp. & EpIn.)

II
Part I.—Subject of 1st paper continued.:

§ 1. In my first paper on Dr. Ward’s Psychology
I tried to show that experience involves
o o, e ;gg:fﬁ*m °* two mnon-phenomenal factors, namely,
the subject and the object, and that the
quality and the quantity of the contents of experience
are determined by the nature of both. On the basis of
these two propositions I held that if Psychology treats
of the whole of experience of an individual subject as
defined by Dr. Ward, it must again be united with Meta-
physics and both regarded as an inseparable study of
consciousness implying a non-phenomenal subject and a
non-phenomenal object as its essential factors.
§ 2. It is satisfactory to find that Dr. Ward in his
revised and enlarged work on Psycho-
by By Ward i ied  logy called * Psychological Principles ”
;’:;;'w“k on Peyoho-  published in 1918 by the Cambridge
University Press, recognises the, truth
of my fundamental contention, namely, that experience,
even the minimum of it, implies two non-phenomenal
factors. So we come,” he says,  to describe experience
as reciprocal interaction or mutuum commercium. This
implies two agents and not merely two kinds of

! The first paper (A Review and Oriticism of Dr. James Ward’s “ Psychology”
published in Encyoloj dia Britannica, 9th Edition, Vol. XX, 1888) was read before
the Society on the 26th of March, 1917. 1t is published by 8. K. Lahiri & Co.
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phenomena—one external, the other internal—whatever
that may mean. Of what nature the ageney is to which we
owe our sense-data is a problem but to suppose that we
ourselves are only phenomenal and resolvable into sense-
data is after all impossible ; for how then do we come
to talk of the phenomenal as distinct from the real ?
But when we know both it .is possible perhaps to
talk of ‘degrees of reality’ not however, if we deny
our own reality altogether.”—[P. 382, * Psychological

Principles.” ] ‘
§ 3. Experience is interaction between two non-
phenomenal agents. Interaction of two

What interaction of . . .
two non-phenomenal agents implies that each is alternately
sgonts Implies. active and passive. When the agent
A acts, say, upon the agent B, A is active and B passive
or receptive. When the agent B acts upon the agent A,
B is active and A passive. Reciprocal interaction or
mutuum commercium implies that each of the two agents
is both receptive and active. As active, each is possessed
of power or some faculty of affecting the oth:r. As
receptive or passive, each is possessed of some capacity
of being affected by the other. Experience is the result
of the interaction of the two agents. There is no ex-
perience before such interaction. The experience of a
subject as a non-phenomenal agent begins when it is
acted upon by another agent and when it reacts upon the
latter. The subject is conscious of the result of this
interaction. The subject experiences the result which is
a phenomenon. The psychical life of the subject begins
as the effect of its interaction with another agent. The
life thus started continues to develop by further inter-
action with other agents and with the same agent. The
effects or phenomena thus experienced by the subject
through the continuous interaction of non-phenomenal
agents constitute the psychical life or experience of the
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subject. The non-phenomenal agents acting upon the
subject are the real objects which I regard as essential to
the life and experience of the subject as the subject
itself. The quality and quantity of the experience of the
subject are determined by the interaction of the subject
with the different non-phenomenal agents or real objects
which act and react upon it. The experience thus pro-
duced is permeated by the subject and also by the real
objects. The elements of both the subject and the objects
enter into it. If the subject is immanent in its experience,
as held by Dr. Ward, so is the real or non-phenomenal
object, by interaction with which it has been produced.
If the subject is not fully exhausted or manifested in its
experience but transcends it, as held by Dr. Ward, so
is the object. The subject and the object as two non-
phenomenal agents are the two poles or two centres
of activity of all experience. In the experience of an
individual subject is present not only the subject itself,
which Dr. Ward recognises and to which Dr. Ward attri-
butes the sole activity of attention but also the plurality
of real non-phenomenal objects or agents by interaction
with which the whole of the experience of the individual
subject has been produced. In the experience which Dr.
Ward regards as “minimal,” p. 378, there is present a
non-phenomenal object which he does not recognise, as
well as a non-phenomenal subject which he does recog-
nise. His representation of itas S p O, where O is a mere
presentation, overlooks the non-phenomenal object with-

out which there is no experience and
o hommenal  CODsequently no presentation at all.
agents and g theeX- T, yyy yiew O is the non-phenomenal

perience of 8, pro- .
duced by the interec  object, 8 the non-phenomenal subject,
mon o H . . s
varies with the nature  and p the experience of S in relation to
.0 . .

O. S and O are the two non-pheno-

menal agents which by their interaction have produced
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the minimal experience p and which are immanent in it.
As p grows and develops, certain elements are referred
to 8 and certain other elements are referred to O. But
in our minimal expericnce, both S and O as non-phenb-
menal agents are present. While S is constant in an
individual experience, O varies, but remains always a
non-phenomenal agent throughout experience. The rich-
ness and variety of the experience of an individual subject
is due to the different powers or so-called qualities of the
different individual non-phenomenal agents or objects in
the world. A thing as an individual object is really an
agent acting and reacting upon a subject and producing
various sensations constituting the sensuous life or ex-
perience of the individual subject. A beautiful object
similarly acting and reacting upon the individual subject
produces its sesthetic experience. A good and virtuous
man as a non-phenomenal agent acts and reacts upon the
individual subject and produces its feelings of respect
and regard towards him. In this way, the individual
subject in its development by interaction with various
agents in Nature and in Society passes through many
stages, noted by Dr. Ward as follows :—(1) The sensitive
and appetitive, (2) the imagining and desiring, (3) think-
ing and willing, (4) the pure ego or self. These stages
of the individual subject or self are not, it should be
ohserved, like the stages of (1) childhood, (2) adolescence,
(8) maturity and (4) old age of a man: they all co-exist
in a more developed form in the ripe experience of the
self. ¢ But this concept,” says Dr. Ward, “of the pure
ego, of the real self, is in order of time rather where the
series ends than where it begins; for as experience
advances the zonal series extends both outwards and
inwards, so to say,” p. 862. That is, the sensitive and
appetitive self, the imagining and desiring self, the think-
ing and willing self and the pure ego, though developing
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successively one after another, all co-exist and attain
fuller and fuller development in the ripe experience of
the individual subject. The concept of self underlies all
experience and passes through the stages noted above.
It is difficult to analyse it and ascertain the conditions of
its development. All presentations whatever, that of self
no less than the rest, are mine; they are my objects, and
I am the subject attending to them. * The presentation
of self, then,” says Dr. Ward, “ is one presentation among
others, the result, like them, of the differentiation of the
original continuum.” The original continuum is, accord-
ing to Dr. Ward, the confused indistinguishable mass
from which all presentations arise by differentiation. It
is the starting point of the experience of an individual
subject. We have noticed above that in his recent work
on “ Psychological Principles” he recognises the fact
that even minimal experience is the effect or result
of the interaction of two non-phenomenal agents one of
which is the individual subject and the other must be
regarded as a non-phenomenal object. The differentia-
tion of ‘this primal experience gives rise to presentations,
some being referred to the individual subject as an
agent and some to the object as another agent. As
differentiation proceeds, the presentation of self as
empirical goes along with the presentation of a not-self
as also empirical ; but the empirical self and the empirical
not-self are, in my view, partial manifestations of the
non-phenomenal subject and the non-phenomenal object
respectively. I hold that both the individual subject (or
self) and an object as non-phenomenal agents underlie
the primal experience, the one continuous indistinguish-
able mass (if there be any); and that all the empirical
selves which arise by differentiation of our varied ex-
perience are but partial manifestations of the non-pheno-
menal self as an agent and that all the empirical objects
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which arise along with the same differentiation are partial
manifestations of the non-phenomenal objects or agents
which, by their interaction with the individual subject,
produce its growing and advancing experience. The
sensitive and appetitive self, the imagining and desiring
self, the thinking and willing self, are all manifestations
of the one non-phenomenal individual subject. They are
all empirical. They may all be called presentations in
the language of Dr. Ward. As presentations referred to
the non-phenomenal Self, they imply presentations
referred to the non-phenomenal Not-Self or objects as
agents. Both the sets of presentations, those referred to
the Self and those referred to the Not-Self, arise by
differentiation of the experience of the individual subject;
and if a presentation is called an object, i.e., an empirical
object, then the former set, that is, those referred to the
subject may be called subject-objects and the latter set,
that is, those referred to the non-phenomenal Not-Self,
object-objects.
§ 4. Dr. Ward’s theory of the development of pre-
sentations by differentiation from the
of s devmromment ¢ original continuum requires only the
experienve overlooks agency of the Self as attending, but
phenomenal agents of  gntirely overlooks the agency of a Not-
Self as affecting and developing the
original continuum. The recognition of the fact of inter-
action between two agents as a condition of experience
implies that the Not-Self as an agent is a determining
factor of experience, that the contents of the experience
of an individual subject are affected by every agent that
acts and reacts upon it. If Psychology treats, as Dr.
‘Ward holds, of the whole of the experience of an indivi-
dual subject, it must recognise not only the existence of
the non-phenomenal agents acting upon the subject, but
take into consideration the effects produced upon its
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experience by their varying agencies. The sensations of
the subject vary in quality according to the nature of the
different non-phenomenal agents acting upon it. The
sensation of fragrance implies a fragrant agent. The
sensation of taste implies a gustatory agent. The sensa-
tion of colour or light implies light as an agent. The
sensation of sound implies an agent that can produce this
sensation. The sensations of extension and resistance
imply dorresponding agents. These sensations are quali-
tatively different from one another and the attempt to
deduce them all from the original continuum by differentia-
tion through the attention of the subject without the
action of the corresponding agents upon it, is, in my
opinion, entirely futile and contradicts the view that our
experience implies interaction of two non-phenomenal
agents. Our primal experience or the original continuum
may be a confused and indistinguishable mass produced
by the simultaneous action of a number of agents, say,
those of fragrance, sound and light, and the subject by
its attention to this mass may differentiate the presenta-
tion of a fragrance from that of a sound or the latter
from that of a colour; but this does not mean that there
are not different agents corresponding to them or that
they have been produced by the subject without any agent
whatever. Pan-phenomenalistic Psychologists may hold
that the primal experience of the original confused mass
is the only given (datum) for Psychology and that out
of it, by discrimination, assimilation and retention, arise
both the subject and the object and that there is neither
a non-phenomenal subject nor a non-phenomenal object
underlying or producing it. Bain has attempted to
explain the genesis and development of the subject and
the object by this method. With Bain both are pheno-
menal and there. is meither a non-phenomenal subject
nor a non-phenomenal object. Dr. Ward, however,
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postulates a non-phenomenal subject as underlying all
experience and holds further that our experience is due to
the interaction of two mnon-phenomenal agents. As a
Psychologist he thinks that the recognition of the subject
is indispensable, for experience implies an experient and
has no meaning without it. But has experience any
meaning without the object? Isit possible without a
second agent acting upon the subject as an agent? If
there is a second agent necessary for the genesis of ex-
perience, are not both implicit in it—the object as much
as the subject ? If we know the subject, we know also
the object. Both are known, as I have shown in my first
paper, in the same indivisible act of Immediate Percep-
tion. Both are alternately active and passive ; both are
centres of activity and receptivity; both are alternately
causes; both are non-phenomenal agents; hoth are known
together as correlates. Dr. Ward is, in my opinion,
fundamentally mistaken in regarding the object as a
mere presentation. It is a non-phenomenal agent to
which a presentation is referred just as the subject is a
non-phenomenal agent to which also a presentation is
referred. The latter one I have called subject-object as
distinguished from the former which I have called object-
object. Both the presentations are differentiations from
our experience produced by the interaction of the non-
phenomenal subject and the non-phenomenal object. As
I have stated above, both these agents are immanent in
our experience and our experience is bi-polar—due to the
interaction of two centres of activity and not of one only.
The figure representing our experience is not a circle
within a circle, the inner circle standing for the Self and
its experience, and the outer circle for the external world,
as Professor Fraser represented it with reference to
Locke’s theory of knowledge, but a circle or an ellipse
with two centres of activity, both within the figure.



DR. JAMES WARD’S “ PSYCHOLOGY” 67

Berkeley abolished Locke’s external world and Fraser
represented his theory by the inner circle only, over-
looking the activity of the infinite Spirit. Dr. Ward
refers to Fraser’s representation of Berkeley’s theory with
evident approval, overlooking the fact admitted by him-
self that experience is the result of the interaction of a
non-phenomenal self and a non-phenomenal not-self.
The figure representing our experience must therefore
have two foci or centres of activity and not one.

§ 5. The best example of a non-phenomenal agent is
our own self. In the structure of the
ripest experience of a fully developed
man, the self is (1) creative, (2) thinking
and willing, (8) imagining and desiring, (4) sensitive and
appetitive as shown by Dr. Ward. All these functions
or activities which are only incipient in the child are
fully developed in our ripe experience. The Self develops
all these activities in its intercourse with Nature and
Society. Tt is dormant in the new-born babe, until it is
roused by the activities of the agents which surround it.
It passes through many stages developing its activities
more and more as it comes into contact with different
agents and passes through different levels of experience
until it is free and creative and has those manifold func-
tions which are attributed to an individual human spirit.
The self throaghout its development is alternately active
and passive and retains its identity. It 4s not merely
active as held by some and not merely passive as held by
others. It is receptive as in the case of sensations, or
presentations, and affections of pleasure " and pain, of
feelings and emotions; and active as in attending, dis-
criminating,” thinking, willing, deciding, resolving,
creating. In perceiving and knowing it is partly recep-
tive and partly active. Even in a sensation it is partly
aetive as well as receptive. There are no doubt many

The Self is a non-
phenomenal agent,
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sensations which are involuntarily forced upon the Self
but there are also many which requirc its voluntary
attention. Without some regetion from the Self, volun-
tary or involuntary, there would be no sensation, The
The Not.Selfis alson not-self as correlate ar.ld opposed to self
non-phenomenal agent iy, as I have shown in my first paper, a
and comprises agents . . . . .
of different kinds— very comprehensive term including in its
viz, (1) other persons, . .
(2) animals, (3) plants, denotation all other persons, all animals,
(4) inorganic objects: 411 plants and all inorganic objects as
agents. 'L'o begin with the last, the chemical elements such
as-oxygen, carbon, phosphorus, ete., as seats or sources of
activities must be regarded as agents. Electricity, light,
heat, sound, etc., are recognised as energies, and must he
regarded as agents. They are also not merely pheno-
menal but active realities. They act upon the self and
produce various sensations. An individual object such as
a candle is also hoth passive and active. It is a unity of
activities and passivities inasmuch as by its interaction
with certain other agents, it can produce certain pheno-
mena which we call a flame. A rose is also a unity of
certain activities and passivities. It is a unity of the
agents of fragrance, of light or colour, of resistance and
extension. Each sensation as an item of our experience
implies the self and a not-self as a distinct agent. The
rose as a not-self producing the sensations of fragrance,
colour, extension and resistance, is a unity of the corres-
ponding distinet agents interacting with the self. The
instinctive tendency is to attribute each sensaiion to an
agent and to regard a thing producing several distinct
sensations as a unity of several distinct agents. Each
agent is an activity other than that of the self. Whether
the different activities or agencies constituting a thing
such as a candle or a rose can be reduced in number and
derived from a few or one is a question for-science to
settle, ) ‘
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Plants and animals arc also seats of many activities

. . and must he regarded as agents. By

Our experience is

determined by the ac- Interaction and intercourse with them
tion of these agents. . .
we have many phenomena which consti-

tute an important part of our experience. The most
important other agents which interact with one’s self are
his fellow-beings in the family and society. The higher
the family into which a child is born, the greater is its
early development. The better the society in which a man
lives, the loftier is his own self. All this is due to the
fact of interaction of one’s self with the selves of other
persons. The highest creative self is developed only in
society. The highest sentiments of love and reverence
are developed only as one comes in contact with persons
of the highest character. What is called Ethical Psycho-
logy comes into existence only in a society. What is
called Religious Psychology is possible only in a self that
recognises .God as a Supreme Agent—the source of all
agents in the Universe. We thus see that the develop-
ment of the self is entirely dependent on its interaction
with the different agents of the world—physical, chemical,
biological, mental and moral and also with the Supreme
Agent of the Universe. All these agents are not mere:
phenomena but Realities with partial phenomenal mani-
festations in their activities. There is no phenomenon
which is not the manifestation of the activity of a Reality
but the latter is not exhausted in its manifestation. As a-
cause the Reality is active and a source of power but its
power is manifested gradually in its activities at the
different stages of development. The self as a Reality is
active and manifests its power in the sensitive and appeti-
tive stage .as well as in the thinking and willing stage,
The phenomena of experience produced by these activities
of the self with the agents of the world may be regarded
as effects but these effects do not exhaust or do not fully
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represent either the self or the agents that interact with
it. The effects as phenomena are pervaded jointly both
by the self and the agents. 'The self is more than its
phenomena. The agents are more than the phenomena
which they produce by their interaction. The self is
immanent in the phenomena and also transcends them.
Tt is a Reality which is present in all its manifestations
in the different stages of its development. It is not purely
phenomenal and resolvable into sense-data. What is it ?
And how do we know it ?
§ 6. After Kant, Dr. Ward seems to hold that it is
an Idea of Reason—that it is the last term
ohomoment nsent 5 of the subjective series of phenomena.
But Kant regarded the self also as a
true cause of our voluntary actions. The self as Reason
is a free cause—a cause not cxisting in time and therefore
without an antecedent but determining a voluntary action,
—freely introducing new elements into the circumstances
which determine such an action. He called it noumenal
as distinguished from phenomenal, pure as distinguished
from empirical. But this does not imply that there are
two selves or egoes, pure and empirical, entirely distinct
or separated from each other, that there is an impassable
gulf between the two as has been imagined by some fol-
lowers of Kant but that they are inseparably connected,
the empirical or phenomenal being a determination or
manifestation of the pure or noumenal self through the
agency of a not-self. The noumenal self is the mon-
phenomenal agent which as the real subject, develops
successively in time (1) as the sensitive and appetitive,
(2) as the imagining and desiring, (3) as the thinking
and willing, (4) as the creative and free spirit. It is the
noumenal or non-phenomenal self which is present in our
primal and in our subsequent growing and advancing
experience. It is this self which is receptive and active
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and which by interactions with the agents of the world
produces the experience of which it is conscious. It is
the noumenal self which is present in our sensuous ex-
perience, in our westhetic experience, in our moral experi-
ence, in our religious experience. It is the noumenal self
which attends and discriminates, which distinguishes
presentations into me and uot-me, which reasons, judges
and deliberates, resolves, strives and attempts to realise
the ideals of life. This noumenal self is the real self.
Whatever name we may apply to it, the real self has both
activity and receptivity. It is that which experiences
our experience. But our experience implies also a Not-
Self which is also non-phenomenal or noumenal, both

active and receptive. The Not-Self is
an et RIS 10 a reality or a series of reality of

different degrees, which is not purely
‘phenomenal and which cannot be resolved into mere
changes but which implies something permanent and
present in all its changes and which is more than the sum
of the changes. It is what Kant calls the thing-in-itself
as distinguished from the empirical or phenomenal things,
Kant regards it as an Idea of Reason—as the last term
of the world-series of phenomena. Tt is, according to him,
real but transcendental. It lies beyond all experience.
He regards it as the transcendental ground of our experi-
ence. With Kant the Self and the Not-Self are thus both
ideas of Reason and both transcendental. To the Self he
attributes free causality. In consistency he ought to
aseribe to the Not-Self also free causality and regard it as
a reality, not existing in time and causing our sensations
by interaction with the Self. The two realities, Self and
Not-Self, are both noumenal and non-phenomenal, not
existing in time but producing phenomena by their inter-
action. The Not-Self, like the Self, is also a true cause—
a cause which is not merely phenomenal. It includes
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(1) other persons or selves which are causes like the Self,
(2) all lower animals which are possessed of activities and
are not therefore merely phenomenal, (3) all plants which
are seats of the activities of growth and development and
(4) inorganic objects which are seats of power and force
as manifested in their actions upon each other. All these
non-phenomenal agents are causes of the experience of
the Self. They correspond to Kant’s things-in-themselves.
Kant was too much prepossessed by Hume’s conception
of cause as a mere phenomenon to think of the causality
of his things-in-themselves and he had treated, in his
“ Analytic,” of the category of cause just to meet Hume’s
objection to the relation of necessity between cause and
effect. He had regarded both as phenomena but the
relation between them as necessary because they are
inseparably connected as antecedent and consequent in
time. He had entirely overlooked the causality which he
afterwards ascribed to Self as a noumenal Reality or
Reason. Had he not done so, or had he had time to
revise aud re-write his three Critiques in the light of
this fundamental truth of the causality of novmena as
realities, he would have regarded things-in-themselves as
causes. These things-in-themselves of Kant correspond
to the non-phenomenal agents of the world of Dr. Ward.
Kant had great difficulty in proving their existence. As,
according to him, a cause was merely a phenomenon,
they could not consistently be regarded as causes of our
sensations, They were therefore abolished by those of
his followers such as Fichte who deduced both the Ego
and the Non-Ego from the Absolute Ego postulated by
him. Hegel was not satisfied with Kant’s distinction of
noumena and phenomena as two separate worlds. He
identified  the noumena with his categories and replaced
Fichte’s Absolute Ego by his Absolute Idea. Kant’s
things-in-themselves were retained by those of his



DR. JAMES WARD’S “PSYCHOLOGY ” 78

followers, who regarded them as the ground of the sensa-
tions produced in the Self. Among these followers there
are two classes, namely, (1) those who regard the belief
in the existence of things-in-themselves as realities, as
an inference by the application of the principle of
noumenal causation, and (2) those who regard the belief
as an intuition, the Self and the not-self being given or
revealed at the same time as correlates in the same act of
immediate perception.
I am not sure to which of these two classes Dr. Ward
belongs. It is certain that he believes
Notooipe belief ina i) non-phenomenal agents as realities
inforential with Dr. other than the Self. He calls them ejects
and refers to Clifford’s theory of Ejec-
tion for explanation. Well, Clifford was a pure pheno-
menalist and his ejects could be only groups of phenomena
like the phenomenal subject. Dr. Ward’s eject is a real
Not-self like the real Self—the Self thrown out as an eject
or a reality like the Self but other than the Self. The
tendency to do so is described as instinctive and the belief
in an eject like that in the Self as naturally produced.
"But how to justify this belief? If it is not an intuition,
it can be justified only by the principle of noumenal
causation. The eject is a non-phenomenal cause like the
Self. The Self as a non-phenomenal cause is immediately
.known, while the Not-self as a non-phenomenal cause is
kriown by reasoning—Dby analogical inference. But in a
famous passage quoted by me in my first paper, page .23,
Dr. Ward admits ‘that ‘ experience from the outset
involves both suhjeet and object, both Self and other, and
that the differentiation of both factors proceeds strictly
paii passu.” ' If an object or something other than Self,
that is, a Not-self, is involved with a Self in our experience
from. the outset, then both are given at-the same time
without any inference, that is, intuitively, and ' the' belief
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in an eject, that is, in a real Not-self as a non-phenomenal
agent, is intuitive and not the result of reasoning or in-
ference. It is not quite clear which view he really holds
—whether he regards the belief in a Not-self as intuitive
or as inferential. Dr. Ward believes in a plurality of
monads and holds that the experience of the human
monad as an individual subject is produced by its inter-
action with other monads. He can justify his belief in
the existence of the other monads only if he knows his
own monad and knows it as a non-phenomenal cause.
This knowledge may not be given in what he calls the
primal experience but may be produced in the course of
the intercourse of the individual monad with other

Boﬂ-x Salf and Not. monads. The knowledge of the Self as
gelf are real or nou. @ cause and also of the Not-Self as a
menal canses. cause may be given at the same time or
the latter may follow the former; but the principle of the
Self and the Not-Self as causes, must be regarded as a
fundamental principle. This principle of noumenal or
real causation is the foundation-stone of the systems
" Goltpsiom overlodks which attempt to escape from the
the causality of Not- fallacies of Solipsism on the one hand
self. and those of Pan-phenomgnalism on
the other.

§ 7. Every phenomenon has a cause which is not a
phenomenon but a non-phenomenal active reality. This
is the fundamental principle of causation which underlies
Dr. Ward’s system. It is this principle which .leads him
to regard experience as the result of the interaction of
two non-phenomenal agents, for, as it is, according to
him, not due to the activity of the Self alone as held by
Solipsism, there must be another agent. This principle
also saves him from Pan-phenomenalism, for phenomena
by themselves are not true causes but are the results
of the interaction of non-phenomenal agents. Every
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phenomenon arises out of something which is not a
. phenomenon. It is the result of the inter-
. Pan-phenomenalism i
ignores the principle action of two non-phenomenal agents
of real or noumenal . .
causation and substi. or causes. We are directly conscious
tutes for it the law of ., .
phenomenal causation. Of such agents or causes in our own
It does not inquire . . . . .
into the origin of voluntary activity. The earliest mani-
phenomena festation of such activity is in immediate
perception which gives at once both a Self and a Not-self
or something other than Self as causes. Pan-phenomena-
lism reégards phenomena as causes of phenomena and
ignores the realities underlying them. Mill regards the
invariable antecedent phenomena as the cause of the
consequent phenomenon. Among the antecedent pheno-
mena, he includes objects which are not mere phenomena
but depositories of force or power. Ever
y
What i ject ? . . .
Lt e onlect 7 phenomenon is the manifestation of some
aggregate of pheno- : . .
et is anobons.  Power in an object; and when two
ment or a depository 1
of powers or energies,  Phenomena in the external world are
observed to produce a third phenomenon,
the latter is really the result of the interaction of the two
objects as agents, as depositories of power. When hydro-
gen and oxygen unite under certain conditions to produce
water, it is not their appearances or phenomena that unite
and produce the result but it is hydrogen and oxygen as
agents, as possessed of powers or energies which by their
interaction produce a new object or agent called water
with a deposit of new energies, powers, or qualities pro-
ducing new phenomena in us. Pan-phenomenalism can-
not consistently justify its belief even in the existence of
objects which it assumes for explaining the succession
and co-existence of phenomena. An object is something
more than a mere aggregate of phenomena. It is some-
thing which by interaction with something else is capable
of producing certain phenomena; and it is something

even more than this; for it is not fully exhausted in the
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phenomena which it can produce by interaction with a
second object. It may unite with a third object and pro-
duce other phenomena, unite with a fourth object and
produce still other phenomena, and so on. It has powers,
forces, or energies and these are partly aétual or expressed
in phenomena and partly potential. It is these powers,
forees, or energies that constitute the reality of an object,.
The doctrine of the conservation of energies in the
physical world has made this certain so far as the pheno-
mena of Physics and Chemistry are concerned. * Under-
lying all changes of phenomena there are interactions of
energies and the transformation of one form into another
and the transition of the same form from actual into
potential and from potential into actual. The world as it
appears to us is the result of the interaction of its non-
phenomenal agents among themselves and with the
individual subject of each of us. The phenomena that I
see, hear, or perceive by any sense, are the results of the
interaction of my Self with the corresponding agents of
the world.



Part 1l. Dr. James Ward’s * Psychological
Principles”

§ 1. All students of Psychology and Philosophy
will be grateful to Dr. Ward for his recent work
Dr. Ward's now work ™ “Psfychological Principle.s..” It
fI,’.;inCipl;‘s gsychologicle is a revised and enlarged edition of

his Encyclopaedia articles. Tt is an
exposition of Psychology as a whole and does not treat
of those matters of detail which are not necessary for
the explanation of the principles. It aims to be explana-
tory and therefore differs from a work concerned chiefly
in being ¢descriptive.’

§ 2. According to the author, the standpoint of
Psychology is individualistic and its subject-matter the
whole of experience as belonging to an
individual subject. Psychology treats
not only of mental processes but of
the whole choir of heaven and furniture of earth, as
presented to an individual. Science also treats of

experience but it treats of it, apart from
Dr. Ward’s view is any reference to an individual subject.
that Psychology treats . . .
of experience a3 belong- Experience, for science, is regarded as
:l:l%jet:t. an individuet existing by itself apart from the sub-

ject of it. No experience is possible
without an experient. Science has no interest in this
experient but treats of the matter of experience apart
from any and all subjects.

§ 3. The view of the author may perhaps be best
indicated by inquiring into experience as to (1) what

The standpoint and
scope of Psychology.
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it is and (2) what it implies.

Dr. Ward’s view fully
stated : His theory of
experience.

agents—* Wherever experience is inferred,” says

P. K. RAY

Expérience is the result
of the interaction of the subject as
an agent and the World as another
agent or rather as an aggregate of
Dr.

Ward, ¢“Common sense, then, is right in positing a real

Experience implies a
Self and the World as
two real agents. It is
the result of their
interaction,

agent answering to what we know as
Self and interacting with another reality
answering to what each of us knows
as the World (p. 30).” The World may
be regarded as the collective agent

which produces by interaction the whole of the experience

of an

Distinction between
Psychology as  a
science and Botany,
Physics, Chemistry as
sciences.

ducing it.

individual

Self. Psychology treats of this
experience as related to the individual
Self, while science, such as Physics,
Chemistry or Botany, treats of the same
experience with reference to the Agents
other than the Self, concerned in pro-

In other words, Psychology treats of the total

experience with reference to the subject agent without

Psychology treats of
the whole of experi-
ence from the point of
view of the individual
subject experiencing
it.

subject agent

are sciences of the object agents.

Physics, Chemistry,
Botany, etc., treat of
certain portions of it
with reference to the
ngents producing it by
interaction with the
individual subject or
Self.

considering the object agents, while the
other sciences treat of the same experi-
ence with reference to the object agents,
without counsidering the subject agent.
Thus Psychology is the science of the
while Botany, Chemistry, Physics, etc.,
What we know of the
agents,—the subject agent or Self and
the other agents, namely, of the
World,—is through our experience which
is the result of their interaction. Ex-
perience is the only source of our
knowledge of both the single subject

agent or Self and the other agents and is the common
subject matter of Psychology as a science and of Botany,
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Chemistry, Physics, etc., as sciences. In the former
experience is studied with the object of knowing the
nature of the Self, or subject agent while in the latter
experience is studied with the object of knowing the
nature of the agents of the World. I hysics studies that
portion of our experience, which is produced by what are

Tn Psychology there
is reference of the

experience to the Self"

but not to the agents,
of the World. In
Botany, etc., there is

called physical forces, Chemistry that
portion which is produced by what is
called chemical affinity, Botany that
portion which is produced by life or

no reference to the
Self but to these
agents.

vitality as manifested in plants and so
forth. From this point of view Psy-
chology may be called a subjective science and Physies,
Chemistry, Botany, objective sciences—the former treat-
ing of the Self as an agent of our experience and the
latter of the agents, forces, affinity, life, or vitality, etc.,

Psychology is not,
however, the science of
any particular indivi-
dual subject but of all
subjects or selves as
experiencing.

dual.

as interacting with the Self in order to
produce its experience. The indivi-
dualistic standpoint on which Dr. Ward
lays so much emphasis is, therefore, not
the standpoint of any particular indivi-

Psychology is not the science of a certain” definite

individual subject but of all subjects or selves so far as
they are like (1) in being experients and (2) in the forms

and contents of their experience.

The same Self may
be a subject and an
object agent.

Ward calls ¢ inter-subjective intercourse.’

One and the same Self
may be a subject in relation to one agent
and an object in relation to another agent
as a Self, as in society or in what Dr.
In the former

aspect it comes under Psychology, while in the latter

Psychology treats of
the Belf as a subject
agent and may, there-
fore, be defined as a
subjective science.

aspect it belongs to Sociology which is
an objective science. Psychology is a
science of selves as subject agents and
not as object agents. It does not there-

fore require to be characterised as individualistic. 1t does
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not treat of one Self but of all selves in their eapacity as
subjects, It is therefore sufficient to define it as a
subjective science—as a science treating of the subject
agents in all their experience, Physies, Chemistry, Botany,
otc., being defined as objective sciences—as sciences
treating of the object agents which by their interaction
with the subjects or selves produce
’is";‘g;,ﬁeic‘fi:vg?cﬁizzé::f-. all their experience. ~Psychology is
the science of the Self, while the
others are sciences of the World as consisting of
object agents. The Self and the World are correlatives
implying each other and both are necessary for our
experience. o ‘
§ 4. Sume Psychologists divide the sphere of experi-
Can oxporience b ©1C€ into inner and outer, internal and
g;‘;ﬁf“ intoinnor and  external, and assign the former to
external. psychology and the latter to objective
sciences. Dr. Ward objects to this on the ground that
the so-called external experience is also experience and
quotes Bain in support of the view that all experience is,
in a sense, ‘mental.’” The external experience therefore
is also,*according to him, a part of mental science or
Psychology. “ The whole choir of heaven and furniture
of earth ”” as presented to an individual subject, belongs
to Psychology. But it should be remembered that,
according to him, mind, is not the
anﬁ.‘;gg’g?‘s:;;;ﬁeffgz only agent that produces its experi-
in order to distinguish  once, that all experience, both internal

the elements belong-
ing to the Self from gnq external, is the result of the inter-

those belonging to

the Sgents of the action of the Self as an agent, and
" of other agents than the Self, which

are usually considered to be the agents of the World.

The problem therefore is:—Can the sphere of experi-

ence’ be distinguished into parts or elements which

may be respectively referred to the Belf on the one
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hand and to the World agents on the other? This’

has been attempted by many philoso-
sl the peaiombt o phers. For instance, Kant refers all

that is universal and necessary in our
experience to the Self or subject as the constant factor
and all that is variable, i.e., the matter or materials
of experience to the objective factor,—the agent or
agents of the World, the thing-in-itself or things-in-
themselves.

Locke regards all ideas and knowledge as derived
from Sensation or Reflection. He attri-
butes sensations to the activities of the
external objects and reflection to the
activities of the Self upon the materials of sensations or
ideas. Experience is the result of the interaction of the
two agents, the Self and the World. He refers certain
ideas as those of solidity, extension, tigure, etc., to exter-
nal objects because, according to him, they agree with
the qualities in the objects, which produce them, while
he refers the ideas of colours, sounds, tastes, like pleasures
and pains, to the Self, though he recognises corresponding
to them certain powers which produce them. Power is
a simple idea which is received, according to him, from
both sensation and reflection, and is therefore attributed
by him to both external objects and the Self. Existence
and unity are two ideas suggested by every object without
and every idea within. He thus distinguishes the ele-
ments of experience which belong to the Self and those
which belong to the objects or the World. He treats of
ideas, of knowledge and of real existence in his «“ Essay
on the Human Understanding.” Knowledge is not merely
concerned with ideas and their relations among themselves
but also with their relations to things. The Self is known
by intuition, external things by sensation and God by
reason. His Psychology is not therefore a science of

Locke's attempt to
solve the problem.
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mere iddas as later English Psychologists have made it,
but a science treating of ideas, knowledge and real objects.
His objects are substances consisting of primary qualities
which agree with the ideas produced by them and of
secondary qualities which are powers by which the objects
produce certain affections (or ideas) in us, and also of
certain other powers by which they act upon one another
and produce changes among themselves. Locke recog-
nises objects as solid and extended things with powers
and regards them as causes of our sensations, He recog-
nises also Self asa thinking thing and God as the Supreme
Being and treats of knowledge and things as well as of
ideas in his “ Essay.”

Later Psychologists have generally treated of the
development of experience and of the
parts or elements contributed to it by
the mind and the external world respectively. The fight
between Intuitionists and Empiricists as regards the
question of the origin of knowledge was at first on the
field of Metaphysics but it was transferred to that of
Psychology by empirical philosophers who claimed to
derive all knowledge and all ideas from the experience of
external objects. The mind was regarded as entirely
passive and therefere simply receptive of what was sup-
plied by the external world. The world itself as a Reality
disappeared with Berkeley and his followers and the mind
as a Reality also disappeared with Hume and his follow-
ers; and English Philosophers started with sensations as
somehow given and attempted to trace their development
into perceptions, conceptions, desires, emotions, volitions,
etc., constituting the experience of an
adult. Bain follows this method to its
perfection, deriving both mind and matter, subject and
object, the Self and the World and all our experience from
the sensations, feelings and instincts of the child by the

Later attempts.

Bain.
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Laws of Association. Against Bain’s pure pan-pheno-
menalism in Psychology and the resulting pan-pheno-
menalistic Philosophy, Spencer raised
his voice and made himself heard hy the
publication of the second volume of the second edition
of his “Principles of Psychology” in 1872. In this
work he regards experience as determined by the
Non-Ego and expounds, at great length, a doctrine
of the Non-Ego as an external and independent Real-
ity. He is emphatic in holding that the sensations or
“the vivid states of consciousness” have causes and
that these causes are forms of the energy which consti-
tutes the external Reality or the Non-Ego. According
to him, the ‘Ego is also an energy which holds together
and moulds and modifies the ideas or “the faint states
of consciousness” into a whole.

§ 5. In the line of Inglish Psychologists Dr. Ward
comes next to Bain and Spencer. He
was trained, as he says, in the schools of
Kant and Herbart and was a pupil of Lotze. Traces
of indebtedness to these philosophers are visible in
his treatment of Psychology. To a French philosopher,
Maine de Biran, to whom he referred in his Encyclo-
pedia article of 1886, he appears to have been also
indebted. .

Bain and Spencer were the leaders of English Psycho-
logy in the seventies and eighties of the last century.

Dr. Ward in his Encyclopsedia article in
o le‘l':e‘”“é“gof"e"'y 1886 introduced into English Psycho-

logy the conception of a “pure ego” as
an essential element of all states of consciousness, of all
forms of experience. No consciousness, no experience is
possible without a subject which is conscious or which
experiences. The object of consciousness is at first a con-
fused and indistinguishable mass. The organic and ather

Spencer.

Dr. Ward.
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sensations are not distinguished but exist in a state of
fusion, as it were, in the primal experience of the pure
Ego or subject. Dr. Ward’s theory of the development
of experience seems to be an application to Psychology
of the biological theory of the development of an or-
ganism. In his view the subject corresponds to the
organism and the object, i.e., the indistinguishable and
confused mass of which the subject iz conscious—the
totum objectivwm—corresponds to the
environment. The pure Ego or subject
develops its experience by selective at-
tention to and differentiation of the confused and indis-
tinguishable mass into different objects (which are called
by him presentations) as the organism develops its
various organs by selecting and assimilating its food
from the environment. All the distinctions among
sensations as organic, and extra-organic, as those of
taste, of smell, touch, sound and colour, arise by the
process of progressive differentiation or specialisation.
The distinctions of internal and external, of mental and
material, of me and not-me, of my body and other
bodies, and of bodies among themselves, all these distine-
tions are also the results of progressive differentiation of
the one field of consciousness, of the one continuous
object—the fotum objectivum. This theory of the deve-
lopment of experience from a fofum objectivum by the
activity of a pure subject was also new to the English
Psychology of Bain and Spencer. Dr. Ward assures his
readers that in assuming a ‘ pure ego’ he is not surrepti-
tiously introducing a metaphysical Ego into his Psycho-
logy. By pure ego or subject, it is proposed to denote
the simple fact that everything mental is referred to a
Self,” p. 39, 1st column of the Encyclopesedia Article,
Vol. XX. This statement made in good faith by Dr.
Ward was accepted in the same spirit by some of the.

His theory of the
“totum objeotivam.”
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younger English Psychologists; and old text books were
revised and new ones written in the light of his two new
theories.

Dr. Ward’s theory of the Self is certainly an im-
provement on the theories of Bain and Spencer and a
contribution to English Psychology. Tt is really an
adaptation of Kant’s theory of the transcendental Self to
Psychology. 1t does justice to the part taken by the
Self in the development of experience. But what is

“the totum objectivum” of Dr. Ward?

What does Dr. Ward

mean by “the totom I8 it (1) a mere confused appearance of
eblectivam’™ the real world to the real self or (2) a
differentiation and product of the latter ? To this question
Dr. Ward holds _that Psychology can give no answer. It
is a Metaphysical or Epistemological question. Ts not
the question of a pure ego which turns out to be an
active Self as an organiser of all experience also an
Epistemological or Metaphysical question? If experience
implies an active Self, does it not imply also an active
Not-Self ? If a subject is present, is not an objeet also
present in all experience ? Is not experience the result
-of the interaction of two non-phenomenal agents—the
subject being one and the object the other? Is not Dr.
Ward’s totum objectivum the result of the interaction of
the Self and the World as two agents? Is it not the
confused and indistinguishable appearance to the Self, of
all the agents which constitute the world? In the
subject-object experience, the object as well as the subject
is implicit and the object as well as the subject is real.
The totum objectivum, the so-called environment of the
pure non-phenomenal subject, is the result of the inter-
action of the two agents, Self and the World, necessary
for the genesis of any experience If there isa pure
Ego, there is also a pure Non-Ego present in all experi-
ence. Experience is not the product of either of these
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two without the other. The world as an agent is a factor
of expericnce. The toiuin objectivum has the subject or
the Self on one side as a factor or focus and the object or
the World as a non-phenomenal agent or reality on the
opposite side as the other factor or focus. Experience
is bi-polar and has the Self for one pole and the World
as a Rcality for the other. Dr. Ward in excluding the
recognition and consideration of this reality from Psycho-
logy on the ground that its treatment belongs to Meta-
physics and Epistemology has deprived Psychology of all
interest connected with the questions about the objective
factors of our experience. In excluding them from
Psychology he has followed the lead of Bain. Bain did
not believe in any reality beyond phenomena, and was,
therefore, justified in excluding the objective as well as
the subjective factors or agents of our experience. Dr.
Ward includes the subjective factor but excludes the
objective factor though in his recent work on ¢ Psycho-
logical Principles” he recognises the agency of the
latter as a condition of our experience. In insisting on
the recognition and treatment of objective factors of our
experience in Psychology, T have the high authority of
Spencer and also of Locke, the founder of English Psy-
chology, as well as, I may add_of Aristotle, the founder
of the science of Psychology, and of Hamilton, Reid and
Descartes. Spencer follows the English School in ex-
plaining the development of our experience by the
principle of Similarity, resolving Bain’s laws of associa-
tion into this single principle; but he recognises an
external reality as cause and correlative to sensations or
“vivid states of consciousness” and- treats of it in his
Psychology as T have stated above. He regards the Non-
Ego as independent of the Fgo. Both are real.and forms
of energy. Both are unknown as, according to his theory
of knowledge, only phenomena or states of consciousness
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can be known and the two realities are, according to
him, beyond the sphere of conscious states. The internal
energy ‘“wells up from the depths of our conscious-
ness ’ and the external energy is the cause of o .r
sensations. The word cause as used here by Spencer is
only another name of agent with power. And what
“ wells up from the depths our consciousness” is a flow
from “a fountain of power,” the source also of our
own power of which we are immediately conscious
in our voluntary activity. The power or energy is,
therefore, not unknown fo us. T have shown in my
first paper that the self and the not-self are both centres
of power and both joint causes of our sensations.
In his recent work Dr. Ward admits this and should
therefore regard both as belonging to Psychology.
Dr. Ward’s theory of the development of experience
from a ftolum objectivwn shows a very poor recognition
of the objective factors in the determination of our
experience. .
§ 6.. The Non-phenomenal Self by successive acts of
attention to the mass of the fofum objec-
Selt e on o e tivum evolves, out of it as material, the
?ﬁgiﬁpgﬁ"’“w“:“{f““"“" different kinds of sensations, feelings
and emotions, ideas and conceptions,
desires and volitions. The only activity essential for this
evolution is the activity of the Self in the form of
attention ; the rest comes by discrimination, assimilation
and association of the varying products from the mass
itself. The tofum objectivum is also called the objective
Dr. Wards theory . continuum or “ the original continuity ”
of a“totum objecti- gg distinguished from the active non-

vum” as a mass from . . .
which all presenta- phenomenal Self which is conscious.
tions or objects arise | . , . .
by the selectiveatten- ' The object of consciousness or experi-
tion of the Self. o 4o .

ence as distinguished from the Self

is the continuous indistinguishable mass in which is
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embodied, as it were, the whole world with all its objects.
The objects gradually arise by the selective attention,
discrimination and assimilation of the Self, This theory
of the development of experience entirely overlooks the
Dr. Ward overlooks activity of the non-phenomenal agents

the action of the of the world—the part they take by
?ﬁﬁ“tie‘lifif’..fi‘.’é” of their interaction with the Self in deter-
oxperience mining the contents of experience. The
Self is no doubt active in attending and discriminating
but the materials are supplied not by the Self alone but
by its interaction with the agents of the world. What
the material will be at a particular moment depends on
the agent that is acting upsn the Self. The transition
may be gradual if the agent varies

tbeT“;e]f,:‘ag‘;“lj::ieng: gradually for instance the same colour
dopends ontheir ac- agent in its shades or the same light
agent in degree of intensity ; but it will

be abrupt if the action of a light agent is followed
by the action of a sounding agent and if the latter
is again followed by the action of a resisting agent.
In the case of every sense-perception, the sensation
is caused by an agent other than the Self and the
perception is due to tne activity of the Self. ‘lhe
agents in different kinds of sense-

miii&s;t;ontsh:s sction perception are different. Their nature
of the agents. must be a matter for scientific investiga-
tion. Whether all the agents which produce different
kinds of sensation are ultimately the sa .e or reducible
in number to a few must be left to science to find out.
But that they determine the contents of our experience
and that these contents vary in quality and quantity
according to their nature, must be recognised as a fact in
Psychology. 1In sesthetic experience the existence of
beautiful objects as agents and their action upon the
Self is necessary. For moral experience, it is necessary
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for the Self to live in a society of selves. The feelings
The quality snd of regard and respect for persons of
g::;tit{)fofe:lszﬁggz higher character imply the presence and
z??{l:v;;:nzge nature  activity of these persons and their inter-
action with the Self. The feelings of
compassion and pity imply interaction of persons in
distress with the Self. The emotions of wonder, admira-
tion and reverence as well as of devotion and love felt for
God, imply that the Self is influenced by an Agent
whether it be real or ideal or a Being in whom the
ideal is eternally realised. The experience of the Self
is therefore determined both by itself and the agents
which act upon it. It is as Dr. Ward
our eonionbects o admits, the result of the interaction
el by difir-of the Self and the World. Using
the term, experience, in its widest
sense, as including all experience as determined by the
different kinds of agents acting upon the Self, we may
distinguish—
(1) Sensuous experience as determined by external
objects through the organs of sense;

(2) ZEsthetic experience as determined by beauti-
ful objects not necessarily acting through the sense
organs ;

(8) Moral experience as determined by the moral
nature of the Self by interaction with other selves in
society ;

(4) Religious experience as determined by the con-
templation of God and of other beings or persons higher
than man ;

(5) Spiritual experience as determined by the con-
templation of the Ideals of Truth, Justice, Liberty, Beauty,
Love and Goodness.
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These Ideals are objective .and produce by their
interaction with the Self certain sent){- ments in it.

Psychology as the science of the wxperience of the
individual subject would have to treat o1”the emotional,
volitional, and cognitive elements of the expersnnce of
the Self in all the aspects noted above. But it coula'
not treat of them without taking into consideration the
nature of the agents and without borrowing from the
science, whether it be Metaphysics, Ontology or Epistemo-
logy, which treats of the non-phenomenal Agents of the
World.

§7. The experience of an individual subject in all
Difforent Branches the aspects noted above may be treated,
%fsyzlﬁglogs}gfencc of (1) as it is found in the ripest experience
of a harmoniously developed man, (2)
as it gradually develops in the mind of (¢) a child, (i) an
adolescent, (i%4) a man, i.e,, a cultured person with the
mind fully developed in all its aspects. The treatment
may be merely descriptive or both descriptive and expla-
natory. The development of the psychical life an:
experience of the human subject may be compared
with the same of the animal subject. The mental
characteristics of the different races of mankind may be
compared both in their development and in their matured
state. The same may be done with the different races of
animals.

In his Psychology Dr. Ward assumes a psychological
individual whose development he traces
Dr. Ward’s treat- . .

went of the dovelop- irom the dawn of its consciousness or
et o M8 experience to the human stage. He
descends to the lowest of the animal race

and shows the continuity of its psychical development
with that of the human subject. Psychical life is all one

continuous development from the lowest to the highest
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species of sentient beings. Dr. Ward in his Psychology
is mainly occupied in tracing this development and he
follows the steps and adopts the method of treatment of
the biological development of the organism. The problem
is a stupendous one and it is no wonder that he has not
treated of the ripe human experience in all its aspects.
In my first paper I pointed out that no Psychology can
W be regarded as complete, which does not
anted a complete . .
z:;;c::(liogg;pl f:;::;x; recognise the different aspects of our
of all the aspects of experience and does not first deseribe
our TIPest SXPETIENC them  as they are found in the most
mature state. This would no doubt be only a Descriptive
Psychology but such a psychology is the pre-supposition of
an Explanatory Psychology. The latter has to describe
and explain not only the development of our ordinary
experience as most Psychologists have attempted but also
to describe and explain our experience as it is found in all
its aspects in the ripest experience of a fully developed
person. What I feel and think is that Psychologists have
most sadly neglected the study of our ripe experience in
all its aspects and have almost exclusively devoted their
attention to the explanation of our experience at its lower
levels. Dr. Ward has risen in this respect to a much
higher level than most psychologists and deserves, there-
fore, the gratitude of all students of Psychology. Itis to
be hoped that the work that remains to be done, would be
undertaken by Indian Psychologists and the comprehensive
science of Psychology completed by the study of the
.whole of our experience in the light of both its subjective
and objective factors, as it is found in a harmoniously
developed person in all its aspects and as it gradually
develops in the experience of a child, an adult and
a man. - _ .
§8. If Psychology ignores the objective factors of
our experience, it may treat of the forms of experience
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as determined by its subjective factor but not of the

Wh contents. It may treat of the mental
at  Psychology R .
wouldbe if it treated processes as determined by the recepti-
only of the subjective . . . R

factor of our experi- Vlty and the act1v1ty of the subJect but
e not of the products as determined by the
objective factors of our experience. It may treat, for
instance, of the general processes of sensation, feeling,
desiring, willing, thinking, deciding, resolving and also of
attending, discriminating, assimilating, associating- as
receptivities and activities of the subjective factor but
not of the concrete sensations, feelings, desires, volitions,
thoughts, decisions, resolutions, attentions, diseriminations,
assimilations, and associations as determined both qualita-

tively and quantitatively by the varying
Feychology as treated - 5 geycies of the objective factors of our
a.b present is pre}udx- .
oial to Metaphysics—* experience. It cannot adequately treat
to both Epistemology .. .
and  Ontology—and  of perceiving and knowing nor of percep-

%ﬁggg;}?;ly * % tion and knowledge, as these terms imply

objective realities. Their treatment as
at present in Psychology is one-sided and prejudicial to
the science of Metaphysics. Psychology in treating of
these topics entirely overlooks or ignores objective reali-
ties and leaves in the mind of its student the impression
that there are no such realities and that the treatment of
the subjects as given in books on Psychology is complete.
Psychology has thus become injurious to the study of
Metaphysics. I'sychology has been, is and should be
helpful to the study of Philosophy. Psychology, treating
of the whole of our experience in all its aspects, must
either borrow its data from Metaphysics or be itself
metaphysical to such an extent as to be able to recognise
and treat of both the subjective and the objective factors
of our experience. Perception in all its aspects as
sensuous, as sesthetic, as moral, as religious and as spiri-

tual, gives us or implies objective realities, Intuition as
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used by Intuitionists also reveals objective realities.
Voluntary activity reveals the causality and the reality
of both the Self and the Not-Self. Psychology, by
excluding all questions about reality and knowledge, has
become incompetent to treat adequately of these mental
acts. A new science called Epistemology has been
created to treat of those acts of the mind, which imply
or reveal objective realities. Epistemology is regarded as
a branch of Metaphysics, whose chief business is to
determine the nature and distinguish the different forms
of knowledge, while Ontology, the other branch, treats of
the nature and the different forms of reality revealed or
implied by the different forms of knowledge. Knowledge
cannot be treated apart from knowing nor can knowing
as a concrete act of the mind be treated apart from
knowledge. Reality cannot be treated apart from
knowledge nor can knowledge be treated apart from
reality. Knowing, knowledge and reality are so inter-
connected that the treatment of one of them apart from
the others must be partial, one-sided and unsatisfactory,
and lead to an erroneous view of Philosophy. Psychology,
by treating of knowing including perceiving as the earliest
form of it, apart from reality, has been a fruitful source
of such erroneous views of Philosophy.
It is necessary to restore Psychology to its proper
position and make it helpful to the study
by et of Philosophy. Philosophy treats of the
eV of PRl Qelf, the World and God, or, more
accurately of man, the Universe and
God, or, more simply, of the Universe including Man and
God and attempts to determine their relations. Meta-
physics treats of the realities of the Universe and tries to
determine their relation to the ultimate Reality whether
it be called the Absolute in the language of Philosophy
or God in the language of Theology. Philosophy is the



94 P. K. RAY

doctrine of the whole of the Self, the World and God.
Psychology, treating as it does of the whole of ou¥
experience as produced by the interaction of the Self:
with the World and God, is the only science which can
introduce a student to the study of such a comprehensive
subject as Philosophy.



ON VEDANTA

BY
KOKILESWAR SASTRI, ML.A.,

Lecturer in Vedanta, and in Indian branch of
Philosophy, Calcutta University

I
Change : Is it Real or Unreal ?

In his commentary on Pedanta Sutras, II.i. 14,
Sankara says :—

“The world of effects not being denied, the process of
real change is affirmed ”’ ; at the same time, ‘Vedantists
hold that in the absolute state (stage of absolute
cognition), there is a complete lapse of all empirical
reality.”

Both the views—that change is real (parinama vada)
and that it is unreal (vivarte-vada)—are traceable in
Vedanta. The sense-given world before us, of pleasures
and pains all compact, is fixed firm in the relations of
space, time, and causality. Each individual thing here,
as defined by infinite differences, is in a ceaseless process
of change. The practical life of every creature is bound
up with this empirical world. Sankara has nowhere
denied the reality of this world, for who but a mad man



96 K. SASTRI

would “deny it? He is quite explicit on this point in
Vedanta Sutras, Commentary, III. ii. 21 :—

“If it be said that this world—composed of ¢subjec-
tive’ existences like the sentient body, etc., and ‘objective’
existences like the earth, etc.—should be denied, (we reply
that) no man can possibly deny it.”

In reference to jivanmukia souls, souls emancipated
while in life, he affirms that this world would only
present a different appearance to them : it would not be
abolished.

Heallows to sensible things a relative reality.  Water,
etc., are real relatively to the unreal mirage, ete.”

In his commentary on Moendukya Upanishad, he
points out that when a rope is taken for a snake and then
again taken for what it is, both the cognitions may be
taken as true but different views, there being no con-
tradiction between them.

And the same view appears in his commentary on
Brihadaranyaka, in reference to the relative values of the
disciplines of karma (practice) and jrnana (knowledge) :—

“ Karma is first enjoined on those who are steeped in
natural ignorance; and then for those who have seen
through the unreality of (the dualism of) action and
agent, etc., is prescribed—° know Brahman and the
identity of your self with it There is not a trace of

conflict here.”

Each discipline, he holds, has absolute value, being
accommodated to the stage of the learner or disciple on
whom it is enjoined ; and he concludes :—

““To the vision of absolute truth, no other objects, no
name and form, exist in reality sepoarafe from Brahma ;
the one principle without a second is its object. When
however (the vision:is affected) by natural ignorance, -
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all these objects are presented as practically real as
separate and independent things....... Hence there is no
apprehension of a contradiction.”

Monistic knowledge and dualistic knowledge do not,
exclude one another. Sankara insists on the point that
this multiform world is not abolished from being on the
emergence of monistic knowledge and thus he can admit
the unreality of change (vivarta-vada) without denying
its reality (parinama-vada). He holds in fact that behind
this world of change, standing outside the causal chain,
there is a changeless being which is presented to absolute
vision.

That Sankara teaches both the reality and unreality
of change is apparent in still another connexion. In his
commentary on Chhandogyae, in discussing the mode of
manifestation of the one changeless being into this multi-
form changing world, he presents two significant analogies,
the one illustrative of parinama-vada and the other of
vivarta-vada. That he presents these together shows his
real intention with absolute clearness. Here is the
passage :—

(In the term © this world °), “the one changeless being
is the significate of the word ¢ this’ and the object of the
thought of ‘this.” The world is only a systematic form of
this being. It is of this being and of no other that our
intellect conceives the members or parts. The modes of
change are of these conceived or thought-constructed
parts. To absolute vision however, what is really appre-
hended even in the knowledge of this world is the one
undual principle. Even as our intellect apprehends the
clay as pot or pitcher, or the rope as snake, it apprehends
the one real being as the many modes.”

Here the example of the clay and pot is presented
from the side of parinama-vade and that of the rope
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and” snake from the side of viverta-vada. Sankara
continues :—

“That worldly people take this one being as many
is due to the character of the intellect. Through the
character of the intellect, the clay appears and is spoken
of now as a lump, now as a pot; and again through a fault
of the intellect, the rope appears and is spoken of as a
snake. To the knower of truth however (viz., of the pot
as nothing but clay), neither the thought nor the name
‘pot’ need exist; and through the knowledge of the
truth about the rope, the notion of snake too would lapse.
Even so, to the knower of absolute truth, the notion—
thought and name—of all modes would cease to be
presented.”

The two analogies presented indicate that Sankara
admits the relative validity of both the views of change;
and a further important point emerges—uviz., that the
manifoldness of the modes is only relative to our intellect
and names. Consciousness is one and eternal; it transcends
space, time, and causality. It appears as many only
through the deceptive medium of our senses and intellect.
The one changeless conscious principle is presented illu-
sorily to our intellect as the sensibles—sound, colour,
etc., as this changing world, as composed of parts. 'The
presentations, sound, colour, etc., perpetually rise and
perish before this intellect which forgets that they are
essentially one, being the one eternal changeless conscious-
ness. Still what the intellect really apprehends even
here is this one principle though it confuses it with its
own modes.

« Consciousness is the essence of the self, from which
it never deviates: it is accordingly eternal. Yet the
presentations of the intellect, the medium which is modi-
fied by the senses into objects, appear as though they were
objects of self-consciousness, generated and pervaded by
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self-consciousness or afma-vijnana; and hence the modes
are regarded as and designated vijnanas or ¢ conscious-
nesses ’ by the non-discerning.” [Commentary — Taittiriya
Upan.)

The one undivided principle thus appears as this world
of many beings, set in the relations of time, space, and
causality—relations through which the intellect must
apprehend. In dreamless slecp, this intellect lapses along
with its particularised presentations: the world lapses in
the undifferenced knowledge of the one conscious principle.

To wvivarta-vada, the one undivided being alone is
eternally real. To parinama-vada, the particular objects
known by the intellect are empirically real. There is no
incompatibility between the two views: if vivarta-vada is
presented as the final truth, it is with parinamae-vada as
its inseparable background.

The same intellect that knows the conscious principle
as many in its direction outwards, .e., positively, knows
it as one and undivided in its direction inwards, é.e., trans-
cendentally. ‘ All that is knowable is presented as seated
on buddhi (intellect), in the lap of the modes of duddhi.
The knower of it all, the ‘witness’—is the self.” ¢ The
self does not change, as unlike buddhi, it has no parts.”
Yet the essential nature of the self, viz., eternal conscious-
ness is revealed only in this buddhi, only as the pre-
supposition of the conscious modes of buddhi. ‘Brahman,
as consciousness itself, is eternally manifest in his home—
the mind, in all revelations or cognition of buddhi.”
(Mundaka Upan.)

The vibrations or activities of the mind are presented
as this empirical manifold. “The visible things that
appear to the waking consciousness are not independent
of the mind.” * All that knows and is known is but the
dual vibration of the mind. The mind in essence is the
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self itself without an object (different from it.)” [Com-
mentary, Mandukya Upan.]

The same truth is presented in another way. Names
and forms, says Sankara, could not be manifest till the
empirical subject endowed with the vital airs, senses, and
the intellect emerged into being. *“...... The great Lord
entered in the form of jivatmanr (individual self) to mani-
fest names and forms” [Commentary, Chhandogya Upan.].
And he adds elsewhere that with the inwardising of the
senses and intellect, the conscious principle at the root of
conscious states is intuited by seers.

The conscious principle is primarily known as the
knower or ‘witness.” It is also indirectly known, Sankara
tells us, as the first cause of the empirical series of causes
and effects that constitutes the empirical world. The
primary mode of self-knowledge is alone considered in the
present paper.

The self that underlies the empirical world is free, as
not bound in space, time and causality, ¢ Through the
mere will of this free being is the empirical mind set
stirring ”” [Commentary, Kena Upan.]. “...... The desires,
etc., move others by enslaving them but do not move
Brahman............They themselves are set stirring by
Brahman.” [Commentary, Toittiriya Upan.]

It may be repeated that between the cognition of the
manifold changing world through the forms of the intellect
and the cognition of the one changeless self, between these
two antithetic testimonies of buddhi, there is no real
conflict or antagonism. But are these testimonies true
in the same sense ?

Sankara points out that the changing world of forms,
which is referred to in the Vedantic account of creation
and the reality of which cannot be denied, has no indepen-
dent end of its own, The whole purpose of this account
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of creation is to explicate the truth about the one self
that underlies the world and to which the world is
moving.

“ Brahman is said to change into the form of the
world. This (account) is only presented as a means to
the realisation of Brahman” [Commentary, Brikad-
aranyaka Upan.]. ‘The effects—from ether to the gross
body—are referred to for the sake of the knowledge of
Brahman.” [Commentary, Taittiriya Upan.]

Hence although this empirical world is real for practi-
cal purposes, its reality is only relative to the mind
enveloped in nescience. When however the world will
have accomplished its end by bringing about the cognition
of the unity underlying it, the knowledge of the manifold
will appear false and illusory. The many and the one
cannot therefore be true in the same sense. The whole
truth of the many lies in the end that it accomplishes—
viz., of leading us to the realisation of the one. The
many is false as devoid of independent significance, like
the meaningless lines making up a written word. (Brikad.
Upan.)

That the one self is not realised is due to what is
called ‘the tangle of the heart’ (Aridaya-granthi), the
skein of nescience, desire, and activity. Nescience makes
us see the one as many, desire means the love of egoistic
sense-satisfaction, and activity is what leads us outward,
involving us inextricably in worldliness. Through this
tangle, the vision of the self is obscured and occupation
with the not-self becomes our second-nature.

It has been pointed out that the same bduddhi which
sees the many reveals also the one. Buddki in the former
reference is the ‘tangle of the heart’ (hridaya-granthi)
and in the latter it is the ‘cave of the heart’ (kridaya-
guha), the abode of Brahman (Brakma-pura), where alone
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the eternal witness of all the particular cognitions is
apprehended as the undifferenced unity distinguished from
many. “The undifferenced substrate of all differences
is to be found here in this cave. Brahman is not
apprehended elsewhere ”” [ Commentary, Twittiriya Upan.].

Buddhi by itself is an insentient principle : conscious-
ness is the self. The self is the seer of all the modes or
presentations of buddhi, the joy (rasa) at the root of all
its feelings, and the eternal free cause that sets up all its
activities. The worldli-minded apprehend the empirical
world by the ¢ heart-tangle ’ and scers have a vision of the
self in the ‘cave of the heart.’
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11
Ethics of Vedanta

Action is natural to all sentient creatuves, being deter-
mined by the nature with which they are born. [(ta,
ITI. 15, XVIII. 54-9.] The one self or life-principle is
manifested in the series of forms, non-moving and moving,
including man. The circulation of the life-sap in plants
shows the operation of a mind in them. Animals are a
fuller manifestation of the life-principle in so far as there
is not only vital circulation in them but also sentiency.
This manifestation as the individual self of plants and
animals is for the differentiation of life and matter.!

The life-principle in man has its seat in the heart and

is five-fold. The vital ‘airs’—prana, apane, swmana,
udana and ovyana ave the different functions of this prin-
ciple operating in different parts of the body. Life appears
in man along with the senses, manas (the organ of simple
apprehension), and buddhi. These knowing faculties are
inherent in and sustained by life as their matrix. The
activities of the senses and the vibrations of buddhi are
‘really the activities of life.” 1In the state of deep sleep,
buddhi with all its presentations passes into a latent condi-
tion—i.e., gets retracted into this life; and from life again
does it emerge into actuality in the waking state.

1 ¢« Wherever thero is living sap, mind (chitta) is to be inferred. There is no
doubt that the self informs the non-moving (plants), for they have an inward
oonsciousness. (The presence of) mind in animals, in addition to the living sap,
shows that they are a fuller manifestation.”-———--——* The creator, having started
into manifestation the as yet unmanifested names and forms, having created the
primal matters and the moving and non-moving material bodies, manifested himself
by entering them for the differentiation of matter and sentiency (literally food and
eater of food)” [Commentary—Aitareya Upan.]

2 “The faculties of sight, hearing, apprehension, and speech—the sources of all
knowledge—are fixed in prana and apana in which life consists. They disappear
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Within this cross body or envelope, the annamaya,
are situated the pranamaya, the envelope of the vital airs,
and the vijnanamaya, the envelope of the intellectual
principle. This complex envelope of body, life, and in-
tellect constitutes the nature of the self and determines
all its actions.

The senses are directed towards objects by the prin-
ciples of love and hate. -This vision outwards of the
not-self is natural” to the sensuous self. Buddhi brings
in the conceit of the ego, consciousness in the forms, €I
feel pleasure and pain, this is my body,” ete. This egoistic
conceit is at the root of all action : it is what Sankara
variously calls adhyase (illusory identification) or chitta-
granthi the mental tangle).

The actions of the jive or individual self in this empiri-
cal world are determined by his nature. The feeling of
want rouses the thought of the attainment of the object,
that rouses desire, from desire springs will, and from will
the action. The jiva is helplessly dragged onward by this
empirical chain: he has no freedom of choice here.

“This egoistic nature is beginningless. The jiva appre-
hends this empirical world, acts according to his persisting
vasanas (traces of past experiences), and enjoys or suffers
according to the resulting merit or demerit.” (Sarvae-
vedanta-siddhinta). And again, “in ignorance, the self
takes the body, the not-self, as the ego and then the great
power of rajas (principle of activity) binds it in the chain
of desire, anger, ete.” [ Viveka-chudamani.]

when life goes: they then merge (back) into life. The functions of the mind being
determined by life are taken to be grounded in life.” [Commentary—Aitareya
Upan,]

“Tife isin the five faculties or organs. Life as endowed with manas and dbuddhi
is the prajnatman, the sclf as cognitive and active. [ Commentary—Chhandogya Upan.].

“ Tho organ of knowledge is prajna that life of which prajna is the nature is the
prajatman.—This is the vital fluid (rasa), for when this goes, the body is dried up.”
[Commentary—Aitareya Upan.]
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- Pirst in order then comes this mistaken identification
of the self with the body, thence arises all thought of
object, object-thought leads to desire, desire to will, and
will to action. So it is the buddhi as occupied with the
objects that stirs up the vital envelope, the pranamaya.
Buddki, which is really the principle of saffva, of light
or tranquil manifestation, is obscured in us by the prin-
ciples of rajas (activity) and tamas (passivity). This
obscured or impure buddhi is called asuri-pravrittiin Gita
and is characterised there as a nature that is sensual, proud
and self-assertive at the expense of others—recognising
in fact no self except one’s own self.

Is there any place then in Vedanta for the freedom of
the self? In his commentary on d4itareya Upan., in
explaining why the self has entered this body which is
moved by the sense, intellect, and desire, Sankara points
out that the self as distinct from these is the ultimate cause
of all action, for it stirs these into activity for the realisa-
tion of its own end. “ Having said, ‘I shall enter (the
body) for performing the functions of speech, ete.’ (it
added) ‘I shall enter also in order to reveal my true
nature.’” * The self is that which has ends, to accomplish
which it stirs up the organs of speech, etc. In the
absence of this cause, there will be no action like speech,
etc., for all activity is motived by ends,”

The existence of the free self is in fact inferred from
the activity of the complex of senses and intellect. * This
complex of effected existences, with speech, etc., as their
functions, is in the service of what is other than itself.
This...... would not be possible without a being which has
ends and which receives this service.” This being is
immanent in the complex but the “immanence is as of a
seer and not of an active agent.” The casuality of the
self is not an activity in time and precisely in this sense is

it free.
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This freedom inheres even in the blind activity of the
senses and intellect, though it is not here self-consciously
realised. Yet the self as cause like the self as seer is
realised nowhere but in the cave’ or the inner depth of
buddhi. 1t is this duddhi in fact that reveals to us the
possibility of perfecting our empirical nature, of progress-
ing towards salvation. It tells us that this nature is under
a dual government—that of the desires on the one hand
and of the free self on the other.

The self then is the immanent cause of the activity
of the senses and intellect, these acting together to realise
the ends of the self. Sankara asks—“Ts (this body), this
complex of effects and instruments, moved by desire,
speech, and bodily activity only or is it moved by some-
thing different from it, a free being that stirs it up by
pure will?” His answer is that the very fact that the
complex or aggregate acts points to the existence of a free
unity with ends of its own that are accomplished by this
action. There is that passage in Gita no doubt which
speaks of the senses, etc., acting for their own ends but
Sankara in his commentary on Gita (XVIIIL. 50) argues:
.—*“ Supposing the self is not established, the direction of
the activities to their own ends would be unintelligible.”
“That the unconscious body should have ends is incon-
ceivable. Nor can pleasure be for pleasure (as end), and
pain for pain. All empirical cognitions have their end in
self-knowledge.” And again in Sarva-vedanta-siddhanta,
“self-assertion, self-denial, all actions in fact—are for
the self and for nothing else: nothing is dearer than
the self.”

This self is said to be the ‘internal regulator’ (antasr-
yamin), the determining cause (niyamaka) which is not
determined (niyamya). The internal or transcendental
causality of the self is in fact illusorily identified, by
what is called @ropa in Vedanta, with the outward or
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empirical causality of the organs. The wise who have
faith in the free causality of the self seek to get rid of
this illusion. They feel the necessity of a discipline for
the control of the organs and for the chastening of the
empirical mind. They employ the body and the mind for
the realisation of the ends of the self.

Here comes in Sankara’s psychology of the moral
consciousness. ‘‘The good (s7eyah) and the pleasurable
(preyah)—either as discipline or as the fruit of it—are
confusedly presented to the unintelligent. The wise how-
ever...... on mature reflection discern their relative value,
their difference ...... Having thus reflected, they embrace
the good, as worthier than the pleasurable.” [Com-
mentary, Katha Upan. 1, ii, 2.]

This discernment of right from wrong is called sam-
kalpa. ¢ Samkalpa is a function of the mind. It is the
ascertainment of a difference between the right and wrong
in objects. After the reflection comes the desire to act in
respect of the object thus distinguished.” [Commentary,
Chhandogya Upan., VII, 4.]

So three stages come out—(¢) the good and the pleasur-
able are weighed in the mind ; (¢¢) next the right course is
ascertained ; and then 'iii) there arises the desire to act
accordingly. The next stage is dhyana, the contemplation
of the future consequences of the action anticipated on
the ground of past experiences.

“ Chitta is further the faculty of ascertaining the end
by (a comparison of) the past and future objects. This is
more than the samkalpa...... When about the object in
question, there arises the consciousness °this was ex-
perienced, there comes the will to attain or avoid it.”

And then comes the stage of the adoption of the means
to the attainment or avoidance. ‘Having thus formed
the desire to act, and the desire to attain..., one attains
by adopting the means to attainment.”
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Not only is buddhi or reason necessary to the ascertain-
ment of duty, the attainment of joy is also necessary.—
“'When joy is attained, where there arises the thought ‘I
shall attain infinite satisfaction,” this will to act becomes
complete. The will has joy as its visible fruition, and
there is no will in joylessness” Chandogya Upan., VII,
22,i]. “When it is said—*‘having attained the future
joy *—it is meant only that action is directed to this end.”

The discerning soul acts for the infinite bliss of the
self, not for worldly enjoyment. Brahman is called suk»ita
or merit in Tewittiriya Upanishad. The mind has to be
disciplined in order to attain this swkrite. The more
chastened the soul, the higher is the ideal of knowledge,
bliss, or power that is manifested. ¢ The varying
measures of power, knowledge, or bliss depend on the
degrees of purity of the upadhi (vehicle, envelope, or body
of the self). According to these measures, the one self is
manifested in the gradation of embodiments—from man
to Hiranya-garbha (the Lord as the germ of the
universe).” “From the state of man onwards, there is a
hundredfold increase of bliss at each later stage.”
[Commentary, Taittirya Upan.]

Our chitta (mind), fouled as it is by rajas and famas
(restless activity and dull passivity), has low desires or
ideals. But through chastening discipline, it gradually
gets actualised into a transparent medium of satfve or
pure manifestation, when its desires are no longer directed
to false sensuous objects. The desires of the Lord
(Hiranya-garbha) are characterised as satyah kamdah
[Ckhandogya Upan.—VII] or ‘true desires” The satyak
kamah may be called Ideas of Reason after Kant and the
things of the world may be regarded as their imperfect
manifestations through the obscuring medium of rajas
and famas. 1f sense-consciousness is occupied with the
present, and our ordinary buddhi with the past, present,
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and future, this buddhi as pure actuality transeends
all limitations of space and time [Chhandogya Upan.,
VIIIL 12. v].

The samkalpa or creative will from which this creation
is said to proceed [Commentary, Twittiriya Upan ] implies
that Brahman is, as creator, endowed - with a mind, a
manifesting medium of satfve, a form of maya which has
been called in Gita niratisaya sattva or infinite actuality,
Yet He is not dominated by the °‘true desires’ of this
stage: He directs them freely. “Is He, as desirer, ta
be taken like ourselves as not having yet attained to
fruition? No, for He is free. The desires do not move
Him, as they...... move others by enslaving them. Why
so? They are_characterised by true knowledge: h.ing of
the self itself, they are pure. Brahman is not moved by
them. He is their mover. They are not other than His
self. In ¢ He desired,” He is the self.”

The ideal for us is to attain the god-like transparency
of sattva. The causal Brahman, as absolute merit, has
been called sukrita. Sukrita may be rendered ‘the
absolute good.” How to attain this absolute good P—
‘What is the ethical discipline that will scour our foul
sattva into absolute purity, that will divert it from its
objective direction and inwardise it?

The true ‘desires’ referred to above are manifested
as the ‘names and forms’ of this wotld. Through the
perverting medium of rajas and tamas, these pure uni-
versals take false individualised forms. ¢ These desires
of the self are true but resting on (identified with) the
false. These as residing in the self (appear as) the
passions for outer objects, for sex, food, dress, etc. Self-
willed conduct, as determined by these is said to be false.”
[Commentary, Chhandogya Upan., VIIL] The pure
actualised buddhi has far other tendencies. These called
daivi-sampad in the Gita include the virtues of veracity,
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sincerity, compassion, avoidance of injury to others,
suppression of anger and pride, etc. The regulation of our
foul nature by these virtues will bring about its purity.

‘There need be no apprehension of a conflict between
the prescription ¢ know Brahman’ and this discipline of
virtuous action. ¢ The (performance of) unconditional
duties (nitya karma), by removing obstacles (impurities
of the soul), lead to knowledge. Hence the scriptural
texts enjoining (virtuous) pratice (kerma) do not conflict
(with those which enjoin jnana or knowledge). Not the
ceremonial works like agnihotra, etc., but practices such as
veracity, self-discipine, avoidance of injury to others, etc.,
are the surest means to the manifestations of jrana.
Other practices like meditation, ete., will also be referred
to.” [Commentary, Taittiriya Upan.|—“ Here in the
pure sattva-nature of the self, in the ‘cave of duddhi,
in this unmanifest ether...... the knowledge of the absolute
sclf is adequately manifested.” [ Viveka-chudamani.]

That ‘tangle of the heart’ (kridaya-granthi) will dis-
appear with the attainment of this satfva—transparency.
The unity of the self in all creatures thus realised, there
can arise no inclination to injure others : compassion for
all will follow as a necessity: [Gita, XIIT, 29]). These
virtues of universal compassion, etc., which are natural to
the emancipated soul constitute the discipline for the soul’
seeking emancipafion.

That sarve-karma-sannyasa of Gita, the renunciation
of all duty, is enjoined only on the soul which has been
completely chastened by this discipline. Such a soul in fact
is in the final stage, devaid of all conceit of individuality,
being jivan-mukta or emancipated in life. For all else,
karma or action is the main discipline prescribed in
Gita :—

“These actions, Oh Partha, should be performed
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" without inclination for the purification of the end. This
is a true and excellent view.”

“To the sage desiring to rise (to the emancipated
stage), yoga (action without inclination) is said to be the
means (discipline).”

Moral endeavour implies action without a thought of
sensuous pleasure, action directed to the end of purification
of soul, in the consciousness of duty, the fruits of the
action being committed to the Lord.

There is no prescription in Gta to renounce the parti-
cular duties of the institution one belongs to. But the
end is attained, not by the mere performance of these
outward actions, but by a distinctive spiritual attitude.
“Does the attainment of the end follow from the per-
formance of one’s duties? No. How then?... The
attainment to be spoken of follows frum the operation of
a new cause”’ [Commentary, Gita, XVIII, 45]. “The
will and the bodily activity of creatures flow from the Lord
as the regulative principle within them...... The end is
attained by this Lord beirg worshipped by the per-
formance of one’s specific duties.” Performance in this
attitude of worship alone is the free action of the self.

Even the emancipated in life, on whom the renuncia-
tion of works is enjoined, are in G'ita said to act, not indeed
for any end of their own, but for the good of the world.
“Though engaged in action, he does nothing (for him-
self).”

All this will go to correct the false impression about
Sankara that his monistic view of Brahman has no place
in it for worship and moral activity. In his commentary
on Mandukye Karika he explicitly points out that ‘ there
is no incompatibility between monistic vision and the
prescriptions of worship.” Worship and moral practice
are indispensable for one who seeks to purify the soul.
The vision of the One is possible only to the soul which
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is completely purified. The prescription of moral and
religious discipline is meant for those who have a ‘mid-
dling vision,” the emancipated souls being those who have
‘excellent vision.’

“That the sclf is one and undual is stated for those
who have an unerring excellent vision. The beneficent
Vedas have prescribed this worship and (ethical) action in
the compassionate reflection—‘how will those who have
bad and middling vision attain this excellent monistic
‘vision ?’” [Commentary, Mandukya Upan., iii, 16.]



The Conception of Freedom

In Hegel, Bergson and Indian Philosophy
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The problem of Freedom is ultimately at the root of
all philosophy. It is of a permanent interest to every
student of philosophy. Meinong hardly does justice to
the whole question when he says: “......in my opinion,
at any rate, this is a matter that was concluded long ago,
for those who believe in the law of causality cannot
logically be indeterminists.”' It is not so simple as it
appears to be. I propose to discuss the subject with
special reference to Hegel, Bergson and higher Indian
thought. So far as Hegel is concerned, I shall only refer
to his “Rechtsphilosophie,” as he seems to me to be at
his best there; so that I shall not limit myself to
“ Willens-freiheit” but shall also attempt to bring out
Hegel’s conception of ‘true freedom’—* Sittlichkeit.”
Hegel’s “ Rechtsphilosophie ” is not a treatise on the
mere controversy of free-will but embodies his attempt to
comprehend and to exhibit the State as an existence
essentially rational, as the realisation of true freedom.
The territory of “ Recht” is ¢ the spiritual,” and its more
definite place and origin is the #ill, which is free by its
very nature. Freedom constitutes the substance and
essential character of the /ill, and the system of right
is the kingdom of actualised freedom.

] Mefnong, “ Psychologisch-ethische Untersuchungen zur Werttheori,” p. 209,
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Hegel opens the subject with a polemic against Kant’s
conception of Freedom. (1) He attempts to show that
Kant is blind to half the truth, in as much as he is not
aware of the dependence of the subject on the object
when he attempts to reduce all objects to mental pheno-
mena. (2) Kant says that in willing we actualise the
ought, what we think ought to be. Reason, with perfect
spontaneity, creates an order into which it fits the em-
pirical world. Hegel answers that there is no ought in
Nature, that it can appear only as it actually is. It is
one thing to purify the will from alien elements and it is
another thing to find principles of action within it. Kant
failed to do the latter. To him the Will is pure self-
consciousness. It must act purely out of reverence for
the moral law. The desires are taken as if they were
impulses of animals. But such an abstract will, says
Hegel, can never be actual, and such desires as Kant
desires remain mere impulses. Hegel destroys this
dualism by rejecting both the abstract will and the lower
appetites. Man’s actual will, at any stage, is not simply
related o (as in T. H. Green), but is one with his totality
of inclinations, impulses, desires, etc. In its elementary
stage, the Will is not only one with but sunk in, these
desires and impulses. The will is these and these are
the will. The appetites and inclinations are the very
life of the will, the ways in which it shows its existence.
It is a false philosophic analysis which has separated
these two in man’s life. It converts distinctions (in
thought) into separations (in fact). These desires then
are identical with the will. They have their legitimate
place within the ego, and are not to be regarded as
foreign elements fit to be crushed. (3) Again we are’
not merely cognitive beings, as Kant implies. If we
were, _we would cease to be persons or individuals, since
in that case.there would be only universality but no
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individuality. It is in the will that specification or
individuation takes place. (4) Then again, Kant opposes
‘happiness and duty ; his rigid ethics of ““duty for duty’s
sake” leaves no room for the development of feelings.
Moral act is to proceed mainly from reverence to the
Categorical Imperative, and happiness is not to be set up
as an end. But, says Hegel, it is a wrong to duty to
‘make it a horror to the natural man. A will which
resolves nothing is not an actual will. That which is
devoid of definite character never reaches a volition.
‘Kant’s pure will is in the words of Jacobi, ““a will that
‘wills nothing.” (5) Next, Hegel inveighs against the
conception of a “ capricious will.” The usual idea of
freedom, says he, is that of caprice. Such an idea,
however, must be taken to imply an utter lack of deve-
loped thought, containing as yet not even a suspicion of
what is meant by the absolutely free will, right, ethical
system, ete. “ Caprice instead of being will in its truth, is
rather will in its contradiction.” Some old theologiansg
may come forward to defend the idea of freedom as
caprice, but such a conception is self-destructive. Law-
lessness cannot give us freedom. We should cease to be
¢ persons’ if our conduct were not regulat d by some sort
of law or order. When I will what .s rational, says
Hegel, I do not will what is peculiar. Indeed, as Edward
Caird says, “a self that is not determined by any motive
has no will.” Our will is rational : it is thought tran.
slating itself into reality ; and as rational it acts accord-
ing to law. When I act morally, continues Hegel, I
act for realising the end, the odject, but not to assert
myself. . .* Nur das Gesetz kann uns die Freiheit geben.'
Only law can give us freedom. T.H. Green and Caird
too have emphasised this point. Caird regards both

these ideas of freedom, viz., (1) as obedience to abstract
law, and (2) as caprice, as anticinations of a tiuth: which
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is adequately expressed in neither. For, in both these
forms, freedom is claimed for the self in virtue of an
abstraction from the particular content of consciousness;
and the particular content must therefore be regarded as
absolutely annulled ; for, if not, we should be obliged to
treat it as externally limiting and determining the self.
They may beregarded only as “ stages in the development
of a higher idea,” a form in which ‘“the incontradiction
disappears.”

Here one might retort that it is law to which the
existence of siz may be traced back. If there were no
law, there would be no occasion to violate it, hence there
would then be no sin. But Hegel would at once reply
that it must not at the same time be forgotten that
where there is no law there is not even »ighteousness, and
we are of course, not prepared to risk this positive gain
in favour of a sort of negative consolation that we are
free from sin.

Hegel’s use of the word * Moralitit ” is by no means
synonymous with that of the English “morality.”” He
recognises three stages in the development of ‘objective
morality —his notion of ‘true freedom.” In the first
stage we have only Recht: the law is laid down for us
externally, and it is for us t0 obey and not to question
‘why.” At this stage our motives do not enter into the
guestion, and our approval or disapproval falls totally
out of the sphere. As mere persons—personality being
an essential characteristic of self-consciousness and an
essential condition of freedom—we are living in the
world of mere legality or Reckt. But in fact there is no
rational or spiritual being, however high or low in the
scale of human existence, who is much more than a
person. The second stage is reached in Moralitit, where
the ¢ mere person ’ of the legal sphere turns into a ¢sub-
ject,” the law is not merely obeyed but recognised and
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approved. At the legal sphere the mere command was
enough, hut it does not act here as a motive at all unless
it gets our internal acquiescence. Morality thus implies
the right of self-determination, which further implies—

(1) That all our grounds of action are within our-
selves.

(2) An endless right of resistance to every authority
that is external. To command the individual tyranni-
cally is to insult his personality, and to impose beliefs
authoritatively is to insult his individuality.

(3) The right to enforce our subjective convictions
upon the outer world. Not only that the world will
invade us, but that we will invade it.

(4) That as they stand, i.e, in their separation,
neither the will nor the world is as they should be. Both
are radically bad. The will is not as it ought to be until
it is realised.

(6) Morality is the sphere of the *“ ought” and there-
fore of endless striving. It is the sphere of infinite
restlessness. _

The last point is the most important for Hegel. 1t
means that the moral life is never a finished act. It is
always a seeking for the good, which is never completely
realised. We are always trying to convert the ought
into the is. Suppose we have succeeded in doing so,
then the opposition is destroyed and there is left nothing
more for the good man to do. Hence, as Dr. F. H.
Bradley says, morality extinguishes itself, i.e., brings
its own suicide. But for Hegel Moralitit is not
the highest, nor also the last. There is something
better than the striving or the opposition of the subjec-
tive and the objective. This opposition, instead of
destroying either, brings about a new product by synthe-
sis in the third stage, called Sittlichkeit, which is incor-
porated in the minds of the citizens and implies an
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implicit and free obedience to the moral law. « Die
Stitlichkeit ist die Vollendung des objectiven Geistes, die
Wahrheit des subjectiven and objectiven Geistes selbst.”
Sittlichkeit is objectified in the state, which in itself is
essentially rational. Unlike Plato’s ideal state, Hegel’s
is an actual one. To him the ideal is kere. But one
may naturally inquiré if Hegel means to imply that
whatever is is right. This assumption will ring the
death-knell of all morality leaving no room for free
action and will prove itself inconsistent with facts as we
find them. We cannot ignore sin, evil, suffering, bad
institutions, etc. Surely we cannot call them right or
rational. But Hegel is clever enough to avoid these
eonclusions only by quibbling. ¢ Sin issues in death ;
bad institutions must catch fire, because the nature of
things is moral. The good alone is real.” To be sure
this is far from being an erplanation of the existence of
sin and evil, and it betrays itself as one of the weakest
points in Hegel’s argument.

That morality is exhibited in self-denial is a belief
held by many eminent thinkers. Kantian ethics has
room for such a tendency. Schopenhauer emphasised
the point, and the same is the general trend of Indian
Tdealistic Philosophy. Buddha too preached the same
stoicism. But Hegel repudiates this notion. To him a
moral action does not imply the annihilation of the self,
because in that case it will cease to be moral. There is
always a reference to the spirit, says Hegel, in all the
acts of spirit. Knowledge must be focussed in some
pei'sonality and every realisation of impersonal good
must be some-one’s action. Every action is personal.
Our self-satisfaction is called kappiness, which is not the
same as pleasure. In Kant’s system happiness has no
part to play. It rather interferes with the moral life in
his ascetic and rigorous scheme. But, according to
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Hegel, we have a right to be happy, for our natural side is
in.accord with reason.

- This - criticism would appear to dispose of once for all
the ‘doctrine of Asceticism or Yoge, no less than Kantian
thesis. There is, however, still a general tendency in
Europe to criticise and run down such-like Eastern
notions as ‘self-mortification,” ‘asceticism,” ¢self-denial,’
‘killing of desires,” and so on. It is not my object to
defend a particular doctrine simply because it happens to-
be an integral part of Indian Philosophy. There is a good
deal there that I do not accept as satisfactory, but there
is more that appeals to me. Here at least I must say that
Hegel’s criticism—which is typical of any modern
criticism—seems to me to fall beside the mark. Hegel
criticises Kant in his own way and ridicules the doctrine
without going deeper into it. We perfectly agree that
it is happiness that should be our summum bonum, but
what constitutes happiness is always an open question.
The Eastern conception of happiness is different from the
Western. The Eastern mind goes deeper into the analysis
of happiness, and finds by reason as well as ‘spiritual
intuition * (anubkaba) that happiness here is not after
all the highest ideal, temporary, fleeting and limited as it
is—that ¢rue happiness is happiness hereafter, the most
perfect form of which is self-realisation. Buddhism and
Brahmanism are at one in proclaiming that it is desire
which is the enemy of our perfect happiness. It is desire
that causes us, otherwise free in our spontaneity, to be in
bondage. Hence the way to our redemption—in other
words, to our attaining perfect bliss—lies in gradually
subduing our desires in order to be able to 4ill them
ultimately. But here you will ask me: can desires be
at all killed? Is it not a psychological impossibility ?
Yes,' it is a psychological impossibility, but most of the
assumptions of psychology are by no means to be regarded
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as ultimately true. Its general description of the
processes of thinking, of the laws of mental activity, etc.,
may be true, while at the same time most of its ‘distinc-
tions,” ‘divisions’ and ‘assumptions’ may be nothing
more than working hypotheses. The very existence of
Metaphysics shows that psychological standpoint has no
final validity. Psychology, e.g., assumes a dualism of the
Mind and the World, each real in itself ; and the present-
day empirical tendency is to do away with the existence
of any ‘self’ apart from the ¢ process of thought.’ Each
of these postulates is rejected in Metaphysics. Again
though it is extremely difficult to annihilate desires, yet
it is not impossible to do so. In other words, there is
such a state as niskhkdma (desirelessness) or dptakdma
(complete fulfilment of desire), enjoyed by a true Yogi
whose mind may be compared to a calm and tranquil
ocean. As such a state is obtained only by a very small
number, the general belief prevails that the state of
“ desirelessness ” is impossible to attain. From the Indian
point of view, our activity has reference not only to
¢ egoistic’ (svdrtha), and ‘altruistic’ (pardrtha) motives,
but may also be perfectly °disinterested’ (niskkdma).
Such disinterestedness does not come from any inability
to fulfil one’s desires but from a sense of complete realisa-
tion of those desires that are worthy of being realised.
Hence an dptakdma is strictly speaking akdma.

Here I may make a general observation of the Indian
standpoint. The desire for annihilating desires will hardly
appeal as genuine to any one who fails to realise the force
of the Indian’s summum bonum as *freedom from the
bondage of this world ; freedom from its triple pain.”
Such ¢ freedom from pain” is liable to be misunderstood,
and it has actually been so. However, it does #nof advo-
cate the flying away from the world’s battlefield, it does
not induce to keep away from household life (g9rikastha)
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fearing it to be an impediment to one’s freedom or self-
realisation, it does not insist upon the renunciation of all
actions, and it does not imply any marching in the forest
as a sine qud non of true freedom or mukti, and so on.
Mukti cannot be secured by such-like procedures, since it
18 no more than an internal change and must come from
within : mere change of environment cannot bring about
this internal transformation, which can be effected at
home as well as in the forest, if proper training is not
wanting. Now, the state “ desirelessness >’ spoken of abové
is only the last stage in the evolution of mind—though
most minds never attain to that stage, even anywhere
near it—and the popular fallacy lies in taking the last
stage as the only stage. Such a position will naturally
lead to a number of ludicrous actions and inconsistent
ideas. TIdealistic pessimism need not darken our life. For
instance, while conscious of the fact that the objective
world is not ultimately real we still grant it an empirical
reality and treat it as real for all practical purposes; in
such cases, as Berkeley has pointed out, we have to
think with the learned and speak with the vulgar. The
false interpretation that in order to achieve redemption
we must cease all activity is emphatically denounced and
deprecated in such-like passages :

““ Na karmandm andrambhdn
Naishkarmyam purushoshnute
Nahi sanyasandd eva
Siddhim samadhigachchhati.”

(B. Gita : 3. 4.)

We can only check the strong tendency of false ideal-
ism by emphasising, with Hegel and others, the empirical
character of desires. So far as the moral life goes, we
must agree most willingly that our desires cannot he and
must not be annihilated, since it is their Zarmony or
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organisation that constitutes our moral life. We should
transform bad desires into good ones, But why must we
stop there ?  'Why must the process of thought be arrested
at that point ? Let it rise higher till thought itself breaks
down and intuition comes to tell us that strictly speaking,
the moral life need not be taken to be ultimate. No
doubt this life is a knot of the phenomenal and the
noumenal, of necessity and freedom, yet it is possible to
feel the existence of a still higher stage, which is neither
inferior to the moral life nor in contradiction to it, but is
above it and beyond it —which, in the words of Dr.
Bradley, is non-moral (by no means immoral). It is there
that one attains what Hindu Philosophy calls Jivanmukti
(redemption in this very life) ; it is there that desires are
annihilated ; it is there that the sense of identity of the
individual with the Absolute, or of the individual will
with the Will-in-Nature becomes an accomplished fact,
not a mere matter of words. It is, as Schleiermache:x
tells us, this merging of the individual self in the world
which is the characteristic mark of an ideal stage of
experience (in man), where religion blossoms forth intc
something above religion. Schleiermacher used the term
‘religion ’ in a rather confused manner, but it is just the
idea of the ° something above re igion,” of religion as the
comprehension of the oneness of self and the world that
I am referring to.

Thus the Hindu notion of ¢ true freedom’ is the free
dom of a Yogi—who, in himself, appears to have con
quered the limitations of space and time, to whom nothing
is near or far, to whom time (¢»ikdla: past, present an(
future) is an eternal ‘Now,” to whom the universe is
rather than becomes. It is in such freedom that th
happiness of a Yogi consists. Hence, the very content
of the notion of happiness being different from Hind:
standnoint Heeel’s criticism does not touch it
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I may now revert to Hegel and briefly sum up his
position : the universal best in its practical form is the
well-being of the state. 'The good which is the substan-
tial motive of the will is to be particularised. Therefore
Hegel objects to the Good as an end, since it is too general.
The good is the truth of the particular will, and the will
is only what it does. Evil springs from the fact that we
are made to grow. Perhaps it is the highest form of
perfection, and the being who can grow is better than he
who cannot. Man is essentially a being who moves from
‘determination-from-without ’ to ‘self-determination.’ The
natural will is a self-contradiction- In his natural state
man is not good, since he is not free. He falls beneath
morality then. He ought to be free, for that is his real
nature. In short, the state is the representative of
objective righteousness, of our true freedom, of *Sittlich-
keit.” We are free individuals only so far as we enact
the will of the state and accord with it. Everything is
in movement, and even freedom is in movement ; i.e., it
is not attained all of a sudder but we have to develop
it out through Recht and Moralitit. In the first we are
in the sphere of obedience to external law ; in the second
exists the oppo‘utlon of the sub]ectlve and the objective,
while in the last stage, viz., Sittlichkeit, a perfect harmony
isrestored ; though we obey a law, we no longer obey
it like slaves but like free beings, the law is in no way
dictated to us but is our own construction.

Let us now consider for a moment the strictly moral
problem of freedom. As viewed in the light of Indian
Philosophy, it seems at first to be far from clear. I may
be excused if I do not offer now anything more than a few
scrappy observations on the subject. Sanskrit texts on the
point form a very extensive literature, and the various
views set forth there are primd facie so clashing, that one
is tempted at first to give up the inquiry in hopelessness.
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Neverlfheless, I belicve it is possible to arrive at certain
definite conclusions from a patient and close investigation.

First, let us turn to the well-known doctrine of Karma,
which is generally misunderstood. A correct knowledge
of this doctrine promises to help us out of many of the
difficulties involved in the problem of Freedom. The
doctrine of karma seeks to account for man’s station
in life, his character and his destiny. It points out an
inner relation between all the acts which make up his
life and to the position which is determined for him in
this world. Tt looks upon our present life not as an
isolated phenomenon but as intimately linked with the
past and the future. That our present life is a stream of
activity, and that we do perform © deeds’ kere is a fact that
one can accept without hesitation. The question remains
with regard to our past and future lives. Here comes
in the theory of Karma to declare that our present life
is the outcome of our karma (dharme and adharma)
performed in a previous life, and that the karma of this
life is to determine our future also. That is to say, our
station 'in the present life is determined by the past
karma, but possibilities are open to us to mould our
destiny by means of our acts, good or bad, There are
however, three kinds of karma: sanchita, prdrabdha
and kriyamdna (or dgdmi). The first kind includes those
acts which we have stored for us during many previous
lives, a kind of reserve-fund to our eredit.! The second
includes those causes which operate before and immediately
determine the existence as well as the happiness and
misery of a particular being.® The last includes the cir-
cumstances which the being under the control of prdrabdha
produces and which are as it were added to the primary
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sanchita to develop some day into prdrabdha.! In other
words, the infinite potential, senchite, of an individual,
in its kinetic form is prdrabdha, and the working out
of these capabilities under proper circumstances hy
adaptation is kriyamdna, that which is being done by
the individual for its own progress. Prdrabdhe and
kriyamdne arve in fact the two forces whose resultant
is the position of the individual at any given moment.
So far as our being ig determined by karma there is
‘necessity.” But, as an Indian writer observes, this
necessity carries with it no idea of pre-arranged sequence.
It endows the organism with certain capabilities which
must nceds develop in a particular line, but it holds them
capable of being modified in the struggle for lifc, by the
laws of natural selection and adaptation. The individual
inherits certain tendencies, but the adaptation is partly
at least its own business. The being adapted to certain
circumstances, which also may have their own inheritance,
may be argued to be a result of the original inherited
necessity, leaving no room for individual action.

This chain of reasoning is bound to lodge us in an
argumentum ad nfinitum, leading ultimately to the theory
of Fatalism or “ Election.” Tt is here, therefore, that the
splitting up of karma into three kinds helps us out of the
difficulty. If there were no kriyamdna we should simply
be like machines and our life should then be completely
determined from without. But in fact we possess the
power of adaptation and modification, consequently even
by means of karma it is we who determine ourselves—in
part at least. Complete self-determination may imply that
in point of time we did exist in conjunction with our body
before any sanchita-karma came into heing. But this
assumption would be fallacious, simply because, ez
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hypothesi’ our body being in itself the embodiment (or
result) of our karma, cannot be conceived to exist prior to
karma. Thishowever is the ¢ruz of the whole problem:
our karma presupposes the existence of a body (sharira),
which inits turn, is held to be the outcome of karma.
In other words, nobody can enter into existence without
karma, merit and demerit; and without a body karma
cannot be performed—a logical see-saw !

How is this difficulty to be solved? The doctrine
under discussion gives a simple answer by saying that
karma is beginningless, as is the world itself. There are
and will be endless cycles of creation and destruction. This
assumption seems to be a necessity of thought. The seed
is the cause of the sprout and the sprout is the cause of
the seed. If the assumption of the andditva of the world
does not appeal to us, still on the other hand bringing in
of the notion of time is no less arbitrary. Well, then,
we may not hold that there was any first creation. It
may be argued then that if there were a first beginning
of the world the Creator must be reproached with inequa-
lity of dispensation and cruelty, since we find some people
very happy, others very miserable, in others again an inter-
mediate position and soon. The existence of suffering and
moral evil must be reconciled with the nature of the Abso-
lute. If there was no rational principls of differentiation
guiding the Creator while first creating the world then such
a Creator would be like one acting in a state of frenzy or
madness. This consequence will hardly appeal to anybody.
Hence we must suppose that the world is without a begin-
ning, and whenever a new cycle of creation takes place the
Creator is guided by karma (merit and demerit). He has
been so guided from eternity. Hence, as Shankara says
(¢f. Vedénta-Darshana, II. 1. 34), the fact that the creation
is ¢ unequal’ does not imply any fault for which the Lord
is to blame, The Lord’s position is analogous to that of a
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cloud,’ which gives rain. For, as the cloud is the common
cause of the production of rice, barley and other plants,
while the difference between the various species is due to
the various potentialities lying hidden in the respective
"seeds, so the Creator is the common cause of the creation
of gods, men, etc., while the ditferences between these
classes of beings are due to the different merit belonging
to the individual souls. Hence the Creator cannot be
reproached with inequality of dispensation and cruelty.

This argument of Shankara appeals to me as very
cogent. Weare driven by a necessity of thought to assume
that the world is without a beginning. Whatever theory
is substituted for that of karma, some such difficulty is
sure to arise.

I need not enter into the corsequences of the doctrine
of karma. One thing is evident : it teaches us to be perfectly
happy with our lot, since it is a kind of self-imposition,
-and creates in our mind a sense of satisfaction, contentment
and resignation. To be sure, we are not mere tools in the
hands of Destiny, but to a great extent we are creators
of our own destiny. We are free, but our freedom does
not imply ‘lawlessness’ or ‘caprice’ : it only means our power
of choice and adaptation within certain limits. The doctrine
of karma is a cardinal element, not only of Brahmanism
but of Buddhism as well. Buddha refers to Zarma as the
cause of inequality in the world, giving many happy illus-
trations, one of the typical ones being the inequality of
trees due to a difference in the seed, which is compared to
karma. Buddha has said : —* All beings, O youth, have
karma as their portion, they are heirs of their Zorma,
they are sprung from k«rma ; their karma is their kinsman ;
their karma is their refuge ; karma allots beings to mean-
ness or greatness.”
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Tt may still be objected that the doctrine seems to leave
no room for ‘““freedom.” 1 believe, however, that there
kas been a good deal of war on mere words: Freedom,
Necessity, Liberty, Determinism, etc. A little careful
thought will at once convince us of the futility of such war.
Freedom does not mean ahsolute indeterminism, but only
a particular kind of determinism, viz., self-determination
‘I am free’ means that I am determined from within
by my own spontaneous will. It must not, however, be
supposed that in an act of choice I am exercising my * liberty
of indifference.” Mr. Bertrand Russell rightly says!':—
When several alternative actions present themselves it is
certain that we can both do which we choose and choose
which we will. In this sense all the alternatives are possible.
What determinism maintains is, that our will to choose
this or that alternative is the effect of antecedents, but this
does not prevent our will from itself being a cause of other
effects. And the sense in which different decisions are
possible seems sufficient to distinguish some actions as
right and some as wrong, some as moral and some as
immoral. Thus also the sense of responsibility is not
destroyed by such determinism. We are not exactly in the
position of the mad man, who escapes blame for doing a
crime, partly because he could not judge rightly as to
consequences but partly also because we feel he could
not have done otherwise. The question of choice really
decides as to praise and blame. The madman did not
choose between different courses, but was impelled by
a blind impulse. We attribute responsibility then, where
a man, having to exercise choice has chosen wrongly ;
and this sense of praise or blame is not destroyed by
determinism.

It is interesting to note how far Mr. Russell’s views fit
in with the theory of karma. The inner necessity which

1 Philosophical Essays.,” pp. 37-38.
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is common to both must always be distinguished from the
two kinds of necessity external to man, viz., Fatalism of
Islam, and Predestination or Election-Theory of Chris-
tianity as commounly understood, both of which being
theories of final causes are untenable. The doctrine of
karma is a theory of efficient causes.

Turning to the Advaita-Vedénta, we find that its atti-
tude towards the problem of freedom is similar to that of
Kant, whose frigidly rationalistic speculation seems to fall
in with the ‘temper’ of the Vedéntists. An important
distinction is drawn before any explanation of the problem
is attempted, and the distinction itself serves a clue to the
explanation. This distinction is between two aspects of
reality, namely, pdromdrthike and vyavahdrika. These
are exactly identical with Kant’s (ranscendental and
empirical. 1 take it that both Shankara and Kant have
attempted to solve the problem of freedom pragmatically—
I mean their method is pragmatic. There is no absolute,
rigid and stereotyped answer to the question “ Am Tfree? ”
The answer depends upon the meaning of “I.” The self
has two principal aspects, the ndumenal and the phenome-
nal. The answer to the question at issue will vary accord-
ing as we mean by the «“ 1" the néumenal or the pheno-
menal self. In its noumenal aspect the self is free and its
freedom is transcendental, but its active manifestations
being phenomenal are necessarily determined. Man is free
as ¢ causa ndumenon. The two aspects spoken of above
are no more than aspects, consequently the self remains
one undivided whole.! Look at the self in its true aspect
(nirguna-avasthd) the self free from any upddhis, it is free
in its spontaneity; look at the self as phenomenal, the
self with upddhis, it is ‘not free.’ That karma is performed
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by the phienomenal self is self-evident, as without a body
(sharira) no karma can be performed, and body is itself
an wupddhi, a limitation. We sum up, after Deussen,
the position of Kant-Schopenhauer Idealism, which is
identical so far with the standpoint of Shankara :

1. All that belongs to the phenomenal world lies in
the bonds of space (desha), time (kdla) and causality
(kdranatd) ; ‘ das Ding-an-sick’ as Will is, on the other
hand, free from these intellectual forms in which the world
is built up.

2. 1If T look outwards, I see everything through the
medium of space, time and causality. If I look within,
I perceive, under certain restrictions, that which exists
independently of these forms—the Will as ¢ Being-in-itself,’
beyond which there is no being.

8. Tf I look outwards at my deeds, I see that they
all, being necessitated by motives, must without exception
be as they are and not otherwise. If I look inwards 1
find myself free and equally capable of willing an action
or its opposite. In this consciousness of freed om is rooted
the sense of responsibility for what I do or leave und .
This is particularly important when we discuss the » '™ the
on general grounds only. And T believe that pr%%‘inati-
cally too this consciousness of freedom has a peculiar
value. I cannot get over this fact. To me such con-
sciousness is ultimate. The test of ¢ workability > can also
be advantageously applied, as such consciousness works
out for my good, making me morally responsible for what
I do.

sfygMineys anrgAsaw? |

g1 aZI8 GEsAY Marsiwwad

wwive faraefvsmay@a |

Tz a7 fezandwdaenta 3=’ |

% 28 woe 7 |y yyafuw

sfq feemgOnd) o gaufy wdfa =y
Ashtdvafra-Gita,



CONCEPTION OF FREEDOM 131

The identity of the self, though easy to speak of, is
most " difficult to be realised. The greatest delusion rests
in the idea that the individual self, the Jiva, is different
in its very nature from the universal self, Brakman. True
freedom, as Indian thought declares, cannot be attained
without realising the essential unity of one’s *self ” with
the spiritual principle in Nature. The state in which
such realisation has taken effect is called Jéwanmukti. In
other words true freedom is self-realisation. Even on
attaining such freedom, prdrabdha-karma will continue
running its course,! without its consequences affecting
the individual, and no new and fresk < Karma’ will be
created in these circumstances, as that performed in
such state of pure passionlessness will be barren and will
not bear its fruit, just' as a baked seed sowed in the
ground never sprouts. In that state the individual may
be said to have transcended the territory of ‘morality’
and become non-moral or supra-moral (not immoral).
This point has already been referred to.

Looking at the problem of freedom on general grounds
we must always distinguish the two questions: (7) Am I
free to do what I will? and (#%) Am I free to will what I
db? 'This distinction was brought out by Voltaire and
Robinet also. It is, however, the latter form of the ques-
tion that we have to discuss; Can I will otherwise than T
do? This sums up all forms of ‘formal’ freedom. Is my
volition predetermined ? Having done a certain thing I
can always form a detached picture of myself as having
done something else. In this sense we can always do
otherwise than what we actually do. But it does not
follow that this detached image could ever have been
realised in the system of things. However intelligent the
detached picture be in itself yet it is not possible as a fact
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unless it 1s a factor in the complete picture of the whole
universe. My ability to form such a detached picture
does not prove anything, because even then it would still
be open to a more enlightened consciousness to prove that
I was mistaken. The question is not *“What am I con-
scious of ? but “ What have I a right to be conscious of ?”
The argument from direct consciousness often confuses the
issue a parte ante with the issue a parte post. Tt makes
certain statements about both situations which are true of
only one of them. But, as already pointed out, this
argument from direct consciousness possesses a very
high value pragmatically, and it is chiefly on -this ground
that our moral obligations can be explained.

The concluding remarks of Dr. Ward in his admirable
chapter on “ Freedom and Foreknowledge ”' are relevant
to our discussion. He thus speaks of the Pluralist’s via-
media : .

“ A1l is not decreed : the world is not created like a
symphony. Again, all possibilities are not left open : the
many have not severally unlimited freedom, that freedom
of indifference’ which is indistinguishable from chance.
God’s creatures are creators, the pluralist maintains:
their nature is partly his doing, partly their own: he
assigns the talents, they use or misuse them. Not every-
thing that is possible is possible to any, yet some initiative
is open to every one : none are left with no talent at all. The
total possibilities then, however far back we go, are fixed ;
but within these, contingencies, however far forward we
go, are open.”

Before I refer in particular to Bergson’s views on the
problem of freedom I might make a general observation.
The central conception of Monsieur Bergson’s philosophy
is Vidée de changement, and that was the title of the
lectures he delivered at Oxford in 1911. He overturns
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the conception of teleological evolution held by Idealists
of the 19th century. He fights most vigorously against
the conception of life as a sort of mechanical organisation.
Organisation is to him a living organisation, and instead
of the pattern determining the process it is the process
that determines the patern. The self never stops * rolling ”
or ““growing,” and it is only by an imaginary arrest of the
process that we can even say “it is” at any given moment.
Life is ceaseless creation. He says a good deal afresh, yet we
look in vain for a complete coherent sysfem of his philo-
sophy, which seems to be still in the making. He may
perhaps develop the ethical and religious side of his
philosuphy in the course of lectures he is now delivering
in America.

Bergson’s system—so far as it is a sysfem at all—may
be called on the whole ‘a revival of Hegelianism.” In
his conception of change—keeping apart differences in
details—he is repeating Hegel without Hegel’s obscurities
of dialectic and language. In Hegel too thought finds
its solution in evolution. By means of a circular process
it is in ceaseless change—in eternal flux. We cannot
arrest it at any point. The moment we attempt to do
so, we land ourselves in contradictions, Thought and
being are identical. It is not correct to say that being
is ¢n evolution, because that would create a dualism.
Being is evolution itself—that is the fundamental idea of
Hegel’s absolutism. Reality is kinetic, not static. Its
mode of being is not immobility but movement, change,
evolution. On some details, however, Hegel and Bergson
stand at opposite poles of thought. In Hegel, the func-
tion of thought is to comprehend the real since thought
and being are identical: not only the real is the rational
but the rational alone is.the real. In Bergson we have
just the opposite conception: thought can by no means
eomprehend reality : thought only dislorts reality and gives
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us a _false puwcture of reality. It subjects us to countless
illusions ; represents one flowing continuous reality as
a heap of chopped up moulds or bits, as composed of -a
number of isolated events; turns ¢ime into space, and leads
us astray in many other ways. It is only by Intwition
that we know what reality is. And in order to reach the
court of Intuition we must necessarily transcend the
court of concepts. This is however one of the most
fundamental thoughts of Bergson, and it is this mysticism
of his philosophy that has so much in common with what
the Vedanta has to say on the relation of Thought and
Reality. It is there that his philosophy will particularly
appeal to the Indian mind.

Let us unow revert to our problem. How does
Bergson answer the question: “Are we free”? Before
proceeding to answer this question, he inveighs against
the manner in which the problem of freedom is
stated in its current form. The very problem in that
form is said to be inadmissible. This is discussed by
him while formulating his conception of °liberty’
towards the end of the chapte:, ‘De Porganisation
des étals de conscience : la liber/é” of his well-known
book, originally called the * Hssai sur les données
immédiates de la conscience.”” 1 may here quote only
the last paragraph :—

“ En résumé, toute demande d’eclair cissement, en ce
qui concerne la liberté, revient sans qu’on s’en doute a lu
question suivante : “ le temps peut-il se représenter adé-
quatement par de Uespace?”—A quoi nous répondons :
oui, 8il gagil du lemps écoulé ; non, si vous parlez du
temps qui §'écoule. Or UVacte libre se produit dans le
temps qui 8 ecoule, et non pas dans le temps écoulé.  La
liberté est donc un fait, et, parmi les foits que Pon con-
state il w'en est ps de plus clair. Toutes les difficultés
du probléme, et le probléme lui-méme, naissent de ce
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qulon veut trowver &. la durée les mémes attributs qu'i
Petendue, interpréter une succession par une simultanéité,
el- rendre Uidee de liberté dans une langue ow elle est
évidemment intraduisible.”

Bergson thus contends that the problem is, in its
current form, inadmissible, since it is due to an illusion
under which we turn fime into space, i.e., represent time
symbolically. Real time is ‘durée’ and is not. mere
succession but an eternal now in which all reality is
moving and changing. Existence in time is life. Life,
like consciousness, is a quality (not a quantity), and
cannot be measured, consequently the traditional pro-
blem of determinism disappears, and free will is seen to
be the creative-power of the individual. ,

Bergson’s answer to the question: “ Are we free ?” is—
“We are free in so far as we really create.” Dr. H.
Wildon Carr thus sums up this answer in his most admi-
rable monogram on ¢ Bergson : The Philosophy of Change.”
« Free-will is the power of free creative action, not the
liberty of choice. It is the very nature of our lives as
individual wholes, the expression of the individuality -of
Life. On the intellectual view we are all determined
and there is no place for freedom in the world as physical
science presents it, but that view is false, according to
Bergson. Life itself we know only in éntuition, it is a
becoming in which there is no repetition, in which there-
fore prediction is impossible, for it is continual new
creation. Fach action looked at individually is pre-
determined, since it must be explained by its conditions.
Hence from this standpoint there is no escape from the
determinist’s positions. But what is true of the parts
viewed as parts is not necessarily true of the whole.
« And so it may be that when we regard our action as a
chain of complementary parts linked together, each ac-
tion so viewed is rigidly conditioned, yet when we regard
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our whole life as one and indivisible, it may be free. We
are free when our acts spring from our whole personality,
when they express that personality. These acts are not
unconditioned, but the conditions are not external, but in
our character, which is ourselves.”

I am afraid I have already gone beyond the limits of
this paper. I shall therefore, only state a few bare
points, without amplifying them, in criticism of Berg-
son’s doctrine of freedom.

1. In the first place, there is nothing new in his
definition of free-will as the power of free creative action
distinguished from the liberty of choice. Tn fact we
know that ¢ will ” is the mark of our individuality and
personality, and Idealists generally agree that * will”
and “ freedom’ are synonymous terms.

2. “We are free in so far as we create.” There is
no difficulty in accepting this proposition, We have, in
fact, deduced the same position while discussing the
doctrine of karma. Under that discussion it was easy to
see the meaning of “in so far as,” since we are not
wholly free but in part. But one might ask, when Berg-
son conceives life as creative evolution he implies that
we always create, hence there is hardly any particular
significance in expressions like: “in so far as we
create.”

3. There is no repetition in our life, hence prediction
is impossible. I ask: ‘“Is that a fact ?” Is not prediction
possible to some extent? Does not the possibility of
predicting phenomena like the eclipse of the Sun and the
Moon imply the existence of some sort of eternal laws ?
And may it not be that given all the conditions in which
I find myself now, my future could be predicted with
some exactness ? If however, no prediction is possible,
then are th&gaws governing the physical universe to be
also regarded as changing every moment ? And if there is
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really nothing but change, what will be our philosophy of
Religion : how shall we conceive God, etc? Surely the
assumption of élan vitale, a vital impulse or push driving
forward the development of life is no more than a mere
postulate.

4. We are free when our acts spring from the whole
of our personality. But, I may ask, is it not a psycholo-
gical certainty that cach of our acts is the expression
of the whole of our personality ? This is the basal
principle of the modern movement of Pragmatism, and
it seems to be correct. Well, then, we might ask
the Philosopher: are there any acts in the normal
state of our mental life in which our whole personality
does not shoot forth ?

5. Life may certainly be conceived as “ceaseless flow”
and “eternal creation” but when we take direct intuition
as our unerring guide, we expect to be informed as to
where all this flow is leading. Bergson would not grant
any eternal or immutable goal towards which the tremen-
dous activity of the élan vitale is merging. Is this activity
then to be regarded as aimless? The postulate of a bdlind
impetus does hardly throw any light on the question of
the origin of life or the origin of the world, and now we
see that we are told nothing definite as to the end of the
whole creation! A creation with no definite origin
and with no nameable goal or ideal! What is mere
creation9 What does Bergson exactly mean by ereative
evolution? I might observe that Bergson’s evolution is
neither evolution, since it does not evolve any ideal,
nor creative, since creation is always of something
determined : mere blind impulsive creation is more or
less a contradiction !

Bergson’s solution of the problem of freedom has
hardly anything new in it, and that which is new, though
put in a most fascinating and charming style, fails to
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appeal- as sound to many students of philosophy. It is
difficult to believe that the problem of freedom will ever
cease to be a problem. No last word has yet been spoken
on it, and the only satisfactory solution lies in taking
up the pragmatic attitude, as has already been hinted
above.
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I propose to consider in this paper the Moral Standards
of the Hindus in the light of comparative ethics and
comparative philosophy. My treatment will be philo-
sophical rather than historical and I shall deal merely
with the ethical aspect of the question leaving aside for
the present the psychological and epistemological issues
involved which I reserve for a separate treatment. I may
mention here however that these two aspects of the
question were clearly distinguished by the Hindus as
is shown by the way in which they distinguished the
question of the Svarupa or nature of right and wrong
from that of its Pramédna or means of knowing it.
Thus Parthasdrathimishra in the * Ny#yaratndkara ” in
discussing the question of dharmédharma or right and
wrong, observes: with reference to dharmédharma, right
and wrong, there are two kinds of doubt (viprapatti)
which arise in the mind of the inquirer, viz., (1) as to what
constitutes the Praména, the proper means of knowing
right and wrong, and (2) as to what constitutes the
Svarupa, the nature, standard or criterion of right and
wrong. (Kim praménako Dharmah, kim svarupah iti.)

As T have already stated I shall not deal with the first
question in this paper which I reserve for a separate
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treatment. As regards the standards themselves I propose
to consider them in the following order :—

I. The Standard as Custom and Tradition.
IT. 'The Standard as a Social Category.
III. The Standard as an End.
IV. The Standard as Law.

I shall endeavour to give a correct rendering of authentic
texts in the first instance, but it will not always be
possible to abide by the strict limits of a mere translation
of passages which I consider to be of little use for my
purpose. I shall therefore reserve to myself the freedom
and latitude which an interpretation of the spirit as
distinguished from the mere letter necessarily implies
though I shall avoid making any extravagant and un-
founded claims on such grounds.

I. Tee StaNDARD AS TraDITION (LOKA-UPADESHA) AND
As ConseNsUS (LOKAPRASIDDHI).

In the “Nydyamanjari” in discussing the moral
standards Jayanta Bhat!a refers to Loka-Upadesha, Tradi-
tion and Lokaprasiddhi, consensus as the criteria of right
and wrong. Loka-Upadesha, Tradition, is the standard
according to those who hold that morality consists in the
long-standing customs and usages that obrain amongst

peoples. It thus differs from Loka-prasiddhi, consensus
" which is the standard according to those who insist on
unpiversal agreement of belief in the ascertainment of
right and wrong. A distinction is thus made between
tradition and consensus, the assumption being that as
there are conflicting traditions cbtaining amongst different
peoples there cannot be anything certain or fixed in them
to ensure their universal validity as the standard of right
and wrong. Hence it is not enduring or long-standing
customs that constitute the criteria of morality, but
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customs that are universally accepted as authoritative, i.e.,
in respect of which there is consensus or universal agree-
ment of belief.

In respect of consensus however there has been
considerable divergence of views as to its wltimate
character as a moral standard. Thus some have held
consensus in itself to be the test of right and wrong, while
others have tried to resolve it into something more ultimate
such as well-being and ill-being. Thus

(¢) - Some hold that consensus as a standard is only
secondary and derivative. The real standard is well-being
(upakara) and ill-being (apakara), and consensus or
universal acceptance is the standard only as being condu-
cive to this well-being and ill-being.

() Some again think that the ultimate standard into
which consensus is to be resolved is not mere happiness or
unhappiness in the psychological sense but includes also the
biological criteria of anugraha, organic well-being or
increase of life and pirh4, organic ill-being or decrease of life.

(¢) Others think that there is a specific revelatio:
behind consensus, the revelation of the Moral Law as
produced by Shastra or Scripture. Consensus is based on
this revelation and derives its authority from the latter.

(4) Others again think that consensus is not secondary
or derivative as the standard of morality but is authorita-
tive in itself and independently of any extraneous support.

I1. THE STANDARD AS A SoCIAL CATEGORY.

The Standard as Socinl Good including Loékasthiti or
maintenance of the Social Equilibrium and Loka-siddhi
or Realisation of the Social End.

In the preceding section we considered the moral
standard regarded as Tradition and Custom. It was
assumed that established usage of long standing has an
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authorify in itself which validates its acceptance as the
standard of right and wrong in the moral life. There is
however no appeal to social good as the ultimate criterion
of the validity of custom though such reference may be
indirectly implied. There are others however who insist
on this test of social utility as the essential factor in the
determination of right and wrong so that custom, tradi-
tion, etc., are authoritative only in a secondary sense as
being resolvable into this ultimate test of social good.
Thus the ¢ Nyidyamanjari” notices also the following
conceptions of the moral standard, viz.—(1) the standard
as Loka-sthiti or maintenance of the social equilibrium,
and (2) the standard as Loka-siddhi or realisation of the
social good. '

It is to be seen that the conception of Loka-sthiti or
social stability is more compatible with moral order than
moral progress while that of Loka-siddhi, i.e., realisation
of the social end or purpose provides both for order and
progress. It is also to be noted that the standard of
Lokasthiti or social stability implies a relativism in the
moral life which impairs its authority by depriving it of
its absoluteness and necessity.

This relativism in the conception of Lokasthiti is very
clearly brought out by A'ryadeva in the Chatuhsatikd. It
is pointed out that there being noching durable or immut-
able in popular morality, it hardly inspires confidence in
men’s minds. (Anavasthitatvidt laukikasya dharmasya,
tatrastha na jydyasi). Why? Because as righteousness
(Dharma) -is nothing but what maintains social stability,
the social life is evidently superior to morality and
determines the nature of the latter. Thus whatever is
laid down by society for the regulation of family ties and
relationships and of citizenship within specific territorial
zones, e.g., what is laid down in regard to marriage and
the like, is regarded as constituting morality, Morality
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and immorality are thus social conventions varying from
zone to zone and age to age. There is therefore nothing
constant or eternal in righteousness, nothing that is fixed
immutably by Nature, morality being merely a means
of social conservation, the content of which must vary
according to the changing circumstances, conditions and
organisation of the society which is to be conserved.

Y4 y4 lokasthiti-stdm-stdAm dharmah samanuvartate
Dharmédapi tato loko valavéniva drishyate.

Loko hi ydm yam sthitim vyavasthdpayati desha-
kulagotrachdaravyavasthayd kanydddnodvahanddikam
tdm tdm dharmah samanuvartate. 'l'asydb tasydh
sthitéh dharmah iti prasiddhigamandt. Na cha
eshah svabhdvah vyavasthitasya nydyo yujyaté,
yat deshakdlabhedayoh anyathatvat anyathd syat.

On account of this relativism in the conception of
Lokasthiti, the Mahé4nirvdntantra recommends Loka-
Shreya, the social good as the moral standard as distin-
guished from Loka-S8thiti or social stability. An attempt
is thus made not only to get beyond the limitations
of communal and regional morality but also to provide
for moral progress besides moral order.

N.B.—1t is to be noted that the conception of Loka-Sthiti appears
also in the Mahédbh4rat but there it is interpreted as Lokapélana,
preservation of living beings and not as mere social stability, r.c.,
Sthiti, stability in the Mahdbhérat is interpreted to mean pélana or
rakshana, preservation.

III. STANDARD AS AN END.
The Standard as Sukha or Pleasure.

The hedonistic standard of pleasure also occupies an
important place in the ethics of the Hindus. It is the
Chérvékas that are credited with this sensualistic standard
of ‘pleasure as the guiding principle in morality. The
Ohdrvaka motto of life is: live for pleasure as you can,
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and even if life is a blend of pleasure and pain the wise
man should so regulate his life as to enjoy the maximum
of pleasure with the minimum of unavoidable pain. It
is sheer folly to forego pleasure because it is mixed up
with pain just as it is folly to give up eating fish to escape
the trouble of removing the scales and fish-bones, or to
give up cooking the meal to- escape the annoyance of
beggars infesting and disturbing us. On the contrary we
should be reconciled to life as it is and should endeavour
to curtail our-suffering as much as possible. This is true
morality which consists in so regulating life as to make
it yield the maximum of pleasure. Similarly immorality
consists in unnecessarily increasing the amount of avoid-
able suffering or pain. Hence rightnéss and wrongness
are to be determined by reference to upakéra, well-being
and apakdra, ill-being, i.e., by egoistic pleasure or happi-
ness and egoistic pain or suffering, and as the body as
consisting of the elementary particles of matter is all that
we mean by the self, soul or spirit, it is the bodily or
sensual pleasures that count, and it is only the fools that
sacrifice physical pleasures in anticipation of supersen-
suous pleasures to come in a future life. In fact there
is no future life, the soul perishing with the disintegration
of the body so that the wisely-regulated life is that which
has made the most of this life so as to make it yield the
maximum of pleasure. It is necessary therefore to live
prudentially so as to increase our happiness and reduce
our suffering in this life, and it is even proper to purchase
the pleasures of life by incurring debts, and other similar
means. (Rnam kritvd ghrtam pivét.)

It is to be seen that the Charvdka hedonism is gross
and sensualistic as well as egoistic. It is the happiness of
the self that counts in the last resort and a prudential and
tactful regard for others with a view to self-gratification
is. the only form of altruism that is recommended as



MORAL STANDARDS IN HINDU ETHICS 146

rational and proper. Similarly any discrimination between
sensual and refined pleasures in view of qualitative
superiority is condemned as foolish.

N.B—It is doubtful however whether the Chérvikas really
preached this gross hedonism which has been ascribed to them. The
slokas ascribed to Vrihaspati or some other Chfirvika teacher may
be nothing but a caricature of their doctrirte by their opponents, or
else they may be only exaggerated tirades of some Chérvsika controe
versialist against the conventional teaching then current. As a
matter of fact we hear of different classes of Chdrvikas such
as the Sushikshita or refined Chfrvdkas and the Dhurta or the
clever Chérvékas besides the usual run of the Lokfyatikas. They
must have represented different grades of refinement in hedonism
in their ethical teaching just as they are actually reported to have
taught materialism, naturalism and scepticism in thelr metaphysical
and psychological doctrines.

Some criticism of the Chdrvdka Hedonism.

The Chédrvdka sensualism has been ecriticised by all
the orthodox schools of Hindu philosophy. The Nyaya,
the Sankhya, the Purva Mimdmsi and the Vedanta
systems are all at great pains to refute the dangerous
creed of these free-thinkers. Thus Kumdrila in the Sloka-
Vértika criticising the pleasure-theory, observes :—

If rightness of conduct follows from well-being and
wrongness from the opposite, how can contemplation be
an act of merit or drinking be an act of demerit?
(Anugrahdt cha dharmatvam pirhdtashchapyadharmatd,
vadato japa-siddhddipdnidau nobhayam bhavét— Sloka-
Vértika, second Adhydya). Or take the case of the
dissolute rake. His sensualism may cause some little
pain in the nature of compunction of conscience, but this
is -more than compensated by the intensity of the
sensual pleasures he enjoys. Hence with the pleasure-
theory as the standard of rectitude, the sensualist must be
considered to be acquiring considerable merit by indulging
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in his sensualism (Kroshato hridayendpi gurudéra-
bhigdmindm, bhuydndharmah prasajyeta bhuyasi hiiipa-
kéritd).

The above is a refutation of the pleasure theory on the
ground of the comparative feebleness of the pleasure in
virtuous or meritorious actions and its superior intensity
and strength in wicked and immoral actions. Othefs
again refute the Charvékas by dilating on the transitofi--
ness of pleasures and their impurity on account of théir
being mixed up with pain.

Thus Vijndnabhikshu in his commentary on the
Sdnkhyasutras condemns indiscriminate seeking of em-
pirical pleasure as incapable of bringing lasting satisfaction
to the individual. There is no lasting relief from the
possession of wealth and other worldly advantages, for
these are liable to perish or to exhaust themselves in the
course of time and with the loss of these there isa
recurrence of the pain. (Laukikdt updyat dhanddeh
atyantadukkha-nivritti-siddhirndsti. Kutah ? Dhanédiné
duhkhé nivritté pashchat dhanédikshayé punarapi
dubhkhénuvrittidarshanit— Vijndnabhikshu.)

It cannot be denied that these material advantages
bring some kind of relief, but it is neither absolute ner
lasting relief, the pain recurring after an interval like
hunger which recurs sometime after appeasement. More-
over the relief which is thus earned by empirical means
is like that of the elephant wallowing in the mud: just
as the latter obtains relief against its bruised skin by
soiling itself so does the person seeking relief from suffering
through worldly gain and material advantages. (Drishta-
sadhanajanydyém dukha-nivrittavatyantapurushérthatva.
méva ndsti, yathdkathanchit purushérthatvam tvas.
tyéva. Kutah? Prdatyahikasya kshuddukhasya hirfikaras
navadéva tena dhanddind duhkha-nirakaranasya chestanés;
Atah dhanddyarjané pravrittirupapadyate iti bhAvah,
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Kunjarashauchédi-kamapydpata-duhkha-nivartakatayé
mandapurushértho bhavatyéva iti.)

Moreover this kind of relief earned by empirical
means does not essentially differ from suffering. Why?
Because there is no cessation of Il kinds of suffering
thereby. Again, even where these worldly means are
effectual in giving satisfaction they implicate their
possessor in sin because of the deprivation of others’
elaims. Lastly there is also pain in the effort which it is
necessary to put forth for the acquisitic;n of these
‘advantages.  (Sarvaduhkheshu drishtasidhanaih prati-
kdrdsambhavit. Yatrdpi sambhavéstatrdpi prati-grahapé-
pédyuttha-duhkhévashyakatvaméha. Sambhavéapi drish-
topdyandntariyakddiduhkha-samparkdvashyambhavat—
Vijndnabhikshu).

It is to be seen that this is also the refrain of the
Shankarites in their criticism of the Charvika Hedonism.
In the Gita it is also pointed out that desire is insatiable
hecause it grows by indulgence and hence there is no end
to desiring and the consequent strife, pain and disappoint-
ment in the pursuit of pleasure (Schopenhauer).

The question why pleasure is to be shunned like pain
is also elaborately discussed by the Naiydyikas.

Thus Udyotkara in the Nyaya-Vértika in defining the
highest ideal of life as duhkhena étyantika viyogah, i.e.,
complete and absolute freedom from suffering, points out
that there are altogether three views as to the relation
between pleasure or happiness and pain or suffering :—

(1) It might be supposed that whatever is, is of the
nature of pain: pleasure or happiness as a positive experi-
ence does mnot exist. (Sarvam svarupatah duhkham :
sukham svarupatah nésti). This is the Buddhist view—a
form of ontological pessimism which follows as a corol-
lary from their doctrine of Universal Impermanenca.
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Udyofkara rejects this view because experience contra-
dicts it (pratyakshavirodhadt).

(2) It might be supposed that our so-called pleasures
are only subtle forms of pain (Duhkhavikalpa), that
happiness as an original positive experience, does not
exist (svarupatah sukham ndsti). Udyotkara rejects
this view (1) on the psychological ground that it is incom-
patible with the two-fold reaction of the will (pravritti)
viz,, as pursuit of the good and as avoidance of the evil,
which supposes the existence of both pleasure and pain as
original and positive experiences: and (2) on the
moral ground that the purpose of righteousness (dharma)
will be frustrated if pleasure or happiness did not exist as
a positive experience (happiness being the moral fruition
or reward of righteousness).

(3) It might be supposed that pleasure exists as an
original positive experience (svarupatah sukham asti)
just as pain, for it is so experienced by every individual
(pratitéh), but there is no pure pleasure or happiness, i.e.,
pleasure unmixed with pain. Udyotkara accepts this
view. According to him pleasure exists just as pain, but
they are saménopalabhya, mixed up or involved in one
and the same experience. Hence there is abindbhdva,
inseparableness of pleasure and pain, and this relativity
of pleasure-pain consists in their—

(¢) Saména-nimittata, being produced by the same
cause so that the causes that produce pleasure also produce
pain (yénieva sukhasddhandni tdnieva dubhkhasddhandni).

() Saméno-ddhératd, having the same 4dhdra, sub-
strate or locus so that the consciousness regarded as the
locus or 4shraya of pleasure is also the locus, é.dhéra. or
fshraya of pain (yatra sukham tatra duhkham).

(¢) Saménopalabhyatd, being experienced by one. and
the same experiencer so that the experiencer (here the
manas, mind specifically) of pleasure must also be an
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experiencer of pain (yena sukham upalabhyaté tena
dubhkhamapi).

Hence Udyotkara concludes, vivekahdna or judicious
selection of pleasure (as the Chérvdka recommends) by
gifting it from pain with which it is mixed up, is impos-
sible. Therefore if pain is to be shunned, the wise man
must be prepared to give up happiness along with it.
Not that there is no happiness as a psychological reality,
only it does not exist unmixed with pain and should be
treated as pain for purposes of ethical discipline. This is
ethical pessimism as distinguished from the ontological
pessimism of the Buddhists. Pain and evil are not con-
stitutive principles of experience as the Buddhists think :
on the contrary the psychological reality of pleasure is a
matter of immediate experience, only it should be treated
as pain by the wise man because of its msepara.bleness
from the latter.

The Standard as Atma-Santosh, Self-Satisfaction and
Atma-Labha, Self- Attainment or Self- Realisation.

JIn this section we shall consider Transcendental
Satisfaction as the moral standard as distinguished from
empirical pleasure which is the Charvéka view, i.e., we
shall consider the standard regarded as the Shreyah or
Good as distinguished from the Preyah, the . merely
attractive, tempting or pleasant. Itis to be seen that
this conception of Transcendental Bliss is a necessary
supplement to the negative criticism of the Chdrvika
Hedonism without which the latter would continue to
hold its sway over the mind in spite of the pain and evil
which it may bring with it.

. This conception of Transcendental Bliss occurs not only
in the . Upanishads, but it is also to be found in Manu
and Shankara. Thus in the Upanishads a distinction
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is made between shreyah or what is intrinsically
excellent and good for the individual, and preyah or
what is merely pleasant. Shreya, the Good consists in
Atma-Santosh, self-contentment and satisfaction, while
Preya, the pleasant is connected with vishaya-sukha or
empirical pleasure. Every other pleasure is a reflestion
9f Atma-priti or Bliss that characterises the self, and
hence Atma-priti is the highest good and the standapd
of all good and evil. In fact whatever is done is done with
a view to Atma-priti or self satisfaction, and it is this
Atma-kama or love of the self, says the Vrihaddranyaka
Upanishad, that reflects itself into all other forms
of Kdman4, attraction or desire. Thus the husband
is dear to the wife not because of the wife’s love for
the husband but for the love with which the wife
loves her own true self. Similarly riches are desired
not because riches are themselves objects of love but
because of the love with which the individual loves
his own self.

~ Na vé aré patyuh kdmdya patih priyo bhavati atma-
nastu K&mdya patih priyo bhavati. Na v4 aré vittasya
kdmdya vittam priyam bhavati atmanastu kdmdya vittam
priyam bhavati.

Every particular desire is thus a reflection or mode
of the desire for the realisation of one’s true self which
is the highest good and this good, the S8hreyah is to be
distinguished from empirical pleasure, the Preyah whieh
arises from external objects. Thus in the Kathopanishad
we have : L

The good, Shreyah is one thing, and the pleasant,
Preyah is another. They attract the purusha or indivi-
dual in different ways by drawing them to different
objects or ends. He who chooses shreyah attains his
highest good, and he who chooses preyah is deprived
thereby of his ultimate good or end.
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Anyat shreyah anyat uta eva preyah, ubhé ndnarthé
puftsham ninitah ; Tayo shreyah #&daddnasya sadht
bhavati, hiyate arthat ya u preyo vrinité.

S8hankara commenting on the above points out :~—

Good, 8hreyah means summum bonum, Nishreyaséi,
highest good and is to be distinguished from the mérely
pleasant. These two, viz., the good and the pleasant,
being directed to different ends or objects, binds incivi-
duals in differeni ways with reference to their station in
lifs. Of these, the good is constituted by truth, Vidya
or knowledge of reality while the pleasant is a mode of
illusion, error or Avidys. Every individual is actuatsd
to perform his duties under the influence of either of
the two forces of Vidysd or Knowledge and Avidy# of
Hlusion. The individual that desires immortality is
adtuated by the idea of the good to eschew the path of
pléasures, because without eschewing the pleasant there
i8 no attaining the good. By seeking the good the in-
dividual realises the perfection and nobility of his séul.
But the short-sighted fool that chooses the path of plea-
sufes is deprived thereby of his ultimate good.

Prithak eva shreyah nishreyasm, tath4 anyat eva
preyah priyataram api. Té preya-shreyasi ubhé néndéithé
bhinna-prayojané sati purusham adhikritam varnéshfa-
médivishishtam ninitah vadhnitah. Tdbhydm vidyavi-
dydbhydm édtmakartavyatayd prayojyaté sarvapurushakh.
Shreyah preyaso hi abhyudaydmritatvdrthi purushah
pravarté. Anyatardparitydgena ekena purushena Sah#.
nusthdtum asakyatvét. Shreyah kurvatah sadhu sho-
bhaham shivam bhavati. Yasta aduradarshi viffirah
hiyaté viyujyaté arthdt purushdrthét paramérthikdt sah
preyah verinité upadatté. ‘

It is to be seen that the original passage speAks
metely of a roral struggle as arising from two differént
possible ends which man may propose to HLifnselfs
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shreyah, the good, and preyah, empirical pleasure.
S8hankara however reduces this struggle to the metaphy-
sical conflict between the Principle of Knowledge (Vidya)
and the Principle of Illusion (Avidyd). The choice of
right as against pleasure brings in good while the
opposite makes man lose his real good.

In sloka 2, the psychological process underlying the
choice of the good or the pleasurable is described. It is
pointed out that the good and the pleasurable come to
man in mixed forms, but the clear-sighted individual
separates the good from the pleasurable, and then chooses
the good in preference to the pleasurable. But the dull
in intelligence chooses the pleasurable for the sake of
material gain such as the attainment of the unattained
(yoga) and the preservation of the attained (kshema).
Shreyashcha preyashcha manushyam etah tau samparitya
vivinokti dhirah. Shreyohi dhiroabhipreyaso vrinité ;
Preyo mando yogakshemdt vrinité. Shreya, the good is
therefore mixed up in experience with preyah, the
pleasant ; in other words, in the same situation there are
possibilities of shreya as well as preya. The wise man
therefore considers both sides carefully, weighs or esti-
mates the relative worth of the virtuous and the pleasur-
able course, and thus separates the one from the other.
When the two different courses draw him different ways,
the wise man chooses the virtuous course in preference
to the pleasurable one. The foolish choose, on the con-
trary, the latter for prudential reasons.

Commenting on the above Shankara points out :—

Though shreya as well as preya are under the control
of the moral individual, yet owing to cloudiness of the
intelligence they come to us mixed up. But the wise
man knows how to separate the one from the other even
ag- the swan knows how tao drink away the "milk by
separating it from the water. Tn. short the' wise man
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discriminates the good from the pleasant and after com-
paring their relative worth chooses the former. But the
dull in intelligence being incapable of discrimination, is
led away by prudential considerations and chooses the
pleasurable course as consisting of physical comfort and
material prosperity such as the possession of cattle, the
joy of family life, etc. '

Yadi ubhé api kartuh svayatté purushena, kimartham
preyah eva adatté vihulyena loké. Sattvam sviyatté,
tathapi sddhanatah phalatash¢ha mandabuddhindm dur-
vivekarupé sati vyadmishribhuté iva manushyam etah
prapnutah shreyashcha preyashcha. Ato hamsa iva
ambhasah payah tav shreyapreyapaddrthau samparitya
samyak parigimyah samyak manaso avalochya guruld-
ghavam vivinokti prithak karoti dhirah dhimén. Vivi-
chya shreyo hi shreyo eva abhivrinité shreyasah
abhyarhitatvat, Yastu mandah alpavaddhih sah vive-
kédsamarthdat yogakshemanimittam sharirddyupach-yalak-
shananimittam etat preyah pashuputradilakshanam vri-
nité (Shankara-bhdshya on sloka 2).

In another of his bhdshyas Shankara gives the details
of the above process of choice in which the following
stages are distinguished.

(1) Representation of pleasure or other consequences.

(2) Sankalpa—vikalpa of Manas, i.e., mental weighing
of the relative worth of the alternatives.

(3) Vuddhyadhyavasdya, i.e., the ascertainment of
the understanding or coming to a definite conclusion
including discrimination (viveka) hetween the two.

(4) Prayatna or kriti, volition, i.e., in this case actual
choice.

It is to be observed that between the stages of deli-

beration and choice an intermediate stage of intellectual
ascertainment (vuddhyadhyavasdya) is here recognised
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which® may be regarded as the cognitive aspect of the
conative process of volition or choice.

This choice brings, in the case of the shreyah, self-
satisfaction, self-content or Atma-santosh, and in the
case of the preyah, empirical pleasure, vishayasukha or
contingent pleasure. \

Hence. there are two kinds of satisfaction :—(1) The
Transcendental Satisfaction arising from Atma-labha or
self-attainment which is Atma-santosh or self-content-
ment, and (2) Empirical pleasure arising from the
possession of external objects.

In the Sarva-veddnta-siddhdnta-samgraha the relation
between empirical pleasure and one’s true self whose
essence is self-contentment, is explainedin detail. [t is
pointed out that empirical pleasure is desired only as it
is believed to be a means to the realisation of one’s true
self. In fact, it is the self which is the dearest of all
objects to sentient beings. The self is one’s own (para-
méntarah) as distinguished from other objects which are
external ; its essence is Ananda, Transcendental Bliss,
and it is the most beloved of all objects of love.

Atmatah paramapremaspadah sarvasharirindm
Yasya sheshatayd sarvamupédeyatvamrchchati.

(Sloka 827 “ Sarvaveddhtasiddhénta-sangraha ).
Anyasmat api sarvasméddtmiyam paraméntarah.

(Sloka 628).
‘TasmAddtma kevaldnandarupo

Yah sarvasaméd vastunah preshtha uktah.

(Sloka 632).

In the Upadeshasahasri’ ” (ascribed to Shankara) it
is similarly pointed out that the self is the end of all our
activities, that there is no higher or better attainment’
than self-attainment or self-realisation, that all seriptural
prescriptions and duties have this self in view as the
ultimate end.
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Atmaldbhat parondnyo ldbhah kashchana vidyaté.
Yadarthd vedaviddshcha smartashchdpi tu yah kriydh.
(“ Upadeshasahasri;”).

But this is true not merely of scriptural actions ;and
duties, it also holds good in the case of empirical actions
from material motives. Even these latter have self-attain-
ment (Atmaldbha) as their ultimate end. But such
actions whether due to motives of empirical pleasure or to
the sense of duty or dharma, do not lead to unqualified
happiness—the resulting happiness is impure or mixed
with its opposite, viz., unhappiness (viparyayah) ; also such
happiness is anitya, non-eternal, perishable. But the
satisfaction arising from self-attainment (Atmaldbha) is
eternal. Again the satisfaction of self-attainment is auto-
nomous, svayamlabdha, while all othcr satisfactions are
anyé,pe]{shah, dependent, adventitious, heteronomous.

Atmarthoapi hi yo libhah sukhdyeshta viparyayah
Atmaldbhah parah prokto nityatvat brahmavedibhih.
(““ Upadeshasahasri ).

Svayamlabdhasvabhdvatvat ldbhastasya na chdnyatah
Anyapekshastu yo 14bhah so anyadrishtihsamudbhavah.

(“ Upadeshasahasri ).

Hence the satisfaction in self-relation is (1) pure,
(2) eternal and (3) svayam-labdha, i.e., autonomous, self:
evidencing and self-dependent; while other satisfactions
whether of pleasure-seeking or of performances for the
sake of merit, are (1) impure. (2) transitory and (3) any4-
peksha, dependent and adventitious and also (4) result
from anyadrishti, attention to things that are non-spiritual.

This, it will be seen, is a new type of Eud@monism, a
kindof Transcendental Eudseemonism which radically differs
from the Aristotelian Eudemonism of the co-ordination
of empirical pleasures. Similarly the conception of self-
attainment or Atma-ldbha is an original and unique form
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of the conception of self-realisation which is to be dis-
tinguished alike from the Hegelian and Kantian concep-
tions of it in European Ethics.

Thus Atma-santosh, Transcendental Satisfaction is
neither empirical pleasure, nor the organisation of plea-
sures but represents the essential content and bliss that
accompanies the eternally accomplished reality of the
self. Similarly Atma-ldbha is neither the positing of the
self as empty law of Reason (without presentation in
experience), nor the realisation of it by the co-ordination
of conflicting impulses, but the rediscovery of an eternally
fultilled self which was missed only under the influence
of an Original Illusion.

There is thus an essential difference between Shan-
kara’s ‘Iranscendentalism and Kant’s. Kant conceives
the noumenal self as realising its rational freedom in
Moral Consciousness as the Categuorical Imperative of the
Moral Law. Because the self cannot realise itself in the
blind matter of sense which will never express its unity
completely and fully, it presents itself as self-determining
reason in the Categorical [iaperative of Moral Conscious-
ness, independently of and despite the opposition of our
sensuous nature. Hence the autonomous self realises
itself as a supersensuous reality as the Moral Law or
Ought of Moral Consciousness and not as a fact.s:usuously
presented in experience. At the same time this Law or
Imperative is not an arbitrary fiat or command but is the
Law of Reason and thus implies rational necessity and
not the freedom of indetermination. If now we compare
-Shankara’s Transcendentalism with Kant’s we find that
in Shankara the negative attitude to empirical life is
scarcely as pronounced as in Kant. In fact we shall
see that some of the commentators have even tried
to relieve the antagonism between the transcendental and
the empirical by the conception of pratibimba, reflectiox
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or copy, as we have in Plato. We thus see, that in
Shankara the transcendental is not merely the negation
of the empirical but also in a sense its consummation and
completion so that empirical values are the reflections,
the imperfect and iimited cxpressions of the fulness of
the transcendental self. Hence the transcendental self
is an accomplished reality from eternity and does not
require to realise itself as Law in a specific act of the
Self-legislating Reason. It is also autonomous in being
essentially and independently real, i.e., in being non-
dep:ndent on anything other than itself. It follows from
this that it is of the nature of an eternally fulfilled
experience whose essence is this consciousness of com-
plete realisation or fulfilment as expressed in the feeling
of contentment or self-satisfaction, and which is therefore
to be distinguished from’the self-realising ought or law of
moral consciousness which is the reality of the Rational
Self according to Kant. and just because it is this
eternally fulfilled absolute experience embodying the
quintessence of all reality it is the ultimate ground of all
empirical reality,  the source or fountain from which all
other objects derive their reality.

This positive relation of the transcendental self to
empirical life is brought cut, as we have already stated,
in the doctrine of pratibimba, reflection or copy y Shan-
kara’s commentators. Thus in the ¢ Veddntaparibhdshg ”
we have a very interesting exposition of the doctrine
arising from the question of the nature of Sukha or
happiness Sukha, happiness, says the Vedantaparibhasha,
is of two kinds : (1) Satishayasukha, relative or limited
sukha, i.e., sukha or happiness which is capable of being
excelled or exceeded, and (2) Niratishayasukha, Unexcel-
led Bliss or unlimited happiness. The latter is the essence
of Brahma or the Abhsolute. The former, i.e., empirical
pleasure is a limited or partial manifestation of the latter,
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i.e., a lmitation of Transcendental Bliss or Happiness.
This limitation is due to the defects and dissimilarities of
the psychic modes through which the latter has to
reveal itself in empirical life—defects and differences
which are themselves determined by the dissimilarities in
the objects with which the antahkarana or mind is con-
nected on different occasions. (Sukham cha dvividham,
stishayam niratishayam cha. Tatra sdtishayam sukham
vishayédnushangajanita- antahkaranavrittitAratamyakritan-
andleshavirbhdvavisheshah. Niratishayam sukham cha
Brahma eva.)

The “8ikhdémani” commenting on the above ob-
serves :—

Just as a particular psychosis owing to the predomi-
nance of the essence of Sattva or the medium of illumina-
tion in it, partially reflects the intellizence which
constitutes chaitanya and thereby itself appears as a form
of knowing, so also such a psychosis by appropriating or
reflecting in its essence of sattva a ray of the transcen-
dental Bliss that constitutes Brahma, itself appears as-a
partial or limited manifestation of happiness. It may be
proved by agreement and difference that these psychic
modes characterised hy happiness are connected with
specific objects of enjoyment (Yathd kvAchit antahka-
ranavrittih Sattvagunajanyataya chaitanyagatajndndmsha-
pratibimba-grahityena jndnam, tatha tadrishi vritteh
tadgata-dnandaleshapratibimba-grahakatvat sukham iti
vyapadishyaté. Tashydm sukhalakshaniydm vrittau anvaya-
vyatirekdbhydm srakchandana-banitddi-vishayasambandho
hetuh. Ataeva tattdratamyit sukhataratamyam). Hence
differences either in the degree or in the nature of all
empirical happiness must be ascribed to dlﬁerenoes
in their objective causes or conditions.

An objection however may be raised. If empirical
pleasure were thus the psychosis that reflects into itself
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the transcendental Bliss that constitutes Brahma, why
should it not reflect the fulness of the Bliss that stands
near it ? But this does not happen as a matter of fact,
for all pleasures would then be identical in nature and
degree. The “ SikhAmani” disposes of this objection by
pointing out that though this undivided Bliss always
stands near the mind or antahkarana, yet it cannot be
reflected by the latter in its fulness and purity on account
of the influence of Muld-Avidya, an original Principle
of TIllusion (Nanu yadi Anandapratibimbagrahatvat
antahkaranavrittireva sukham, tad4 sannihita-paripurna-
nandasya api grahanasambhavena sarvamapi sukham
ekarupam (ekarasam nyunddhikyarahitam iti yavat—
“ Maniphrabhd ) syat, iti -.chet na. Paripurnajninavat
akhandanandasya muld-avidya-avrittatvena idanim tad-
bhina-ayogat).

As we have already pointed out this affords an in-
teresting parallel to the transcendentalism of the Platonic
metaphysics. Plato also recognised an essential conflict
hetween “the pleasurable and the good, but instead of
sharpening this conflict into positive opposition he also
sought to overcome the dualism by his theory of copies
and his distinction of a sensuous and a supersensuous
world. Thus the sensuous world is an imperfect copy
of an ideal supersensuous world, and the transitory
pleasures of this life are the reflection in matter of the
Ideal and Perfect Satisfaction that constitutes the good
which is the governing principle of the supersensuous
world. It is on account of union with matter that there
arise the conflict and incompatibility of pleasures and the
consequent strife and wickedness of this world. But in
the Ideal world there is perfect harmony, every Idea in
the Ideal world being completely in agreement with the
Idea of the Good and all pleasures heing thus moments
in the absolute satisfaction that constitutes the Good.
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Hence with Plato as with Shankara empirical plea-
sure is a partial and imperfect manifestation of tran-
scendental satisfaction, but while with Plato there is a
harmonious co-ordination of specific pleasures in the
supersensuous summum bonum or the Good which is thus
a satisfaction constituted by a synthesis of individual
pleasures, a synthesis which is lacking in the sensuous
world of experience, with Shankara the transcendental
happiness is not a republic of pleasures characterised by
the absence of conflict and discord, but is the infinite
essence of the self representing its unqualified and
undivided reality in its completeness and perfection.
Hence the Infinite satisfaction of transcendental Bliss is
a homogeneous undifferentiated infinite essence and not
an organisation of partial pleasures—an infinite essence
which is itself only imperfectly and partially manifested
in empirical pleasures through the veil of Avidya or
Nescience. It is to be observed "that Shankara ascribes
the limitation of this transcendental happiness to Mula-
Avidya, i.e., an original Principle of Illusion, a Power
of Irrationality which limits the true essence of the self
and thereby causes the appearance of the empirical
world of evil and imperfection, while Plato ascribes all
lmitation to Ayle or matter which is an inert and inective
principle of division in which the Ideas reflect them-
selves.

The Theory of Measure as the Moral Standard.

In the preceding section we have considered the
standard as Atma-ldbha or Self-Realisation and as Atma-
santosh or Self-satisfaction and we have also considered
the refutation of the Charvdka Hedonism from the
standpoint of these theories. 'We have seen that tran-
scendental satisfaction as being pure and autonomous is
conceived as incapable of being attained by empirical
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pleasures, and hence the wise man’s life is one of rigid
gelf-restraint and freedom from desires. The defect of
this view consists in its failure to appreciate the elemeiit
of truth contained in the hedonistic standpoint. Because
undue self-indulgence will entail suffering and misery,
therefore all empirical pleasure-seeking is to be condemn-
ed. The objection to this ascetic morality is sought to
be removed indeed by the offer of a purer non-empirical
satisfaction in return, but the fact remains that in this
view even innocent pleasures can have no place in the
moral life, not to speak of the happiness arising from
the higher sentiments and emotions such as patriotism,
benevolence, humanism, etc. In the “ Atménushésana ”
by Gunabhadra, an attempt is made to remove this
defect in the ascetic view without however encouraging
indiscriminate pleasure-seeking as the hedonists do.
Thus it is argued that sin (papa) does not result from the
experience of pleasure itself, but from that particular
kind of pleasure which destroys the righteousness of the
individual (dharmaghétaka). This righteousness is the
moral cause or condition of happiness. Hence pleasures
that destroy dharma which dharma is the cause of pure
sukha or happiness, are to .be condemned as evil; and
such pleasures always go beyond measure (métradi-
atikrama).
Na sukhanubhavit pépam, pédpam tadhetughdtaké-
rambhét.
Na ajirnam mishtdnndt nanutatmatridi-atikramét.
(““ Atm&nushésana )
Thus indigestion is not caused by the mere eating of
sweetmeats, but by their being taken in excessive quan-
tity. Similarly pleasures as such- are not evil, but
pleasures indulged without moderation such as will upset
the equilibrium of the moral life and destroy its true happi-
ness. Hence immoderate pleasures are evil because (1)
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they destroy the soul’s righteousness and (2) by destroy- "
ing righteousness destroy the soul’s true happiness.

Hence all pleasures that are inconsistent with the soul’s

moral equanimity and true happiness are evil, and such

pleasures always go beyond measure ¢f.) Aristotle). It

follows therefore that neither the natural appetites nor

the higher impulses and emotions are to be suppressed,

but that they are all to be co-ordinated, systematised and

regulated in the perfect moral life.

The Standard as Purity of the Motive (Vishuddhyanga-
Abhishandhi) as distingwished from the worth or
encellence of the consequence.

This is the theory of morality as enunciated by
Samantabhadra in the Jaina-Kérikés and elaborated by
Vidydnanda in his commentary thereon, wviz., the
« Ashtasahasri.” It is pointed out that righteousness
cannot consist in the happiness of others and unhappi-
ness of the self just as unrighteousness cannot consist
in the unhappiness of others and happiness of the self.

Thus if righteousness were equivalent to happiness of
others and unrighteousness to their unhappiness, then
should we suppose that achetana, the non-sentient object,
and akashdya, the taintless saint, are also in bondage,
i.e., have moral bonds or obligations as arising from their
righteousness and unrighteousness, because in them there
is also the nimitta, cause or ground of happiness and un-
happiness to others.

Again if righteousness consisted in self-mortification,
and unrighteousness in self-indulgence, then the dis-
passionate saint (vitardga) as practising self-restraint
will have the bond of righteousness (punyabandha) and
the seer or sage [vidvdn) as enjoying self-contentment
(6tmasa.ntosh) will have the bond of unnghteousness
(pépabandha).
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- Hence happiness and unhappiness whether of self or
of others, cannot of themselves constitute righteousness
and unrighteousness. It is only when such happiness or
unhappiness arise from the purity and impurity of the
motive prompting the action which cause them, that
there is righteousness or unrighteousness. Otherwise the
Arhat or Sage himself would be frustrated of his purpose,
i.e., would not be free [mukta) as he would then be
involved in the moral order by coming under the law of
righteousness and unrighteousness.

The * Ashtasahasri ” commenting on the above points
out :—

At two ends of the scale of being, there are no merit
and demerit, even though there may be benefit or injury
to others, Thus some are below merit and demerit, e.g.,
non-sentient objects (achetanah), and some are above
merit and demerit, viz., the dispassionate saints (vitardga).
Only sentient beings that are not free from desires are
subject, through their activities, to merit and demerit.

It is therefore not the mere fact of causing happiness
and unhappiness that constitutes merit and demerit.
They must also be intentional in order that there may be
merit or demerit. In the case of the dispassionate saint
though there may be causes of happiness or unhappiness,
yet the intention to cause them being absent on account
of tattva-jndna or knowledge of reality, there areno

merit or demerit.

Abhisandhi, intention is thus a necessary condition of
righteousness and unrlghteousness, and not merely the
consequences of happiness and unhappiness.

. What, then, is the nature of this abhisandhi, i.e., this
intention or subjective attitude as distinguished from the
objective consequences of happiness and ‘unhappiness ?
It is- pure (vishuddhyanga) in the case of punya, merit
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.or righteousness and impure (samkleshdnga) in the case
of papa, demerit or unrighteousness.
" Samklesha, impurity (of the mind) again is either
(1) A'rtta, i.e., of an afflicting, distressing character, or
(2) Raudra, aggressive, violent.
(1) As 4rtta, samklesha or subjective impurity mani-
fests itself in

(@) the effort to escape from contact with the un-
pleasant ;

(b) The effort to attain the pleasant (manojna) when
separated from it ;

(¢) Absorption in the experience of pain and suffering
(vedanéh) ;

(d) Nidénam, the desire for the acquisition of power
which is not yet acquired (aprépta-aishvaryya-prépti-
samkalpa); '

(2) As Raudra or aggressive, samklesha takes the
forms of

(a) Hims4, cruelty.

(6) Anrita, mendacity.

(¢) Steya, unlawful appropriation.

(d) Vishayasamrakshana, aggressiveness in the main-
tenance of one’s property.

Vishuddhi, purity (of the mind) .is also twofold being
either of the nature of

(1) Contemplation based on the consciousness of duty
(dharmadhydnasvabhévah), or of the nature of

(2) Contemplation of the ideal of purity or perfection
(shukladhyénasvabhdvah). *

Hence right and wrong are to be determined not by
the objective consequences but by the nature of the

apbjective intention of the agent. This therefore is an
- attempt to go beyond merely consequential morality tothe
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Antuitional principles of right and wrong with a view not
‘mepely to their enumeration but also their classification,
and the basis of the two-fold classification is not any
thing external but is a state of internal determination
.of the self or Atman or that which the Atman becomes.
The ultimate goal however is the realisation of the true
nature of the self (dtmani svarupéavasthdnam), a consum-
mation which is to be attained by purification through
the successive phases of the contemplation of duty and
perfection. Hence this is to be distinguished from the
Hurapean goal of life which is one of ceaseless movement
ar progress as distinguished from the rest in the self which
is the essence of svarupéivasthiti.

IV. THE STANDARD AS MoRAL Law (Vipai, Im-
PERATIVE OR COMMAND).

The moral Standard is also conceived as a law or com-
mand by the Hindus, which again is regarded either as a
personal prescription of a superior to an inferior being
(Paurusheya) or again as Impersonal Law (Apaurusheya)
without a law-giver.

A. The Stakdard a8 Personal Moral Law,

i.e., as the prescription of a superior to an inferior
gpirit. This is how the Standard is conceived by the
Chérvékas, the Jainas, the Bauddhas, the Ramanujists
and the Naiyayikas. Thus—

"(a) According to the Charvékas, the standard is‘the
law -imposed by the king, who is the highest earthly
apthority. The king’s injunctions constitute the duties
just as the king’s prohibitions constitute the opposite.

Thus according to the Chérvékas the will of the
flovereign determines right and wrong, but this is analysed
further into the pleasures and pains of the individual, As
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pleasure is the only real good and pain is the only real
evil, the will of the sovereign is the Moral Law, for it is
the sovereign that is the highest earthly authority and the
dispenser of all happiness and suffering. (Sukhameva
purushartha, duhkhameva narakam. Lokasiddha ra]a
parameshvarah).

(6) According to the Jainas and Bauddhas however,
it is not the prescriptions of the king, but the injunctions
and prohibitions of Arhatas and Buddhas that constitute
right and wrong. The earthly sovereign is an imperfect
being like ourselves and his authority is based on bruté
force. Obedience to such authority is prudential and not
moral, being based on the hope of reward and fear of punish-
ment. But the authority of the Moral Law is spiritual
‘and not physical, and can be vested only in the seer, the
spiritual expert that has attained perfection by self-
oulture. The earthly king is as much subject to the
prescriptions of these moral experts, Arhatas or Buddhas
as other imperfect beings.

It is to be seen that the appeal here is to the verdlct
of spiritual experts and not merely tosheer authority. It
is thus to be distinguished from the prudential morality
of the Chérvékas which is based on the hope of reward
and fear of punishment. At the same time no eternally
perfect being is recognised as in theism. The authority
of the Moral Law arises indeed from the spiritual perfec-
tion of the Arhatas and Buddhas who possess the proper .
insight into things and thus are able to prescribe the right
modes of conduct, but this spiritual perfection is itself
an acquisition in time and not an eternally accomplished
fact as theists assume. The objection that on this
assumption the Arhatas would be themselves without
gpiritual preceptors to guide them is met by the
conception of a chain of Arhatas and Buddhas which
is without beginning in time—a ochain in. which
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the preceding Arhatas act as preceptors to their
SUCCessors. "

" (¢) The Nyaya-Vaisheshikas, the Ramanujists and
other theists however contend that the Moral Standard
is the law of righteousness as prescribed by God, the
Creator and Moral Governor of the world, and not
merely the declarations of spiritual experts or Arhatas.
Thus in the * Nyayaparishuddhi” of Venkatesh we
have : —

Right and wrong are determined by the injunctions
and prohibitions of scripture, and like the commands of
the earthly king, these scriptural injunctions and prohibi-
tions are prescribed by God with a view to the governance
of sentient beings and represent his beneficent purpose.
Hence right and wrong embody the conscious purpose and
intelligence of God, i.e., they are not arbitrary" prescrip-
tions of the Divine Will but represent God’s rational
purpose and end in this world. Right is that which the
Divine Intelligence recognises as good or beneficent and
wrong is that which it considers pernicious and evil.
(Dharmédharmduvihitanishiddhya-kriya-sddhyatay4 abhi-
matau 4jndvato rdjna iva sarva prashasitubh ishvarasya
anugrahanigrahakhyavuddhivishesharupau.)

Right and wrong are thus vuddhivisheshas, i.c., forms
of the divine purpose and not objective categories.
Further the diviae purpose is not an arbitrary fiat of the
divine will, but the revelation of the divine intelligence.
Hence Vidhi as the command of God does not constitute
the Moral law but merely reveals it-—it is not law-making,
but law-declaring.

Actording to the Nyaya-Vaisheshikas however the
Divine command as embodied in scriptural prescriptions
is not merely declaratory (jndpaka) of the moral code but
also constitutes it (kédraka). The analogy is drawn from
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pesitive law which depends on the will of the sovereigm.
Moral causation is thus conceived after physical eausation
and the authority of duty is regarded -as being of the
nature of physical impulsion or force.

Thus far we have considered the following theories of
the Moral Standard regarded as personal Moral Law, viz.,

(#) Vidhi as the command of the king.
(6) Vidhi as anushdsana, i.e., as declaratory of the
seer’s experiences in the paramérthic plane.

(¢) Vidhi as the command of God conceived, after
positive law, as eonstituting and not merely declaring
what is right and what is wrong.

(#) Vidhi as God’s command regarded as revealing
and not constituting the Moral Law.

(¢) There is yet another conception of Vidhi as the
Moral Standard, the view which finds favour with a
certain class of Vedantists. According to these Vidhi is
Brahma or the Absolute itself and not the mere prescrip-
tion of a superior or a perfect person. For the essence
of the Vidhi lies in its obligatoriness as Moral Law which
means that Vidhi has praménya, validity or self-evidencing
authority as Law which makes it binding on the individual
moral  agent. But Vidhi could not validate itself
without being itself a self-validating experience for
the validity of the valid is only this that it posits itself in
consciousness. Vidhi as praméana is thus chiddtmaka, i.e.,
a self-establishing experience whose authority on the
moral agent is nothing but this self-accomplished
experienee reflecting itself into the consciousness of the
individual as something to be accomplished. Hence Vidhi
is. Brahma itself which is accomplished (Siddha) from
eternity. In the consciousness of the individual it appears
indeed as sddhya, as a thing to be accomplished, but in. so
far. as it validates itself it is essentially pratibhdshamétra,
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mere position in consciousness. As a matter of fact the
essence of prdménya, validation is nothing but this
position in consciousness and Param Brahma, the self-
positing Absolute Consciousness is thus the only praména,
the various cognitive processes being regarded as praména
only by courtesy, their validity being ultimately, nothing
but the self-evidencing consciousness of the Absolute in
the light of which they appear. In so far therefore as
Vidhi has prémdnya, validity or authority it is nothing
but the self-accomplishing Absolute Experience which
presents itself as something to be accomplished.

This is a new form of the conception of Vidhi as the
Moral Standard which is to be distinguished alike from
the conception of it as the prescription of a personal
being like God and from that of an impersonal law
without a lawgiver. It identifies Vidhi with the Absolute
which is not a personal being but the self-establishing
suprapersonal consciousness that lights up all experience.
The authority of the Vidhi is nothing but the self-fulfilled
reality of the Absolute presenting itself in empirical con-
sciousness as athingto be realised in time. The close analogy
of this view with Shankara’s Transcendentalism is obvious
enough. But while Shankara conceives the- Transcen-
dental Life as the negation of the empirical, the latter
being annulled altogether in the consciousness of Brahma,
it is urged here that the validity which attaches to Vidhi
in empirical consciousness-is nothing but the self-affirma-
tion of the Absolute which presents itself as Law to the
individual moral agent. Hence according to this view
the empirical moral life reflects the nature of the Abso-
lute in a way though it does not manifest it in its com-
pleteness and purity, while according to Shankara the
empirical life is the negation of the Transcendental life
in Brahma which is to be reached only by total cancella-
tion of the moral life in the state of karma-sanyasa or
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freedom from the bond of duty. It is remarkable however
that inspite of this underestimation of the empirical life,
the Shankarites not only recognise the value of morality
in empirical life but also offer the original and novel
conception of a gradation of moral standards and moral
codes in accordance with the ascending stages of the
spiritual discipline of the individual.

(f) Thus according to Shankara the moral code as
constituted by the Vedic prescriptions, is impersonal in
the sense that the Communicator (Vaktd) of the Vedas
only declares the Law and does not create it by his fiat.
This communicator is Isvara, Brahm4 or the Lord and is
thus to be distinguished from the spiritual expert or
Aptapurusha of Jainism and Buddhism. In fact, it is
eternally omniscient (nitya-sarvajna) and is also srishti-
sthiti-laya-kartd, the creator, maintainer, and destroyer of
the world, which theistic characters are lacking in the
Aptas and Arhats of Buddhism and Jainism. But the
Vakt4, the Communicator of the Vedas does not create
but merely promulgates the Vedas as they existed in a
previous cycle. Some of the Shankarites admit that some
of the scriptures have a personal source such as Manu,
Mahébhérat, ete., but they are all traced back ultimately
to the impersonal (apaurusheya) Vedas. But even the
Vedés themselves are empirical, i.e., true in a vyavahérika
or relative sense and untrue in a pdramdrthika or tran-
scendental sense. They are thus all mithyd, untrue and
are to be cancelled, but the Vedic untruth or mithy4 is
to be used in overcoming the grosser or lower untruths,
and the Vedas themselves are to be transcended by
Brahmatmdekatva-vijnana or the realisation of the iden-
tity of the self and Brahma.. Now in the course of this
process of sadhans, spiritual discipline for liberation, the
ethical standard may assume a different character accord-
ing to the particular stage of the sddhand or training of



MORAL STANDARDS IN HINDU ETHICS 171

the individual. 1In the stage of the worship of saguna-
Brahma or qualified Absolute the standard is Isvardjnd
or command of the Lord. In the more advanced
stages of - Sadhand-chatushtaya when external codes
and external authority give way to internal sanctions,
Atmasantosh and Atmaldbha may take the place of
Isvardjnd.

Thus according to Shankara even though ethical codes
and disciplines are relative and empirical, there is an
order obtaining in this sphere of illusion which must be
observed through a gradation of the moral standards
according to the different stages. The ultimate goal
indeed is the transcendence of the empirical moral life
in the life of the Absolute, but this is to be realised by
cancellation of the illusion of the phenomenal life in
successive stages in which the lower illusion is to be
annulled by the higher and subtler ones and the highest
to be vancelled at last by the intuition of the absolute.
This it will be seen implies at once the transcendental
unreality of the ethical codes as well as their meta-
physical and moral necessity within the sphere of illusion.
It further implies a gradation in the sphere of the illusory
empirical life in which specific codes with their specific
moral standards have validity according to their proper
sphere. It thus differs from the Hegelian conception of
a progressive unfolding of the spiritual life in which the
higher stage does not simply annul the lower ones but
reaffirms the latter in a new light by absorbing the
element of truth contained in them. It further differs
from the Hegelian view in that while recognising a cer-
tain order in the empirical life which must be conformed
to in subduing it, it makes it the absolute negation of the
transcendental which is therefore to be reached not by
its transfiguration but by its total cancellation in the
intuition of Brahman,
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B. The Standard as Impersonal Moral Law.

The moral standard is also conceived as Impersonal
Moral Law by the Hindus, and not merely as a personal
prescription. Thus the Mimdmsakas interpret Vidhi as
Impersonal Law, which does not derive its authority or
force from the will of a Personal Being, but is authori-
tative in and by itself independently of any personal
origin. In fact according to the Mimdmsakas the refer-
ence to a Personal source is absolutely unnecessary :
Vidhi need not be presented as the command of God in
order to be authoritative and may simply be a verity of
the supersensuous order, a law without a law-giver.



The Claim of the Individual to be Real’

BY

G. H. LavcLEY, M.A.

By an individual we mean a finite self of which a con-
tinuous series of conditions of consciousness is the expres-
sion. The individual possesses two apparently opposed
features. On the one hand it is characterised by diversity
and change, every condition of consciousness in which its
nature is revealed being distinet in quality from all the
other conditions, and each condition entering upon exis-
tence and ceasing to be in time; and yet on the other hand
through the fleeting members of the time series, each of
which seems to lack stability and to be so different from
the rest, a real unity is expressed. Further each of these
features is necessary and despite this apparent opposition
they are inter-dependent. It may seem that nothing is
more opposed to unity than diversity and change, and that
it is impossible for what is so evanescent—constantly
coming into being and passing away to possess real unity ;
and yet the unity of the self would never be known, nor
would it exist apart from its changing conditions of con-
soiousness. The self is not a substance which lies beneath
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its vared experiences as a support, nor is it a simple
spiritual being which in its eternally changeless existence
transcends them ; but is a unity which comprehends all
its experiences, and lives in and through them. This is
no denial of its real transcendence. Nosingle experience,
or condition of consciousness, and no group of experiences,
can adequately reveal its nature; nor is the unity ex-
hausted in the entire expression that we know or can
know; in this the self is certainly transcendent but
in no other way. It has no being apart from the
experiences in time, and the character of these cannot be
altered unless the nature of the unity which they
express is changed.

These characteristics will be the more evident if the
true nature of a universal is grasped, only a false and
imperfect comprehension of universal and systematic unity
regards it as exclusive of diversity and change. A treeor a
human bhody is a unity, because it consists of members
which are distinet and yet are connected into a whole
The head is not the arm neither is it the hand, but each
member expresses in its own way the universal nature of
the body. The latter is a unity because the spirit of
the whole is revealed in a diversity of parts, each
of which has its unique characteristics, and yet
possesses these characteristics because of the fune-
tion which it performs in the whole unity. Destroy
this diversity of parts, and at the same time the
unity is destroyed ; a body cannot be constituted of a
number of hands each similar to the other, nor does a
number of rupees form a unity. Further, change is not
more hostile to unity than diversity. - The unity of the
human hody, or of a musical composition when performed,
is as real as the unity of a picture or a statue, if not more
real ; so that the fact that the former unfolds itself in a
series which changes in time, wherear the latter has a
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definite nature énd fixed expression ; rather increases than
diminishes the perfection of the unity.

Actual experience of the self bears striking evidence to
this two-fold character. After a long absence we meet a
friend and he greets us with a hand-shake. The greeting
is an act of our friend’s conscious life. In itself it is
most insignificant, existing only for a few moments and
then ceasing to be for ever. But why does this momen-
tary experience mean so much? Is it not that we feel the
personality of our friend expressed therein ? We would
not know his personality were it not for this and
such like experiences, and yet he is a unity that
transcends them all,

This interdependence is seen also in the growth of the
individual. The same individual finds expression in the
experiences of the boy and of the man ; but the universal
unity itself has developed, and growth has taken place by
means of the conditions of consciousness in and through
which it has found expression. The exhilaration of the
boy as he watches his playmates climb a difficult
tree has a significance beyond the mere joy of the
moment for it reveals the boy’s nature; the man’s
approval of an act of moral and spiritual courage, say
of a woman who gives her life to the needy and helpless,
is a manifestation of the same universal, the life of the
man being a continuation of that of the boy; the same
universal, yet not the same for the unity has grown un-
folding more of its true nature, and this growth has taken:
place because of all the conditions of consciousness in
which it has been constantly realising its being. The
man’s approval is significant of a richer unity than the
boy’s glee, for all the experiences from boyhood to
manhood have helped to create the systematic unity of
the man’s-character. 'Lhis expression of a unity through
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the present act of consciousness, and the growth of the
unity itself connects with the psychological theory of
sub-consciousness ; which makes clear to us that
the’ condition of mental life of which we are aware
is interpenetrated by the whole of our - past mental
history, which persists bhelow the level of normal
consciousness, and effectively determines the present
conditions.

The nature of our problem is now apparent. It is to
discuss the claim of the tinite individual, a more or less
perfect unity, which unfolds its life in a temporal series
of varied conditions of consciousness, and which under-
goes development to a place in ultimate Reality. Is it
or isit not a necessary member of the perfect Being,
which can never perish ?  And what grounds are there,
if any, for considering its existence alike imperishable ?
Let us grasp at the outset that the problem is not raised
in reference to a simple soul substance which is some-
how connected with our present life, but which is in
reality already perfect ; nor concerning a soul the true
life of which is to be one with the Infinite, in the sense
of being finally indistinguishable therefrom ; but in
reference to this actual self, of whose imperfections we
are so painfully aware, and yet which we know to be a
member of our real world.

8o far the individual has been considered as a unity
which expresses itself in a diversity of conditions
and as possessing characters of its own which are
unique. This unique individual however, is by no
means independent. Just as the .simple experience
receives its significance through its unity with the
self, so the self acquires its unique characteristics
through its unity with the whole Reality. Being a
member of an infinite spiritual whole, it realises its
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true nature in so far as through it the whole finds
expression. To use what must necessarily be a most
imperfect analogy, the individual may be likened to a
character in a drama ; he has characteristics of his own
which distinguish him from the other characters of the
play, but his function is to represent the unity of the
whole. This is a unity which creates its various mem-
bers by living in them. The origin and development of
the individual forcibly illustrate this dependence upon
the wider unity. From the beginning the body develops
by means of alliance with its material environment, and
in like manner the soul grows by assimilating the spiri-
tual forces that are about it. The father and mother
impart to their child life of the mind. Dependence is
perhaps the most real fact of man’s existence. The
material comforts which we now enjoy would be im-
possible apart from the most complicated division of
labour, by which man works not directly for himselt but
for the community, and in return receives henefits from
the labour of others. Departure from this would neces-
sitate a return to the most simple type of life, and even
here a certain degree of dependence would be unavoid-
able. Turning to man’s mental and spiritual develop-
ment, dependence is still more marked. What spiritual
growth would be possible apart from communion with
our fellow men, and with the beauty and truth of the
universe ? o isolate the soul’s lifeis to kill it. Refer-
ence has been made to the growth of the self by means
of its experiences, but what are these experiences but
modes of its relation to that which is beyond ? In differ-
ent conditions of consciousness a soul experiences love,
compassion, delight in the beautiful, admiration for
courage and so on ; but the love, compassion and admiration
spring from the soul’s sympathy with other persons, and
delight in the beautiful connects it with nature. 8o the



178 G. H. LANGLEY

experiences in which the soul grows are merely effects
of its unity with the wider Reality ; and as the soul itself
is not an abstract being, but an existing unity of con-
scious life ; so its union in the perfect Being is not an
abstract union, but a living sympathy with and depen-
dence upon other human souls, and upon the universe
by which it is enclosed.

Further it is necessary to note that such union of
the individual with the infinite Reality is the union of
a self-conscious being and not merely of an unconscious
member with its whole. Undoubtedly the basis of the
unity is found in the necessary dependence of the body
upon its physical, and of the mind upon its spiritual
environment, such unity being found by the self in its
origin, and not made. But since the individual is self-
conscious, the perfection of this union depends upon
its own spontaneous activity, by which activity also
it may possibly be marred. God’s plan, says Robert
Browning :—

“ Was to create man and then leave him
Able his own word saith, to grieve him,
But able to glorify him too,
As a mere machine could never do,
That prayed and praised, all unaware
Of its fitness for aught but praise and prayer,
Made perfect as a thing of course.”

Had the path to unity been otherwise than by the
free surrender of the self to the welfare of the whole,
there would certainly have heen a loss of perfection.

This being the case the individual may seek the full
realisation of its own nature in two ways. On the one hand;
finding itself with characteristics of its own which dis-
tinguish it from the rest of the real world, it may consider
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that its own advantage is antagonistic to the purpose
which is being expressed in the rest of the universe.
Life may thus assume the form of a fight for its own
rights and interests, The legal conceptions of right and
of personal property are suggestive of this attitude. They
spring from the belief that because certain things belong
to the individual, for this reason they can be possessed by
no one else, and that no other person therefore is justified
in making any claim upon them. The conception tends
towards the isolation of the individual so that its exis-
tence becomes a continual warfare with the whole. Now
the chances of the preservation and development of the
self in this way are not very encouraging, for it has set
itself against an infinitely superior force, the whole
universe being on the other side. Rarely, if ever, perhaps
does the individual seek whole-heartedly this mode of
self-realisation, bhut in so far as the attempt is made,
nought but failure can ensue for the greater force of
Reality which is against it must frustrate every possi-
bility of its development. But an alternative remains.
The individual may seek its realisation by the identifica-
tion of its will and intervests with the life of the whole;
or, to express this idea more truly, he may surrender
every eflort after self-realisation, and seek merely
harmony with the spirit of the whole. In attaining
such harmony the individual becomes a necessary
expression of the life of the Absolute, and thus finds
himself at home in the universe. So the infinite Reality
becomes a friendly power which encourages his self-
maintenance.

Let us now translate this abstract theory into terms
of actual experience. What does the identification of
the will of the individual with the spirit of the whole
mean ? In order to understand this it is necessary first to
form some comprehension of the character of the whole.
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The -essential nature of the Absolute is that it should
express itself in finite centres of consciousness. Just as
beauty and goodness do not exist in themselves, apart
from the particular beautiful and good things in which
they are expressed, so the Absolute has no abstract and
separate existence; it may transcend all its expressions in
finite individuals, nevertheless such expressions are
essential to its nature. Thus the unification of the will
of the individual, with the spirit of the whole means the
identification of his will with the deepest needs of the
individual with whom he is associated in life, and with the
spirit of nature which environs him. Harmony of this kind
is found for instance, in the life of William Wordsworth,
where the mind of the Poet finds itself in such intimate
communion with the spirit of Nature, and in such real
sympathy with the simple affections and deep feelings of
the peasant folk. At this point, however, a difficulty
arises. How can this be so when many of those, whose
wills have been in the closest harmony with the will of
God, have at the same time found themselves in the most
bitter opposition to the wills of the people amongst whom
they lived? Many of them have been persecuted and
even killed for the determination with which they have
carried out the will of God. Instances of this type of
person enter the mind so readily that it is not necessary
here to refer to any, but we will try to point out the
reason of this hostility. 1t lies in the fact that the
superficial will of men does not always express the deepest
needs of their natures; such a will, we have seen, may
he a bad will and directly oppused to the spirit of the
whole. TIf this will is persisted in, the individual will
tend to become crushed out, and ultimate satisfaction will
be impossible. This kind of will then is only the will of
the individual because of misapprehension and ignorance ;
culpable misapprehension it is true, since the individual is
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self-conscious, but none the less misapprehension. The
deep need of the individual is for satisfaction, and perfect
development apart from which satisfaction is impossible.
Now in opposing the superficial will of men the great mind
of all ages has allied itself with their deepest needs, and
it is this kind of sympathetic kinship alone which is unity
with the spirit of the whole. After death the g¢reat man
is often better understood, and he that has persecuted
recognises that his opposition has heen to a righteous man;
that in fact, his only chance of true satisfaction lay in
making the man his friend. He feels that the type of life
which the rejected one came to offer him was really the
kind of life he himself had been seeking. 'T'o sum up
then, the secret of un{ty with the Absolute is love, and
the sacrifice which love involves.

The main issue of this argument is now reached. In
allying the individual will with the spirit of the infinite
Reality by love and saerifice, does the finite individual
lose his distinctive personality 7 [s the nltimate goal to
be reached a condition of complete absorption in which
the individual becomes so fully one with the Absolute
that he ceases to be a unique individual centre of con-
sciousness, distinet from all other individuals and from God,
and is become God himself? Must perfect union mean
loss of uniqueness? According to the principles here
laid down the answer to these questions must be a decided
negative. Not only does identity with God not imply the
loss of individuality, but, it is the only means by which
individuality can be conserved and developed. We have
already noticed man’s dependence for the sustenance of
the powers both of his hody and of his mind, upon co-
operation with his fellows and with natural forces. De-
pendence is the law of his being and his meanest wants
cannot be supplied save by entering into some sort
of relation with his surroundings. Further, to trace his
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progress to a tuller hfe is to trace the growth of his
intimacy with the world.  Since then individuality: is
built up by means of unity, why should perfect unity be
completely destructive of individuality ? This erronecous
view of the complete immersion of the finite being in the
Infinite will be avoided when the human significance
of oneness with God is adequately grasped. Once realise
how union with God means deep sympathetic human re-
lationships and we cannot fail to understand how it must
develop the unique character of the individual. This
may be the reason why we so often find that the view of
abstract identity with the Infinite as the goal of existence,
is accompanied by the notion that asceticism is the
most valuable of religions experiences Now the one-
ness with God which the ascetic seeks does not appear
to us to be true identity with the spirit of the whole ; for
the Absolute is such that it finds its necessary cxpres-
sion through finite centres of consciousness. How then
can true unity with it be gained by isolation from that
in which it lives, and moves and has its being ? True
identity is gained by love and sacrifice for human beings,
and not by separation from them. Let us now investigate
more closely whether the attaining of such identity means
loss of personality. We may illustrate the enquiry by the
consideration of one of the most striking personalities
that we know, viz., the greatest of dramatists, Shakespeare.
The mind of Shakespeare is certainly an instance of a
mind that towers above other minds like a peak of a.
grand mountain range, unique in its individual splendour.
A comparison with other great minds such as those of
Milton, Dante, or Plato, only serves to emphasize the
charaeteristics which render it distinct. And yet what is
the secret of this most marked individuality ? Is it isola-
tion from the rest of mankind ? Certainly not ! The
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in sympathy with every phase of human life. With
men and women, towards whom we would merely have
had a feeling of indifference, he found spiritual kinship.
Itis clear then that what makes Shakespeare so distinet
from his fellow men, and in fact from all human beings,
is that intellectual sympathy which gives him a more
complete understanding of men. Annul this unity
with mankind, and we have annulled his uniqueness also.
And this truth is not only supported by the great world
geniuses ; we are continually reminded of it by the lives
of our personal friends. Who are the men and women
whose personalities are most markedly developed ? Are
they not those who have learned to live most for others ?
The idea inevitably brings into my mind a young man
of brilliant intellect, and ﬁhorough training, who, if he
had remained in his own country, would certainly have
made his mark in the world ; but who gave up the
chances of such success in order to work amongst an
obscure people on the western coast of Africa, far from
the companionship of any on the same plane of intel-
lectual development. Here is an instance of one who has
ceased altogether to regard the world from the personal
point of view, and to claim the peculiar rights of the
self as against the rights of others; and'is convinced that
the true use of powers is to devote them to the service
of others. And this entire surrender of the self in the
identification of the will with the deep and unexpressed
needs of a less fortunate people, has not resulted in the
loss of individuality but in the deepening of spiritual per-
sonality. Tf from among all the people whom I know it
was necessary to select the one whose individuality is
most marked [ should choose this man. So we find
that the process by which the individual will is identified
with the spirit that is in and through the whole;
in the nrocess hv which -strong .and distinctive spiritual
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personalities are developed, and that this is as true of the
men and women of our experience as of Wordsworth and
Shakespeare. 'To put this in another way the principle of
individuality does not depend upon defect but upon in-
herent perfection. It is sometimes supposed that a man’s
individuality depends upon his idiosyncrasies, that is,
upon those features and interests which, being peculiar
to himself, isolate him from all others; in which case,
if the ideal of life is perfect union with the Absolute and
this is the ideal for all men, it must follow that the
peculiarities which isolate men are annulled in the process
of unification. [f this were so, men in becoming one with
God, would lose their differences and at the same time
become indistinguishable from each other and from Him.
Should individuality however be horn of union, the
reverse must be the case.

Passing to the significance of this truth for our concep-
tion of the Absolute, we find that it alone can give to
the latter fullness of content. From a consideration of
the nature of the universal it was seen that the unity of
the whole could only be sustained by means of the unique-
ness of its members. The body is not a unity apart from
arms and legs; a nation apart from its people and the
events of its history. If then the union of the soul with the
infinite Reality is a real union, as the union of the arm
with the body is real, its uniqueness is necessary to the
being of the Absolute, just as the uniqueness of the arm
i8 necessary to the body. The arm cannot attain
perfection of itself as a separate entity, but becomes
perfect when its form and function are in complete
harmony with the whole body. In attaining unity with
the body, however, it becomes, not the whole body, but
a perfect arm ; and if it could become the entire body,
the body, as a body, would be destroyed thereby. 8o
with the union of the finite soul with the Infinite. If
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the Infinite is to possess a full and complete life then
the finite soul in attaining perfect harmony therewith
must retain its own characteriatic life ; otherwise the
content of the infinite Being is destroyed and there is a
loss of perfection in the whole. It may be argued that
such loss will not take place since the values which
individuals have acquired are handed down in the in-
fluence which they exert over other individuals, but the
difficulty is not overcome so easily. First there seems
to be a contradiction in the assumption that ap to a
certain stage unity develops individuality, but that with
the final perfection of unity it is destroyed ; and secondly,
the one personality whose value, which follows from
its union, all must recognise, is lost whatever its in-
fluence may be.

The process of the acquirement of knowledge is a
phase of the identification of the finite mind with the
Infinite. In gaining true knowledge the self is becom-
ing one with the universal and eternal, while at the
same time developing its own individuality. The know-
ledge of the beautiful may be considered as a typical
instance. Beauty is a universal, that is, it is a unity
which synthesizes many particulars. Further, it is
timeless ; parbicular beautiful things are in time but
beauty itself is a timeless reality which has its being
in and through all beautiful things. Now when the
mind comprehends the beautiful, it allies itself with
this eternal universal. True comprehension does not
consist in merely seeing beautiful objects, nor in form-
ing intellectual concepts of them ; the eye may see many
a beautiful sunset, or statue, or even beautiful human
lives, and yet the mind’s knowledge of beauty may not
be increased. But when sympathy with the beautiful
~object is felt then the comprehension of the universal
beauty becomes more adequate, and the finite mind
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expands thereby developing its unique characteristics.
The mind of any great artist like Turner is a striking
instance of this. 8o in the gaining of all true know-
ledge, we shall find that the unity of the mind with the
timeless universal, enhances the uniqueness of the self
which is expressed in time.

Reflection upon the practical side of man’s nature
points to the same conclusion. I quote from an article
on the Problem of Kvil appearing in the Hibbert Journal
for July of last year, by Rabindranath Tagore. ~*Our
moral faculty,” he says, “is the faculty by which we
know that life is not made up of fragments purposeless
and discontinuous. The moral sense of a man not only
gives him the power to see that his self has a conti-
nuity in time, but it also enables him to see that he is
not true when he is only restricted to his own self. He
is more in truth than heisin fact. He truly belongs
to individuals who are not included in his own individua-
lity and whom he is never likely to know. He hasa
feeling for his future self which is outside him, so he
has a feeling for his greater self which is outside the
limits of his personality. There is no man who has it
not to some extent, who never sacrificed his selfish desire
for the sake of some other person, who never felt a
pleasure in undergoing some loss or trouble because it
pleased somebody else. It isa truth that man is not a
detached being ; he has a universal aspect, and when he
recognises it, he becomes great.”

All the contentions of this paper are admitted in this
passage. The self which is referred to is the actual
self which has a continuity in time. This self possesses
unity, since ‘it is not made up of fragments purpose-
less and discontinuous.” Further it is recognised that
the unity of the self is a member of a wider unity ; and
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that the development of man’s personality depends
upon the conscious recognition of his relation to the
whole. “ He is not true when he is only restricted
to his own self”; and note especially “He has a
universal aspect, and when he recognises it, he hecomes
great.”

We cannot conclude without mentioning a very
obvious difficulty which attaches to the claim for the
individual of a permanent place in reality. It will be
argued that the self as it exists at present is heset with
suffering and evil, and is constantly dissatisfied ; the
desire for immortality then cannot be a desire for a
continuance of the present condition of the self, nor can
immortality of this kind be possible, for that which is
imperfect cannot continue for ever. The desire must
be for a radically transformed self, and in this also con-
sists its only chance for survival. Now what will be
the nature and degree of such transformation ? Will
it be so fundamental that the transformed self cannot
be regarded as identical with the finite individaal ?
Will the peculiarities of its finitude which distinguish
it from other selves cease to exist ? Since the process of
transformation in each finite self is a process of becom-
ing one with the Infinite, will they not necessarily at
the same time become one with each other ? Now if
what we maintain is true, a transformation of the self
as we know it is necessary, and such transformation
must take place through a greater union with Reality ;
but we have pointed out our reasons for believing that
this will result in a deepening of personality. Further,
although the hope of all must lie in a closer union with
what is Real, all are making the approach by different
paths, and the experiences of the way will persist
when the goal is reached ; for no end can be severed
from the means by which it is attained. There must
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therefore be identity between every condition of the
self ; and the transformed self, while embodying the

greatest possible harmony will likewise have perfected its
individuality.



Plato and the Sophists
BY

‘WirriaM Dovucras, M.A.

There are, I believe, not a few in this country whose
lamps may, like Milton’s,

“at midnight hour,
Be seen in some high lonely tower,”

within whose solitude they ¢ unsphere the spirit of
Plato.”” Of all the questions raised by that task there
are few more interesting or more instructive than that
of the great philosopher’s relation to the Sophists.
The Sophists themselves are not particularly interesting
people, but to understand the thought of Plato it is
necessary to know what part they played in leading
up to it.

The locus classicus of the subject is the argument with
Thrasymachus in the first book of the Republic. It is
useful to select a particular passage in order to define the
issues : this passage at once suggests itself as one in which
Plato is stating his own views with unusual directness.
In the first place, the passage is one of the bitterest and
one of the most personal in the whole of Plato; his
language and his whole manner here are such as to
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convince the reader that he is discussing a subject on
which he feels very strongly. In the second place, the
passage has an important position in Plato’s greatest
book ; it introduces the real discussion and states the
problem of the whole treatise.

What then are the changes contained or implied in
his passage ? The first is that the Sophists are very fond
of making long speeches and very averse to the Socratic
method of question and answer. Thrasymachus is repre-
sented as very anxious to interrupt the discussion ¢ because
he thought himself in possession of a very fine answer.’
He does in fact make one long speech. After ‘deluging
the ears of his hearers with his copious flood of words’ he
wishes to retire immediately, leaving his remarks to ex-
plain themselves. The implication is that the Sophists
care only for mastery over their opponents, not for mastery
of the truth, that their aim is not knowledge but a reputa-
tion for knowledge.

Thésecond charge is that the Sophists demanded pay-
ment for their teaching—a charge which in the passage
selected is put in the most ridiculous light possible.
Thrasymachus has shown a keen anxiety to take part in
the discussion but when he is actually invited to do so he
stipulates that he must be given a fee in return for his
contribution. Indeed he does not proceed until a promise
of payment is actually made. Plato’s view is quite clear:
for him it is as outrageous and ridiculous for a professor
of philosophy to accept fees from his pupils as for a
man to demand payment for his share in a private
conversation.

The third charge is that of teaching immoral doctrines.
Thrasymachus is made the exponent of the view that
justice is mere good nature while injustice is good policy.
Might is right. Iniustice practised on an extensive scale
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is by far the best and most profitable course that a man
can adopt. He states the view so cleverly and convine-
ingly that even after Socrates has given a complete formal
refutation of it, his two young friends Glaucon and
Adeimantus tell him that Thrasymachus’ argument
is not yet disposed of. 'This is perhaps the most serious
charge of all, that of devising clever arguments to
persuade young men to give up allegiance to the laws
of the State.

‘The fourth charge is that of rudeness and vulgarity.
There is such a uniform Athenian polish covering all the
differences of opinion in the Platonic dialogues that this
charge when it does come is all the more noticeable
and significant. Thrasymachus, we are told, ‘sprang
upon them as if he would tear them in pieces.” He
accuses them of ‘ playing the fool together’ and ° talking
nonsense ~ and wishes to know ‘why Socrates’ nurse
leaves him to drivel and omits to wipe his nose when
he requires it.’

Are these four charges justifiable? With regard to
the first, we know that the Sophists held disputations, that
they taught the art of controversy and rhetoric, and that
they emphasised style in speech. It is easy to believe
that some of them may have exaggerated this emphasis :
that is a phenomenon which tends to occur in every nation
during the age when it first realises the potentialities of
its language. 'The Euphuism of the Elizabethans is an
example of the same tendency. In the development of
the individual the same thing happens: there is very
often a stage in boyhood or early youth when the mind is
distracted from more serious studies by the exacting art
of punning. . We might say then that this is a natural
stage of transition and therefore a good rather than a bad
sign.. We must also remember that the Sophists were not
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a school but a profession. We ought not therefore to
attribute the same faults to all; still less ought we to
attribute the faults of the worst to all. In modern life
the class which most nearly corresponds to the position
of the Sophists in Greece is probably that of journalists.
In their work as in that of the Sophists there is a strong
temptation to exaggeration and to a one-sided statement
of a case. But it would be a slanderous accusation to say
that their chief aim is concerned with appearance, not
reality. Again, it must be remembered that the distinc-
tion between appearance and reality is not so easy a
distinction as Plato imagined.

The whole of Plato’s attitude is based on hlS theory of
Ideas and that theory has not proved so convincing to
others as it was to him.

The second charge is one which when stated fairly
makes little appeal to the modern reader. There is no
doubt something admirable in the Academic view of
philosophy and in the pictures which history gives us of
Socrates—and, later, Plato—discoursing to a group of
young men to whom the teacher is bound by no relation
save those of friendship and common aim. But it must
be remembered that Socrates was eccentric and Plato well
off —an unusual thing for a philosopher. And the Sophist’s
relation to his pupil was quite different from Plato’s. The
Sophists professed to teach--and their popularity proves
that they did teach—the art of practical success. They gave
material advantages and received material advantages in
return. Plato on the other hand did not profess to give
any such advantage. ‘

The charge only becomes intelligible when we take
into account Plato’s views on property. In his ideal
state everything is held in common. One of the first
articles in his programme of social reform is the abolition
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of property. The modern reader although he appreciates
the end which Plato has in view finds such a proposition
absolutely impossible. Even the New Testament, with
its unsurpassed idealism, tells us that ‘the labourer is
worthy of his hire.” Indeed that text, even though it
may be modified considerably by the reflection that ° we
are all unprofitable servants,” probably indicates fairly
accurately the attitude of the modern mind to this
question. We do not charge our professors and our
clergymen with unspirituality because they accept
salaries and stipends.

It should be noted that the charge is unfairly put.
We know that Protagoras let his kearers settle the
amount to be paid. And there is no record of exorbitant
fees having been charged by the Sophists or of pay-
ment being demanded in so objectionable a way as
Plato suggests. How unjust his charge is may be seen
from the fact that it led to Aristotle’s definition
of a sophist as ‘one who reasons falsely for the

sake of gain.’

. If there is-any truth in the third charge, it is that
the Sophists brought ethical questions into the field of
discussion. They destroyed authority in morality. They
exploded the notion that we ought to do this or that
because somebody or some hook once said that we ought
to do just these things. To the older folks destroying
authority means destroying morality. The real truth
is the reverse. Before one can have real morality—
or at, least reliable morality—one must examine the
basis of the structure, If there is any reason in
morality at all, then a man’s morality must be the
better for his having examined it. If there is none,
why be moral ? And of course we must not forget
that the charge is equally applicable to Socrates ; indeed,
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Socrates was put to death for °corrupting the young
men of Athens.’

" As a matter of fact, there is little doubt that
the morality of the Sophists was higher, not lower,
than that of their age. And of course there must
have been very great differences within the class,—
differences at least as great as within any of the
modern professions. The fault of the Sophists, if there
was one fault common to all or almost all the members
of the class—was probably intellectual mediocrity rather
than immorality.

- The fourth charge is perhaps the most difficult of all
to understand. It is impossible to believe that Plato
could have gone so far out of his usual course as to make
such a charge as this, had there not heen a substantial
basis for it in fact. '‘On the other hand it is probable
that Plato and his fellow citizens, proud of their
Attic speech and Athenian manners, and endowed
with a keen sense of humour, looked down on these
foreigners with their provincial accent and mannerisms.
We know that the Athenians regarded the Spartans
as boors and we also know that one reason for the
suspicion with which the Sophists were regarded was
the fact that they were foreigners. It seems there-
fore not impossible that- Athenian snobbery may
have had something to do with the charge of rude-
ness which Plato brings against the Sophists. Plato,
belonging to the aristocracy of an aristocratic state,
is certainly not free from snobbery as his judgments
on democracy show.

But Plato’s real reasons for attacking the Sophists
lay much deeper. One might enumerate three outstand-
ing grievances. One is that the Sophists, while teaching
all the subordinate sciences, omitted ¢ Dialectic,’ To
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Plato that is synonymous with giving instruction about
appearances and omitting all instruction about reality.
philosophy is for Plato that which gives meaning
to all other studies. "Some’;'of the Sophists indeed
not only did not teach philosophy but taught that
Philosophy was impossible. Nothing, they said, exists.
If anything did exist, it could not be known: and
if it could be known, it could not bhe communicated.
It is not difficult to sec why Plato, whose religion is
.philosophy, should attack men who taught such doctrines,
which must have seemed to him impious as well as
foolish.

The second rcason is that the Sophists’ teaching was,
in Plato’s opinion, calculated to produce a dangerous type
of citizen. They believed that ‘one man in his time
plays many parts’ and they trained him for them. Now
therc is nothing that Plato dreaded more than versatility,
which to him meant lack of steadiness, lawlessness, dis-
order, loss of principle. ‘One man, one trade’ is the
fundamental law of the Republic and it is a law
that is applied rigidly. throughout. In literature, in
education, in politics, in private life, Plato demands
a severe simplicity.

The third reason is that the Sophists emphasised the
form of speech. They taught literary style, rhetoric, the
art of arranging one’s material in such a way that it
would please the ear of the hearer and thus command his
attention and his conviction. Now Plato believed that
the one thing mnecessary in presenting a case is to be
thoroughly convinced oneself of the.truth of one’s con-
tention. Veracity and straightforwardness are the best
ornaments of speech.

Is there anything that cam be said on these three
noints in defence of the Sophists 7 With regard to the
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first, whatever opinion one may have about the doctrines
taught by the Sophists, one ought at least to give
them credit for two noteworthy achievements. One
is that they made the first real statement of ethical
questions. It was mnot Socrates but the Sophists
who ‘brought philosophy down from heaven to earth.’
The other is that they made a real and (as their
popularity: shows) to some extent successful attempt
to meet the new demand for higher education. We
must also face the question whether Plato deals fairly
with the non-philosophical sciences when he speaks
of them as concerned with appearance not reality.
Nowadays we prefer to speak of different sciences
as dealing with different aspects of reality. Again,
is Plato’s course of Metaphysics and Mathematics the
best preparation for practical life ? History has its
Haldanes and its Balfours but they are the exceptions,
not the rule.

With regard to the second point, one need only read
the famous funeral oration of Pericles to realise that in
the matter of versatility ‘ the real Sophist is the people.’
The Athenians admired versatility in their leaders and
demanded it from their educationalists: the Sophists
being practical men set themselves to supply the demand.
And there is- no doubt that there is nothing that has
led Plato to so many untenable views as his incessant
striving after simplicity. It leads him to an unnatural
austerity .in art, and to cruelty in his treatment of the
physical side of life. In the ideal city all art is sub-
ordinated to strictly moral ends, all styles containing
the slightest suggestion of richness, voluptuousness,
or wealth of detail being banished. And any one
whose physical constitution is such that he ‘cannot
live in his regular round of duites’is to be allowed

tn noerish.
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With regard to the third point, one cannot listen
very seriously to Plato’s attack on the literary teaching
of the Sophists for it is almost universally admitted that
Plato’s literary criticism is the least valuable part of the
philosophy of the Republic. Had civilisation followed
Plato’s ideal, we should be without Shakespeare, without
the theatre, without music—with the exception of a
few military marches and simple ballad tunes—without
half of the things which make up the life of the educated
man. We must also remember that the magnificent
prose literature of Greece dates from the age when the
Sophists taught their pupils the meaning and value of
literary style.

It is difficult to reach anything like certainty
with regard to the questions which have been pro-
pounded, but it is surely possible without being dogmatic
to say that the correspondences pointed out cannot
all be mere coincidences. Plato charges the Sophists
with accepting fees; he himself teaches a doctrine of
money which is quite untenable. . He ‘charges the
Sophists with rudeness: he lays himself open in his
remarks on democracy to the charge of snobbery. He
charges the Sophists with giving the non-philosophical
sciences too prominent a place in their curriculum: he
himself gives the philosophical sciences too prominent
a place. He charges the Sophists with setting up versa-
tility as an ideal : he himself pursues the opposite ideal
of simplicity to extremes that sometimes amuse and
sometimes shock the modern reader. He charges the
Sophists with over-emphasising literary form: he makes
proposals which would in practice mean the prohibition
of almost all literature. Tt seems fairly clear that his
attack on the Sophists has heen based on those very
parts of his teaching which history has condemned.
The Sophists made a real contribution to philosophy
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which Plato does not recognise; they represent the
common-sense view on several matters with regard to

which too much theorising has led Plato away from
common sense.



Some Aspects of Negation

BY
KRrisHNA CHANDRA BHATTACHARYYA, M.A.

Analysis

The problem is to formulate the logic of the view that
truth is manifold. There are many radically different types
of logic based on incommensurable views of negation.

‘What is not, viz., the illusion, may be regarded (1) as
having some kind of abstract being or (2) as contradiction
itself. Illusion may be (¢) a being only to be denied, (i) a
being as positive as fact but different from it and positive-
ly related to it, (¢i) identical with fact, relation being but
identity, or (i») no being at all but negation transcending
all being.

These four views indicate four distinct attitudes to-
wards truth, four stages of attention. The positive direction
of attention is alone emphasised in the first three views.
Pragmatism which recognises the fourth view in one form
does not yet suggest a definite discipline ot attention in the
negative direction. This negative attention is very like
introspection, being the consciousness of the absence of
object and assuch implying coguition of the object as well.
The faculty is explicitly recognised in the fourth view of
negation which accordingly brings out the need of an
intensive discipline of it.

The analysis of the meaning of ¢ #ot illusory ’ of nega-
tion of negation shows the concrete shapes which the above
four views assume. In (2), ‘not illusory’ means ‘not merely
subjective,” and all relation l;eing illusory or merely
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subjective, there arises the notion of the self-identical reals.
Self-identity or self-conservation as a function, and what
is opposed to it, viz., the thinking function ot the subjective
ideas are only grades of illusion, each of which is indifferent-
ly one or manifold. In (ii), ‘not illusory’ is what is different
from the positively subjective and co-ordinate with it, »iz.,
the objective. Fach side of the difference is a relation of
terms, subjective relation is distinct from-objective relation,
and while there is one object-system, there are many idea-
systems connected with many substrata. In (4i¢), the truth
that is ‘net illusory’ is the necessary identity of the subjec-
tive and objective, of the known and the unknown. In
(iv), this necessary identity is not positive at all. To say
that the limiting unknown is necessary is not to know the
unknown. Nor will it do to make any positive use of it asa
transcendent negation, to take it e.g., either as positively
conditioning the known or as negative matter in relation
to (Platonic) Ideas. ‘Not illusory’ in this view can only
mean the unknown of which we are aware through the
absence of positive knowledge. The principle is uncertain-
ty itself, the uncertain alternation between the unknown
and this awareness of the unknown.

The feeling of this alternation is a religion in three
forms:—(i) an absolute dissatisfaction with the definite
dualism of truth and untruth, (é¢) an absolute condemna-
tion of the attitude in which any religion is taken to be
false, and (iii) a faith that all religions are not only true
but identical. These are bound up with the views (4) that
the negation of negation is negation, (i) that the negation
of absolute negation is the absolute truth of all affirmations
and (iis) that absolute negation and absolute affirmation
are mutual negations in identity. ,

Such i is the absolute, as distinct from the subjectivistic,
interpretation of the view that truth is manifold.
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1. The aim of this paper is to bring out the fact that
there are certain ultimate modes -of logical thought
Trath s mainfold, embhodying types of negation which are
bound up with incom- really incommensurable and that all
mensurable types of . . . . .
negation: logio of philosophical dispute resolves itself in
ach & view. the final analysis into a conflict between
such types. Every system of philosophical thought or
religion has its own logic and is bound up with one or
other of the fundamental views of negation. Each
furnishes its distinctive criticism and orientation of the
others: it is impossible to refer them all to a single
court of trial and probably the only demand should be
that a philosophy or religion and its distinctive logic
justify each other. Not that however subjectivism or
scepticism is the necessary consequence: all the types
may be true and truth itself may be manifold. It is
necessary to formulate, if possible, the logic of this view
of the manifoldness of truth.
2. Negation is intelligible as illusion, When an
object is known to be illusory, what kind of being or
That illusion  bas non-being do we attribute.to it? We
subjective being is too answer the question too easily when we
asily nssorted: say that it has a subjective being but no
objective heing. The antithesis between subjective and
objective has only been reached very gradually in the
history of thought and there is every reason to regard it
as contingent. There is a too facile falling back upon
psychology as a secure anchorage, although it should be
an open question whether psychical fact is fact at all.
8. Mo say °‘this object is not existent’ is to imply
either that this is no object but some-
.f.,'ﬁwﬁa‘;iemérglc)u,igzi thing else is, or that this object is no
?:’22’%2%‘;"3‘2“&62; object. In the former case, °this’ is
contradiction itself.  gomething which can be spoken of

without being object, it has a being which is not objective
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being, and so negation means only a difference between
this peculiar being and objective being. This peculiar
being need not at once be spoken of as subjective being:
that would be to identify without sufficient proof yet a
mental state with the content of it, i.e., with what it
refers to. Such an abstract being would be the starting
point of a view which interprets negation as mere
difference : concrete being would be only a determination
of it—determination in a sense which will appear pre-
sently. In the latter case where the illusory object is
regarded as an object which is no object, negation does
not mean mere difference : contradiction itself which is
no abstract being is the starting point. We begin then
by distinguishing these two starting points—abstract being
and contradiction and these we expect to-indicate a deep
line of cleavage throughout philosophy.

1. 'The different shades of views in the first type of
thought require to be developed in order to be brought
into definite relation to the second type.

(i) Negation emerges only when an illusion has
been corrected, when for example we say, A is real, not

Undor (1), three X. Has X here anything todo to deter-
views: (i) illusionhae  mine or define A? It may be held

a being only to be . K R
denied : the denialdoes  that A is here by its own right and that

Bﬁﬁ.é’:ée;ﬁ‘éiii'ﬁeri‘?‘;‘ it owes nothing to X which is simply
tion is illusory. to be rejected or outgrown. A which is
wholly given is not X : it gains or loses nothing by reject-
ing X. There is no relation between A and X to define
A: trubh is never determined by relation, truth ¢s not
relatlon, i.e,, all relation is illusory. Negation is always
difference in this type of thought, all relation implies
difference, and the primal relation is the difference
between fact and illusion. Hence the relation hetween
two facts A and B is itself no fact: each of them is a fact
hy its own right and each rejects the other as illusion.
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Positive relation between A and B is only this mutual
rejection by two given beings: what are only rejected are
not related at all, are neither identical nor different, and
so the region of negation is the region of the indefinite.
(#¢) 1If however A and B are negations of each other
and yet facts, it may be said that an illusion X, by the
(i%) Iiusion and fact COrrection of which A is posited, is only
wike positive. Noga- the name of another fact; only, this is

tion is only then differ-

once and each of them LR : 3
e o Y hon mot X, this is A. Something else is X,

ence or judgment. Re- X g not nothing, and the illusion is only
lation is fact, different

i’ﬁiﬂéﬂﬂggﬁﬁ‘;ﬁ“ﬁr&& in the inherence of X in #Ais. The illu-
of the terms. sion is not in the ‘that’ or in the ¢ what’
of the given content but in their particular relation : a
judgment alone can be false, not any term of the judg-
ment, nor the bare relation apart from the terms. 'The
false judgment -however has a definite form, as definite
as the corresponding true judgment; and the relation
between these judgments is expressed in the definite
negative judgment. ‘This is X’ is the false judgment
corresponding to ‘this is A, the true judgment; and
their relation is ‘this is not X.’ In fact the primal
judgment is simply the opposition between two terms
like ‘this A’ and ‘this X,” expressed as ‘this A is not
this X,” through which there emerge the affirmative judg-
ments. ¢ this is A’ and ‘this is X’ and the concepts of
truth and falsity as applied to them. The simple nega-
tion appears as a difference between two terms but is
really an opposition hetween two judgments and in fact
the judgments are judgments hecause of this simple
negation. All relation is at bottom this simple negation
or difference, the opposition of truth and falsity is the
opposition of a true and false relation, and so relation - is
not necessarily an illusion as in the previous view. Truth
however in this view is the »elation of two beings as‘set
against some other relation; not the abstract beings but
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these as related constitute the true starting point. This
relation is never without the terms, nor the terms without
the relation; and yet neither side is constituted by the
other. This relation which keeps up the difference of the
terms and is itself different from them is inkerence. So
we have as facts not only particular given beings but also
particular relations of these beings, illusions being includ-
ed in such particular relations. In this view then, illusions
are particular and definite relations: the relations of terms,
which are facts are not constituted by these illusions
and so terms too are not constituted by their relation.
(#4¢) It may be asked however, if terms and their
relations are inseparable, if in the primal negative judg-
ment, ¢ this A is not this X, the illusion
(i) \sion and fnct is inseparable from the fact, and if both
i thom i v the illusion and the fact are particular
tion is this identity. and definite, by what criterion are illu-

Particular being s

constitutod by infinite  gjon and fact distinguished at all? In
negation, particular :

negation by infinite  thQ view just considered, each negation
Eﬁf;ﬁ‘ft’; ?smm;: ?1:;2: is at once the distinetion; but then as
tion. . . .

there is no wniversal negation, so there
can be no universal fact-character also. This means that
fact and illusion are not distinguishable by any general
character at all. A particular fact is nof the correspond-
ing illusion and it is not also another fact: there is
nothing to distinguish these two negations. So the
conclusion should be that a particular fact and the
corresponding illusion are identical and that the positive
relation of inherence therefore is reducible to this identity
of position and negation.

Particularity in the first two views as above considered
is ultimately given. In the present view however, the
particularity of a position is constituted by that of its
negation and vice versa. Each position is different from
an infinity of other positions and is thus constituted by an
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infinity of differences, by infinite negation. Each negation
too would thus be the negation of infinite position, i.e., a
negation identical with infinite position. There would thus
emerge the conception of the identity-in-difference of the
finite and the infinite, and of infinite negation and infinite
position. Every term however is notonly constituted by its
negation of other terms but it is also, as explained in the
previous view, through such negation turned into a judg-
ment, relation, or negation opposed to, i.e., negating other
judgments, relations or negations. A whirl of negation
then alone remains but it is still regarded as the positive.

(iv) There is nothing however to distinguish such a
positive from negation. Iere then we definitely leave
(iv) S0 all being is behind abstract being which was our
gosited or :lupirsed:t} first starting point and start with con-
y transcendent neg . .
tion. [This is the tradiction itself or transcendent negation
same as (2).] .

as our first principle. We may next
take being as only posifed by this negation. The unique-
ness of particularity is then not removed and need not
also be removed. 1Itis not taken indeed as ultimately
gwen: it is held as free determination by this negation
but yet as inexplicable or unpredictible. From the
vortex of negation any particular may spring and so
particulars have only to be accepted as they come and
related into a world, positive for all particular purposes
but with an absolute inexplicability as the ground of it
all. We have accordingly equal right to take particular
being as superseded by this inexplicability or retracted
into this whirl of negation.

5. Being then is progressively reduced to negation
in these four views. 1In view (i), the particular simple
Grodual resolation of bein.gs are ultlmately. given and ?,l'e
being into negation in not in any way determined l?y negation

' or the indefinite, In view (4¢), both the
beings and their negations are given as particular and
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so ‘all relations arc also given as facts. In view: (%),
particalarity is not given but posited or constituted by
definite absolute negation. This however does not abolish
their dualism: their identity and their difference remain
as inexplicabilities, though not as given beings. 1In
view (iv) finally, being is abolished and ahsolute negation
alone remains, not only as inexplicably definite but also
as inexplicably self-related or self-negating, i.e., as a free
function or activity.
6. 'The true value of these views of negation appears
in the concrete types of philosophy and religion in which
o they take shape. They indicatecertain
which indicate four Lo . i
attitndes towards  distinctive temperaments or attitudes
towards truth, certain familiar modes of
handling a given content. One’s first impulse is to
attend to what is confusedly given, to break up its
continuity, to single out its elements, to analyse. It
is the attitude of positive attention to the elements and,
although it means the withdrawal of the mind from the
given confused content, this negative direction of atten-
tion is not itself attended to. The given confused aspect
also is not attended to, it is simply forgotten or left behind.
The next stage is that in which the given aspect is
remembered along with the elements analysed - out, is
distinguished from them and is recognised to contain
them. The elements are separated and also related. The
given complex and the relation of the elements alternate
in the mind, though the alternation itself is not attended
to. In the next stage again, the given complex is taken
as identical with the rclated elements and so the elements
themselves are felt to he identical. When thus however
alternation is stopped and difference superseded by posi-
tive attention to this identity, the identity has lost the
placid being of the given: it is felt to be an 1nexphca-
hility, a dream, a being that is negation through and
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through—a perfect revel of negation. Positive attention
denies itself utterly and the denial itself is known, not by
positive attention to it but by attention directed to the
positive object alone. Positive attention is recognised as
a withdrawal from its own withdrawing activity ; in other
words, negative attention is known by negative attention
to it.
7. In all accounts of attention, the positive direction
is alone emphasised : it alone is taken to be under control
Attontion whia, j, A0d capable of being cultured. To try
controlled in the posi- to know or to do something is to posi-
tive direction should
be controlled also in  tively attend: and even to try to forget
the negative direction. oy L s .
it or avoid it is to attend to something
else. And yet in all knowing and in all doing, one has
a consciousness of the problem before the effort to solve
it, a very peculiar kind of consciousness rousing and
regulating the effort, containing in fact both the solution
and the effort already within it. It is the ‘aching void’
of James, of which all determinate knowledge and action
are the materialisation. This materialisation is ordinarily
left to chance and it is never suggested that negative
attention which is the very heart of all mental process
can be controlled or cultured by any intensive discipline.
8. The modern pragmatist resolution of truth inte
will means a recognition in one form of this fourth type of
Pragmatism recor. N€gation. The will that constructs all
nises truth-construct ¢ th and therefore denies the right of

ing negation as will

but like Absolutism —4]] ghsolute truth is nothing but this
suggests no method of

construction which is  gcpeative negation. Not that pragmatism
but ‘the discipline of >

negative attention. has suggested any system of discipline
for this truth-constructing will: it has not yet told us
how to construct any particular truth. In this respect it
is on a par with absolutism which pronounces reason to be

creative of truth but cannot present any method of

ohtainine o mawtionlar truth ather than tha methad of
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experience. So too the neo-Hegelian formula of self-
realisation furnishes no ethical discipline other than that
presented by positive morality. When Hegel and others
sought to deduce physics or history, they recognised the
legitimacy of this demand for a method other than ex-
perience for obtaining particular truths, though they did
not satisfy the demand. This method cannot be other
than a discipline of negative attention, the process of
accentuating the ‘aching void,” the deliberate endeavour
to see what we want to see, i.e., to know the want itself or
the particular ignorance.
9. We know the absence of an object, say of a book
on the table by a faculty which is neither perception nor
Through megative iDf€rence. It is not perception, for
uhention, ;{)‘]?ectk’;‘;'g the absence gives no sensation; and it
therefore the object.  cannot be inference, for inference must
be based on perception. The faculty however being
there, it may be helped out by perception or inference. It
is nearest to psychological introspection, though it knows
objective non-existence and not subjective existence mere-
ly. The non-existence of a book on the table is an objective
fact known by negative attention, defined by relation to the
facts obtained by positive attention. Through this negative
attention then, we also know a particular negation or
absence of knowledge, know the want of a solution and
therefore the solution itself. Negative introspective
attention accordingly is the faculty that requires to be
controlled. .
10. The first type of negation which we have con-
sidered implies no recognition of the necessity for this
control. Tt leaves the discovery of
ﬁolz"ff’f,‘f,;&"tfivfﬁ‘t’fe"lfj truth entirely to chance. It suggests
S namation """ 7™ nothing but the anxiety to escape the
given. It is a mode of self-will in the
intellectual rezion: let onlv attention assert itsalf and
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some truth will come. S8till the escape here is nothing
but negative attention which however does not know
itself. The will is unregenerate here, uncontrolled, capri-
cious : it wants to possess or to rest in the positive, wants
anyhow to discharge itself only. In the second type, there
is already some sort of recognition of negative attention.
There is the positive eagerness still to catch the truth
but there is no satisfaction or rest in what is caught and
hence there is the positive anxiety to return to the given.
The consciousness of the possession of a truth is accom-
panied by a haunting sense of the truth left behind and
so each truth is alternately possessed and left behind.
Nothing is rejected, everything is only distinguished, and
all judgments are taken to be true but different. This
haunting sense of the truth left behind, this positive
attention to difference is negative attention itself turned
inside out. The unregenerate assertive tendency is still
regnant but it is the negation that is asserted as a positive
difference. The difference is however not taken as con-
stitutive of the position, as it is taken in the third view.
This would be the next stage then where positive attention
and negative attention are employed as one process,
where what is known and what is unknown are viewed
as in one necessary system of truth which however is
still only positive. This truth in which the will finds
rest —for it is still anxious for rest—is not dull being but
a free play, A moving identity. So the dream of the con-
struction of truth arises here: truth appears at least as
a play of reason, as a music which the mind follows and
feels it can reproduce but cannot reproduce. The will
cannot construct a particular truth, for it has not faith
enough in its omnipotence, though there is an irresistible
feeling of omniscience, i.e., of truth being absolutely trans-
parent. Hence arise on the one, hand the absurdities of
Alwtunr.nhilneonhie and the indolent .acauiescence on the
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othet in all given reality as rational. The newness or
uniqueness of intuition remains over after all dialectic
which proves at best that intuition must be unique. The
experience of quality is still utterly unpredictible and
religion mocks all attempts to trace its evolution. Faith
lours ahead as a dark cloud that refuses to be transparent to
reason. The free and undoubting play of reason, the facile
dream of the transparency of truth gives place to the
absolute abruptness of quality and the deathlike seriousness
of faith. Negative attention refuses to be positive: it
denies its assertive tendency utterly. All truth is retracted
into this self-denying negative attention and what remains
over is but the demand for its intensive discipline.
11. We began with a discussion of illusion as a clue
to the ascertainment of the several types of negation. To
Hlusion of illusion bring out their nature in more concrete

leads in view (¢) to T .
the  notions D terms, it is necessary to consider the

::E‘,fje;{o;'i‘::ffﬁ‘éebs‘y’f illusion of an illusion, Tt involves a
o and of - double correction or negation. Some-
encrgiesand thoughts;  thing is believed to be real, it is next
taken to be illusory, and then again on closer ohservation
it may be pronounced to be nof illusory. The question is
what ‘not illusory’ means. In the first view, illusion
which is the name of the utterly indefinite gets some
kind of definition in this connexion. Negation heing
negated becomes definite though not positive, being set
against a positive. This definite negation or ‘definite
indefinite ’ is the subjective, the merely subjective, which
the corresponding positive is wof. The subjective not
only does not constitute the positive, it docs not determine
it in any way. It means a double triumph for the posi-
tive alonc: it is not merely by its own right, it asserts
this right explicitly. Soto say ¢ this object is not illusory’
is to say that this object is not merely subjective but is
salf-identieal. There emerces then againat the notion nf
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the subjective the notion of the self-existent simple which
explicitly rejects all relation and all complexity and is the
self-conserving real or monad. So then a double series
comes out, the series of the reals as rejecting the sub-
jective series, real atomism versus psychical atomism. The
self-conserving function ot the real is only the function
of rejection, for which the real is neither the better nor
the worse and so it is nothing real by itself. Yet here it
gets a pseudo-objective character: it is the activity or
energy of the real. On the other side the subjective idea
is rejected, i.e., the definiteness of the idea is proved to be
nothing and this predicament of being rejected, like the
function of rejecting, gets a pseudo-definiteness as the
conscious activity of the idea. This conscious activity of
the idea would be called ¢ thought,” being more unreal than
the idea and yet on that very account nearer the positive as
the cognition of truth. In this negative or illusory region
lies the concept of identity-in-difference. The reals are
distinct as rejecting all relation and each idea is distinct as
being rejected by a distinct real. But the energies of the
reals, which are essentially illusory, have not the distinct-
ness of the reals and hence would arise the notion of one
energy or self-activity turning up many different energies.
This objective self-activity again would be taken as
negating a corresponding subjective self-activity, wviz.,
a self-conscious self determining all cognitions of truth.
Such then would be the illusory emanations of negation,
the implications of the illusion of illusion in the first view.
12. In the second view, negation being negated
becomes not only definite but also

in (31), to the notions 1 gitive. Only, this positive would be of a

of the subjective ugd
objective a8 co-ordi- s v B epe .
e oe % “aingle  different ordel‘fxom the. posm.vta of Wh'lch
object-system and it js the negation. This positive being
many minds, . ) . . . . .

of illusion is qur ordinary subjective idea

which is not to be disparaged as the xperely subjective, i.e.,
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as nothing at all. Here too this idea does not constitute
the object : each of them is self-identical by being distin-
guished from the other. We have nothing but particular
negations in this view and the relations among these
negations are of a different order from the relations among
the positions. Not-A and not-B are like A and B distinet
but not-A rejects A in a way different from that in which
A rejects not-A. The idea is conscious of not being object
but the object distinguishes itself from the idea by not
being conscious. Hence arises the circumstance that an
object is definitely related to other odjects only. In the
subjective region, two ideas are not the same though they
know, i.e., consciously distinguish themselves from, the
same object and so the definite objective relations need
not be reflected in correspondingly definite relations of
ideas. The ideas may have orders of their own which do
not reflect the objective order at all : hence the distinetion
between true and false cognition. False cognitions would
be relations of ideas without the definiteness of the rela-
tions of things. Hence while we have the notion of a
single system of objects, we cannot speak of the system
of ideas as single, which as distinct from the single object-
system must be regarded as many systems, many minds,
each definitely related to other minds but indefinitely
within itself and to the object-system. Yet the indefinite
as such has no place in this view : definite cognitions and
indefinite cognitions are alike definite as ideas, definitely
connected with the selfs as unconscious substrata.
13. 1In the third view, the illusion of an illusion is
not only definite and positive subjective
in (i), to the notion  being but as the original illusion which
O e and bjective, Was pronounced subjective is turned
3&?&130“ and the objective, the given is taken to be the
identity of the subjective and objective.
The distinctness of a particular given position and the
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corresponding negation vanishes altogether: what is
now taken as objective may appear to be subjective
and this subjective again may turn out to be objective
and so on indefinitely. It may be said that the
objective at which we stop at any stage is only possibly
subjective and has not yet bheen actually corrected.
But every stage is believed to be contingent because
there is no ground to believe that it is final. One
may be uncertain whether it will turn out to be illusory
but uncertainty or indefiniteness has no place either
in this view or in the previous view. The uncertainty
itself is here a definite negation of knowledge: the
stopping at any object is a definite illusion or definite
subjective being which is identical with the corres-
ponding reality of absolute knowledge. Limit itself
is posited by reason. All truth 1s hypothesis and all
hypothesis is true: the particular truth which is
not yet turned into hypothesis is only a hypothesis
in relation to the absolute truth. Thus there emerges
the identity-in-difference of the given truth and its
explanation. The given by itself is abstract thing-
in-itself and the explanation by itself is abstract
reason., Each is the negation of the other and
their synthesis is the concrete positive, the absolute
Idea.
14. In the fourth view, this synthesis of mutual
negations is not positive at all. The manner in which
.. the present actual stage of knowledge is
View of the identity . . .
of the known and un- resolved into a contingency in the pre-
knomn riticised. vious view may not be accepted as satis-
factory. The difference between the problematic and the
assertory statements—that the present object may be
illusory and that it és illusory—may be felt to be an
absolute difference; and to coyer the defect by saying
that all particularity must be resolvable into universality
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may sound very much like a hravado. That uncertainty
whether or not what is now believed to be real will
turn out to be illusory either appears not to affect the
belief at all or if it does, it points to a feeling
of certitude about the unknowable which is stronger
than all knowledge. To say that the feeling is itself
the highest knowledge, that this uncertainty is what
is reasonably to be expected will not remove the
uncertainty itself. The uncertainty in fact deepens: it
is uncertain whether we should begin philosophy with
the assurance that uncertainty is necessary or with the
uncertainty itself.
15. 'This deeper uncertainty about the starting point
of philosophy should, for all we know, be itself the start-
~ ing point ; but meanwhile there may be
.betv'f:;:] Sows (1) attempts at compromise. The assurance
and (i0) of reason may be accepted along with
the inexpressible negation of it. The positive may
be taken along with the negative but as transcending it.
On the one hand, Ideas of Platonic type may be believed
to transcend a negative matter and yet to work with it,
or on the other the unknowable or unknowables may be
regarded as transcending all knowables and yet as posi-
tively conditioning them. In either case a positive use is
made of negation: it is either the matter that is formed
or the real cause, never the bare nothing. There are
those who object to all such positive use of negation,
although they do not bring out the real implication of
their objection, viz., that a negative use is to he made
of negation. In the fourth view of negation then,
what is ‘not illusory’ is the unknown of which we
are aware by the absence of 'positive knowledge. Here
the principle is uncertainty itself, the uncertain alterna-
tion bhetween the unknown and this awareness of the

unknown,
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16. Tt is this alternation which takes the form of the
uncertainty whether philosophy is to start with the faith
that all our finality or positiveness, all
In view (iv), the first . . ' .
principle is the uncer. UNique quality, all our present truth in
z:;if)’,' jrhotber phile  fact is explicable or necessarily to be
the faith thatallun-  expected in respect of usas merely finite
Jith the given un- beings—with this very halting and withal
very assured form of omniscience, or
with these inexplicabilities themselves. Neither the given
nor the explanation, no positive in fact is the beginning
or the process or the goal of philosophy. The identity of
the given and the explanation, or of the objective and
subjective is the last thinkable positive which alternates
with negation. This identity (or reason) is a process and
as such is itself a negation opposed to a transcendent
negation. This latter negation may be indifferently called
subjective will (or interest) constructing all truth, or vital
impulse moulding a matter known only as its negation,
or absolute will determining at once reason and Ideas. Tt
is not the merely subjective of view (i), nor the subjec-
tive co-ordinate with the objective of view (i¢), nor the
absolute reason of view (iit). The negative use of this
transcendent negation is religion which is the negation
of philosophy and therefore also the true philosophy.
17. Here also in the final stage, the first three views
of negation may alternate. The first type would be the
religion of nrirvana, consisting in an
The first three views  yhsolute dissatisfaction with the definite

reappear here. Nega-

tion of megation is () dualism of truth and untruth. The
negation, (i7) truth of

all positions, (iii) iden- negation of negation is itself negation,

tity and mutual nega- . .

tion of all positions. ~ the dualism of true and false is itself
false. The second type would be the

religion of absolute toleration, which is a dissatisfaction

with all negation, an absolute condemuation of the atti-

tude in which any religion is declgred to be false. The
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negation of any religion is absolute negation and the
negation of this ahsolute negation gives the absolute truth
of all particular affirmations, all particular religions. The
third type would present the faith in all religions being
not only true but identical. The absolute negation and
the particular absolute affirmations are mutual negations
in identity. This identity and these mutual negations are
then the terminal points of all philosophy. Either side
is beyond the dualism of definite truth and untruth.
18. Such is the logic of the manifoldness of truth.
The pragmatist interpretation of this
sub‘}e‘ft‘f‘v‘::fm”’lm‘;‘;rzf manifoldness makes philosophy subjec-
tation of the manifeld-  tiyistic and logic temperamental. We
have endeavoured here to give an abso-

lute, instead of a subjectivistic, interpretation.



An Examination of the Ultimate Postulates
of Morality

BY
S. C. Roy, M.A. (Loxnp.)

Philosophers have not used the term ¢ postulate ” in
connection with morality exactly in the same sense,
though there is an underlying unity among the various
acceptations of the term. It may be useful to bring
together at the outset the several passages from Kant on
the one hand and from various English thinkers on the
other, which explicitly state the nature and number of the
ultimate postulates of morality. We shall then be in a
position to restrict our enquiry to a determinate sphere.

(1) Kant, in the *“ Critique of Practical Reason,”!
speaks of Immortality, Freedom and the Existence of
God, as being the postulates of pure practical reason, i.e.,
they are suppositions practically necessary or the requisite
conditions for the obedience of pure will to the moral law.

 (2) Sidgwick? appeals to the postulates of God and
future life as the only means of connecting virtue and
self-interest. Our practical reason, he says, feels a vital
need of proving or postulating this connection, if it is to
be made consistent with itself. Its negation forces us to
admit an ultimate and fundamental contradiction in our
apparent intuition of what is reasonable. In want of such

1 Abbott (4th Edition, 1889)sp. 229.
® Methods of Ethics (6th Edition), pry 504-505.

28
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a pestulate of moral order, we need not give up morality
altogether, but we must give up the idea of rationalising
it completely. Nay, he goes so far as to regard this
reconciliation of duty and self-interest as a lhypothesis
logically necessary.

(3) Dr. Ward' finding himself confronted by the
dilemma “ either the world is not rational or man does not
stand alone and this life is not all,” decides in favour of
the postulates of God and future life, which alone, in his
opinion, can save the rationality of the world, provide an
adequate sanction for the suppression of egoism and
guarantee the ultimate realisation of the moral ideal.

(4) Professor Taylor, in his ““ Elements of Metaphy-
sics,”? sets forth two “ ethical postulates,” without which
morality cannot maintain itself, and, without which moral
life would become irrational, »iz., (i) that the moral life is
on the whole the happy life; (i) that there is such a thing
as social progress. He thinks, moreover, that both these
conditions are shown by the actual experience of mankind
to be fulfilled by the constitution of the real world.

(5) According to Prof. Hobhouse? the require-
ments that the moral ovder is a rational order, and that a
coherent body of ethical thought, whose internal cohesion
is itself the ground and meaning of its validity, can be
found, constitute a postulate of Rational Ethics. He finds
in the idea that every individual is a member of a spiritual
whole with a common life and general interest, an axiom
which gives coherence to sympathies and susceptibilities
that guide the moral life of the unreflective man.*

' Realm of Ends, p. 421.

¢ P. 386.

3 % Morals in Evolution,” Vol. TI, pp. 219, 223,

¢ 1 may notice in passing that Mr. F. W, Bussell in a paper on ‘ Future of
Ethics ”” (vide ““ Porsonal Idealism ”') lays down scven propositions as forming the
weight of hypothesis which t}e ethical agent has to carry in the simplest moral act.
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All these postulates are supposed to be « ﬁnproved but
indispensable assumptions” which Leing granted, our
moral lifec seems to rest on a rational basis and without
which the whole edifice of moral philosophy seems to be
insecure, and the practical life of man reduced to a mere
patchwork of hazards and compromises. Further, the
postulates of Sidgwick, Ward and Taylor fairly well cor-
respond to or are reducible to the Kantian postulates of
God and Immortality. Prof. Hobhouse carries us a step
further and states the conditions which ethics like any
other science must observe and make its starting point.
Kant, on the other hand, employs the term * postulates”
in a significance different from that of the other thinkers
referred to, and advances in support of his postulates, argu-
ments which are not, T think, as convincing as some offered
by the English thinkers. I propose therefore to confine
myself in the main to the postulates of practical reason
as treated in Kantian Ethics and to notice incidentally
the contribution made by such English thinkers as
Sidgwick, Green, Caird, Martineau and Ward towards the
defence or the refutation of the grounds of those postulates.

Before entering into a detailed discussion of the main
subject, a few preliminary observations on the nature of
Kantian postulation seem to be necessary. It was the
general result of Kant’s metaphysical investigation that
necessitated the peculiar setting of the * Critique of
Practical Reason.” In the “Critique of Pure Reason,”
Kant maintained that we cannot theoretically demonstrate
the actual existence of ohjects corresponding to the three
Tdeas of Reason, viz., soul, world in its entirety and God :
that they are regulative, not constitutive principles, which,
though always furnishing an impulse to knowledge and
holding out ideals or ends towards which that knowledge
may aim, yet remain for ever problems to us, for we have
no sensuous material adequate toethem. Now Kant
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clalms to have given objective reality to the ideas of
speculative reason in the “ Critique of Practical Reason.”
While theoretical reason in its attempt to demonstrate
the objective validity of these ideas involves itself
in paralogisms, - antinomies and transcendental ideal,
practical reason, in Kant’s view, with its unconditional
moral law demanding necessary existence of the
highest good possible in the world, postulates the
possibility and even the objective reality of the three
theoretical conceptions, though only from a practical
point of view. It is to be noted that no knowledge of
the nature of the world, soul or God is secured thereby
but only the assurance of their existence,' so that what
was formerly a problematic conception is now assertory,
what was thought is now definitely Anown.® In other
words we know tkat the soul, an intelligible world and
God are but not what they are.

Now the Kantian proof of the reality of the Ideas
may be stated thus :—It is a command of the moral law
to promote the swmmum bonum, which therefore must
be supposed to be possible and consequently also the
conditions necessary thereto, viz., God, freedom, immor-
tality. As the speculative reason can neither prove nor
refute them, and as moreover the admission of their
possibility is necessary in the interest of practical reason,
the righteous man may say, “1I will that there be a God,
that my existence in this world be also an existence
outside the chain of physical causes and in a pure world
of understanding, and lastly that my duration may be
endless.”® The argument, however, is not based on
inclination nor on a mere “will to believe” and we are
not justified in assuming on account of what we wish on

,* Critique of Practical Reason, pp. 232-3 (Abbott).
* Ibid, pp. 199-200. .

* Ibid, pp. 24p-1.
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merely subjective grounds that the means thereto are
possible or that its object is real, in which case every mad
man’s fancy would have a corresponding reality. It is
rather based on the primacy of practical reason, on the
practical need of assuming the existence of that which
is the means of promoting what is objectively necessary
and the principle that determines our judgment in this
case is the foundation of a maxim of belief in a moral
point of view, t.e., a faith of pure practical reason.!

Now, on this distinction between theoretical and
practical reason and the primacy of the latter, I submit
the following considerations : (¢) Kant seems to under-
rate the function of reason in its theoretical use, in hold-
ing that it must wait upon the materials of sense for the
objective validity of its Ideas. Even commonsense of
mankind credits reason with a capacity of knowing super-
sensible realities. The same reason which “comprehends
the incomprehensibility ” of certain truths, also furnishes
us with “the eye of the soul” which sees spiritual
objects. Being the faculty of the infinite, the uncondi-
tioned and the absolute, it must necessarily transcend
the sphere of our sense-experience, but though it is
unable to represent to us the mode of existence of the
noumenal realities, it gives us unmistakable assurance of
their exzistence by the very nature of its activity, viz.,
that of transcending the limits of our sensuous experi-
ence. And this is all that Kant accomplished by means
of practical reason.

(b) The conception of phenowmena and noumena being
correlative we can no more know the one apart from the
other than know the subject without the object, or the
right without the left. The very use of the term
‘appearance’ implies the existence of something real,

' Ibid, p. 244.
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of which there can be an appearance at all. Nay, one
might go a step further and say that the reality of the
thing-in-itself, of the noumena is the ultimate presup-
position of all knowledge and is the one, positive demand
of our reason, while the notion of phenomena or appear-
ance is only negative and derivative, pointing to the
imperfect and inadequate apprehension of that reality
on the part of the finite conscious subject.

(¢) It is difficult to conceive that we should have a
faculty which gives rise to Ideas that are no more than
empty notions and which makes us subject to ““ necessary
and constitutional illusions.” '

(d) The capacity or incapacity of theoretical reason
to deal with any object or class of objects must itself be
judged by reason, and a reason that aims to discover only
what seems, not what is and why it is, would be a poor
thing for us men to be proud of.*

() As Hegel sarcastically puts it, “Kant’s position
amounts to asserting that a man cannot know himself
because he cannot take his self, or ego in his hands and
see it and smell it.”

(f) Even the objective reality ascribed to the Ideas
by means of practical reason is only a postulation or a
positing which theoretical reason is as much justified in
making, hecause it is onc of its functions to see to the
interests of morality and religion as well as of logic and
metaphysics. The so-called moral proofs are no less
theoretical than the teleological.

(9) The ethical postulates create an untenable
distinction between knowledge and belief. A belief
as Dr. F. C. S. Schiller* says, which is foredoomed to

3 Flint’s Agnosticism, p. 164.

2 J. Caird’s Introduction to the Philosophy of Religion (1880), p. 4.
3 Quoted in Flint’s Agnosticisni, p. 170,

+ Personal ldealism—L zioms as Postulates.
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remain a mere belief soon ceases to be acted upon ; either
the progress of knowledge will render the practical belief
impossible or will prove its truth. We cannot act as if
the existence of God, freedom and immortality were real,
if at the same time we know that it is hopelessly inaccess-
ible and indemonstrable.

The real implication of the Kantian doctrine of the
primacy of practical reason scems to e to lie in the
fact that conation is the source of faith and cause of
knowledge. As Ward' says, ““ experience is the process of
becoming expert by experiment; what we learn takes at
first the form not of theoretical propositions, but of practi-
cal maxims which are thought of not as true, but as
useful. Our life is primarily active and hence it is thatin
striving for what is good, we learn what is true.” Itis
therefore natural that the Pragmatists should make capital
out of Kant’s theoretical agnosticism and practical faith.
Schiller * for instance accuses Kant of ¢ boldly encroaching
and trespassing on the forbidden domain of the
unknowable and returning thence laden with rich spoil”
of God, immortality and freedom, and holds that we
must choose between theoretical and practical reason, for
either the subjects of ethical postulates are not valid at
all or they are the foundation of the whole theoretical
structure. “To be consistent, Kant should have said
that it is our practical activity that gives the real clue to
the nature of things, while the world as it appears to
theoretical reason is secondary, in which case, the whole
of the Critique of Pure Reason should have been re-
written.,” It was, however, far from Kant’s philosophical
position to lend support to the pragmatic conception of
truth and I think he himself moved in the right direction
when he suggested that it is one and the same reason that
operates in the theoretical and practical sphere.

1 Realm of Knds, pp. 413-4. * 2 Personal 1dealism.
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.Before leaving this section, a few words on the
relative importance given by Kant to the position of the
three postulates may not be out of place. There are
some passages where all the three postulates seem to
centre round the conception of the summum bonum ; e.g.,
“This (i.e., the summum bonum) is not possible without
presupposing three theoretical conceptions, viz., freedom,
immortality and God. Thus by the practical law which
commands the existence of the highest good possible in
the world, the possibility of those objects of pure specu-
lative reason is postulated and the objective reality.”!
Again, “I must suppose its possibility (i.e., that of the
highest good) and consequently also the conditions
necessary thereto, viz., God, freedom and immortality.”®
But in other places, Kant expressly gives primacy to
the idea of freedom and regards it alone as the condition
of the moral law, the ideas of God and Immortality
being “not conditions of the moral law, but only condi-
tions of the necessary object of a will determined by
this law.” Thus in the preface to the ‘ Critique of
Practical Reason,” we are told that ¢ inasmuch as the
reality of the concept of freedom is proved by the apodic-
tic law of practical reason, it is the keystone of the
whole system of pure reason, even the speculative, and
the possibility of other concepts (as those of God and
immortality) is proved by the fact that freedom actually
oxists, for this idea is revealed by the moral law. Free-
dom, however, is the only one of all ideas of speculative
reason of which we know the possibility e priori, because
it is the condition of the moral law which we know.”?
‘What is more, we find in the “Critique of Judgment,”
that he includes the Idea of Freedom among the things

-

1 Abbott’s Trans., p. 231.
s P. 240,
't‘Ibid, p. 88.
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of fact, i.e., objects for concepts whose objective reality
can be proved. ¢ There is one rational idea which also
ieomes under ° things of fact’; this is the idea of freedom
whose reality regarded as that of a particular kind of
causality may be exhibited by means of practical laws
of Pure Reason and conformably to this in actual action
and consequently in experience.”' Again, ‘freedom is
the only concept of the super-sensible which proves its
objective reality in nature by means of the effects it can
produce there.” ®

It will be therefore more in consonance with the
trend of the Kantian Ethics to take up the discussion of
the postulate of freedom first and then to pass on to the
postulates of immortality and God, which the two
elements in the conception of the summum bonum require
as their necessary conditions.

As to the nature of the criticism I wish to direct
upon the postulates, it is sufficient to indicate that I
shall not consider their physical, physiological or theo-
logical aspects except as they bear upon morality, but
shall mainly discuss the inner consistency of the Kantian
presentation of the problems and try to find out how far
they are morally necessary, and what implications of
permanent value they may be said to possess.

The Postulate of Freedom.
Kant’s conception of freedom is beset with insuperable
difficulties, not only because of the ambiguity attaching to
the term, but also as regards its relation to the empirical

! Bernard’s Trans., pp. 405-6.

2 Ibid, p. 413. We are bound to ask why the same mode of proving the reality
of an object through the effects produced by it in experience should not be extended
in other cases, e.g., the demonstration of the survival of human soul through experi-
ments by the Psychical Research Society or of the existence of God on the strength
of mystic experiences and conversions of barn and confirmed villains as recorded in
the history of religions.

29
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nofion of nature-necessity and to the postulate of God.
Sidgwick ' had long ago drawn attention to the fact that
Kant confounded two different meanings of the same word
in connection with morality. When we speak of a man
being free, we may mean either of two things: viz., (1)
that he acts in accordance with reason and is not a ¢ slave
of passion’ or (2) that he is free to choose between good
and evil. Now Kant uses the word in the ‘rational’ or
‘good’ sense in cases of proving the possibility of dis-
interested obedience to the moral law as such, independent
of sensual impulses, while in cases of attaching moral
responsibility or moral imputation to human actions, he
employs the term in the second or ‘neutral ’ sense. That
the two meanings are equally important is undeniably
shown by the fact that while Kant explicitly desires us to
interpret the postulate of freedom in the former sense,
Martineau,” on the other hand, contends that only the
second meaning can make it a necessary condition of
morality. Let us consider the validity of each position.

“ Will,” says Kant,® “is a kind of causality belonging
to all human beings in so far as they are rational, and
freedom is the property of such causality so that it can be
efficient independently of foreign causes determining it.”

Now (1) causality as we know it in the ciapirical
world involves a relation of two phenomena, cause and
effect, and that which is a cause in relation to one event
is an effect in relation to another event, so that each is
determined by the other. But here we are to conceive
a cause that is not at the same time an effect, i.e,, a
free cause, which yet determines effects in the pheno-
menal world. Kant was compelled perhaps. by the
limitation of language to use the same term to denote

* Methods of Ethics, Apvendix. -
? Study of Religion, éVol. I, Bk. III, Ch. 2, § 1.
3 Abbott’s Frans., p. 65,



ULTIMATE POSTULATES OF MORALITY 227

the relation between a phenomenon and a phenomenon
and that between a phenomenon and a noumenon.

(2) By foreign causes Kant means not only external
objects of sense, but also desires and inclinations that
arise, as it were, within the life of the self-conscious
subject. Here Kant was labouring under the notion that
all desires aim at pleasures, and that because they affect
the agent in so far as he is a member of the sensible
world, they cannot give maxims fit to be universal laws
for all rational beings. No doubt as a refutation of the
hedonistic position, Kant’s insistence on the non-sensuous
determination of the will of a rational being was perfectly
justified, but modern Idealism has abundantly made it
clear that even in desiring an end, the self-conscious
subject is not making himself a slave to a foreign
cause, but is determining himself, however imper-
fectly, according to the law of his own being, in
so far as he seeks satisfaction of his self in that end.
Indeed Kant himself makes an advance in this direc-
tion in passing from the first abstract and formal mode of
the formulation of the moral law to the more concrete form
of the third tormula. What is more, we find him stating -
almost in the words of Plato that « every rational being
desires only the good or at least desives everything sub
ratio boni, i.e., desires something because he represents it
to himself as good”' and not wvice versa. But his
formalism was too strong and he returns to it saying that
though the object of every volition is a good, the motive
or the ground of its determination must be free from all
material principles. " (3) Again, this transcendental free-
dom is not to be explained by the study of the nature of
the soul or of the motives of the will like any psycholo-
gical property.” Kant makes a complaint against

! Abbott’s Traus., p? 150, note.
* Ibid, p. 187.
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enipirical philosophers who in trying to find the deter-
mining physical cause of an action within the subject
himself (e.g., in an idea) “ deprive us of the grand revela-
tion which we obtain through practical reason by means of
the moral law, viz., that of a super-sensible world.”* The
so-called ¢ psychological freedom,” Kant urged, involves
physical necessity. So do the mechanical causality of
a clock or a projectile as well as the spontaneity of animal
plays, flowing of the stream, and blowing of the wind,
to each of which Schopenhaur later on ascribed will.
Kant’s conception of freedom therefore means indepen-
dence of everything empirical and of nature generally,
whether it be an object of internal sense considered in time
only or of external sense in time and space and is to
be equally distinguished from the action of automaton
‘materiale and automaton spirituale.

We shall see presently how far this transcendental
or absolute freedom, as opposed to ‘psychological and
comparative ’ freedom, can render the moral law and
moral imputation possible at all and how far it can be
reconciled with the mechanism of nature.

(4) The predicate “independent of foreign causes ”
is however only a negative characteristic of freedom, and
if left to itself would lead to indeterminism or motiveless
choice. It wasfar from Kant’s position to assert that the
free will is lawless. On the contrary, he defines it as a
causality acting according to immutable laws.® 1In its posi-
tive aspect, thercfore a free will is awfonomous, being in
every action a law unto itself and acting on no other
maxim than that which can also have as an object itself as
a universal law. Free will and will subject to moral laws
are one and the same thing. Let us pause to consider the
implications of this positive determination. (a) It is obvious

0
' P, 187, * P, 189. s Pp. 65.6.
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that Kant is herc giving expression to a vital demand of
our moral consciousness that the moral law should not
‘be an external authority, exercising constraint from
outside but rather be a law of our own giving so that in
obeying it, we are conforming to our own self. On the
ather hand, this law must not be based on our personal
idiosyncrasies or private ends, but on our rational nature,
which is universal, and objective, and which therefore we
share with all rational beings. This seems to me the
elements of truth in Kant’s conception of rational free will.

(b) When however we enquire whether all actions
of rational beings are free, or if not, how it comes ahout
that a free agent makes himself a slave to his natural
impulses, we are confronted with difficulties and inconsis-
tencies that cannot be surmounted. ¢ Every rational
being,” says Kant, “has the idea of freedom and acts entire-
ly under that idea.” ! This seems to imply that the agent
is acting freely even when yielding to natural passions and
evil desires, in which case freedom of will must be inter-
preted to mean a capacity to choose between alternative
eourses of action, and Kant’s conception of it as will con-
forming to the law of reason must be abandoned. To save
himself from this difficulty, Kant could have recourse to
either of two alternatives: (1) that the act done from the
motive of passion or from heteronomy of will is done only
mechanically or physically so that the agent is not con-
scious of himself as doing the act; or(2) that the conscious-
ness of freedom exercised in sensuously determined actions
is not a positive faculty, but a privation or defect. Kant
seems at times to adopt now one of these alternatives and
now the other, though he is more explicit in regard to the
latter. The distinction between the noumenal or intelli-
gible self and the phenomenal or sensible self, may be
construed to mean that in morally good actions the subject

1 P, 67
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is "conscious of his true selfhood, while in wrong-doing or
evil choice, he is determined by natural occurrences, like
any other animal or thing in the phenomenal world, and
therefore cannot be said to possess a self at all. But this
alternative is somewhat obscured, as we shall see, by Kant’s
application of the noumenal and phenomenal categories to
one and the same action and to one and the same subject.
As regards the other alternative, there is a passage in his
Principles of Jurisprudence (I quote from Caird) which
runs thus:—“The freedom of the will cannot be defined as
the capacity of choosing to act for or against the law,
though in will as the empirical phenomenon of freedom
we find plenty of examples of this, for freedom (as
known through the moral law) has only a negative charac-
teristic, viz., that we are not forced to action by sensuous
motives. We cannot theoretically exhibit this character-
istic in positive aspect as the faculty of man as intelli-
gence fo lay compulsion on his sensuously determined
will. Freedom in reference to inner legislation of. reason
alone is a faculty-or power; the possibility of diverging
from this law is a defect or want of faculty.” But this is,
as Caird' says, only an evasion, rather than an explanation
of the problem, for how can a defect of freedom be pro-
duced in the subject whose essential nature is freedom
except by the exercise of that freedom ?

The difficulty is enhanced by the fact that Kant
admits elsewhere that natural inpulses can belong to our
nature as rational beings and determine our will only
in 80 far as we take them up into our maxims of conduct.’
In other words, a rational being can be determined
by sensuous impulses only if he has himself through
his own action determined himself thereby. Again in

! Critical Philosophy®of Kant, Vol. II, pp. 255-6.
3 Abbott, pp. 327-8.
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his * Religion within the bounds of Mere Reason,”
Kant' says, “the source of the bad cannot lie in any
object that determines the will through inclination or
in any naturai impulses, but only in a rule that the
will makes for itself for the use of its freedom, i.e.,
in a maxim. It this ground were not a maxim ultimately
but a mere natural impulse, the use of freedom would be
reduced to determination by natural causes, which is
contradictoxy For this reason Kant regards the disposi-
tion for good and bad to be innafe in the species and yet
ascribes the authorship of good and bad actions to the
individual. But how a free will can be affected by natural
laws and how it can take up sensuous impulses into its
motive and make itself thereby unfree is a problem which
remains for Kant an inexplicable mystery, and he can only
refer us to the fact that every rational being is a member
at once of two worlds—the noumenal and the phenome-
nal,—to which we now turn.

(5) Man, says Kant, stands on the confines of two
worlds. He is at oncea member of a super-sensible order
and of a sensible system of nature. Asa * komo-noume-
non” he is essentially free, completely self-determined,
and yet as a “ homo phenomenon ™ his actions arc subject
to physical necessity.

From the latter point of view, we might with an
adequate knowledge of his motives and circumstances
predict his future conduct in all possible cases with  as
much precision as in case of a solar or lunar eclipse,’ and
yet from the former point of view, even a thief may say
that he might have left his immoral action (theft) undone.
This consciousness of what ¢ might have been’ or ‘ oughtto
have been’ done, as opposed to what has been done, is
according to Kant both a proof and.-a result of moral

} Abbott, pp. 327-8,
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freedom. “I ought, therefore I can” is a formala
expressing the same truth.

Now let us examine the validity of the Kantian con-
eeption of the two-fold nature of man and the antithesis
between the two worlds and see how far his meaning of
freedom is compatible with them. .

(i) A free cause whose efficiency does not interfere
with the mechanism of nature is merely super-imposed ab
ealre or in an arbitrary manner. As Martineau says,
such a freedom might be a mere subjective form of eur
faculty of will, so that its objective reality is mere appear-
ance or illusion, just as space though a subjective form
of our sensibility, appears to be outside us. In that case
freedom is empty and un-meaning in isolation from mate-
rial contents ; but whereas in perception both form and
matter are within the sphere of sense, here we have the
form in the noumenal world and the matter in the pheno-
menal world, and no manner of schematism can bridge
the chasm between the two. As we have already said,
Kant is vainly trying to express the inexpressible in
applying the function of causality to a noumenal
agent.

(#8) Tt is impossible to save moral responsibility and
moral imputation on this view. («) After making all
possible concession to the Naturalist, Kant turns to
‘semething more’ which remains over after the necessary
causation has done its utmost in explaining the moral
phenomena. Guilt and remorse, for example, inseparable
from a wrong action, can be accounted for as otker than
the necessary causality of the sensible world. But once
admit that a man is in any sense a member of the
phenomenal world and the whole sphere of morality
comes under the sway of Determinism: and guilt,
remorse and obligation will receive an explanation
on the naturalistic and evZ)Iutionary basis as any other
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psychological property, without any necessity for a super-
sensible region of the ‘free causality’ in the will.

-(d) A rational being, we are told, can justly say of
every unlawful action that he might have left it undone,
although as appearance it is sufficiently determined in the
past and is therefore absolutely necessary. Juridical
sentences of conscience also do not take into consideration
the lapsc of time because, “in reference to the super-
sensible consciousness of its existence (freedom) the life
of sense is but a single phenomenon, which must be
judged not according to physical necessity but according
to absolute spontaneity of freedom.”!

If, however, the absolute spontaneity in question does
not, like that of plants and animals, admit of deviation
from a determinate course, i.c., is only onc-sided, we can
no more praise a saint or blame a sinner, than we can
extol the meekness of a lamb or reproach the ferocity of
a tiger. If, on the other hand, freedom is equally exerted
in a moral or immoral action then also the praise or
blame attached to it loses its value in each case, for the
action only takes place in time or in the phenomenal
world, while the rcal noumenal agent of both the moral
and the immoral actions is above time. Moreover, it is
impossible to reconcile this timeless life of the moral
agent with the conception of moral progress which must
be a process in time, as we shall see in connection with
the postulate of immortality. Another difficulty raised
by Kant himself will be discussed later on in reference
to the postulate of God, viz., how God being the Creator
of man can escape the responsibility for the sins of
his creatures.

(¢) Again, a born villain, Kant holds, is justly re-
proached as guilty “because whatever springs from a
man’s choice (as every action intentionally performed

- —— e

' Pp. 192.8.
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d6es) has as its foundation a free causality which from
its early youth expresses its character in its manifesta-
tion.”! But if freedom of wrong choice is ‘“a defect or
want of faculty”® how can we morally blame a wrong-
doer any more than a blind man ?

(i) The formula “I ought, therefore 1 can” is
rather ambiguous. Kant traces the genesis of the con-
sciousness of ‘‘ought” or obligation to the partnership of
two spheres in the same consciousness. Were I entirely
a member of the world of intelligence all my actions
would conform to the moral law. Were I on the other
hand a member of the sensible world alone my actions
would be entirely determined according to the natural
laws of phenomena. It follows, therefore, that “T will”
of the noumenal ego, combined with “1I cannot” of the
sensible ego gives rise to the ‘I ought” of the.moral
agent. Now it is clear that the agent that declares “I
can because I ought” has already identified himself with
the noumenal world, while a moral subject who is yet
under the bondage of sense would say “ I cannot though

‘1 ought.” '

At this point we may reconcile the two meanings
of freedom insisted upon by Kant and Martineau respec-
tively. The “self” that imposes the law is indeed free
in the Kantian sensc, but the ““self”’ that obeys is “free”
in the sense that it has a power to conform or not to the
moral law. In other words, it is in virtue of the capa-
city to choose between good and evil which I possess, that
I can recognise the ought at all and it is in the virtue of
my consciousness of ought as self-imposed that I discover
my freedom of legislation in a Kingdom of ends to which
every rational being belongs as both the subject and
the sovereign.

1 P, 194, 2 éupra, p- 18.
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Thus with the acceptance of Martineau’s meaning of
freedom we reject Kant’s empirical determinism in
human conduct and with the retention of Kant’s view of

_freedom as self-legislation in a possible Kingdom of ends,
we shut the door against Indeterminism. This leads us
to a consideration of the traditional controversy between
Freewill and Determinism, which occupies so large a
space in English Ethics. (1) The Doctrine of Necessity,
to which Kant fell a victim in his trea;ment of the
phenomenal ego, fails to recognise that it is in ourselves
as active or efficient that the source and primary meaning
of “cause” is to be found. To quote Ward! “It was not
till deeds were done that men talked of fate, and then
falsely projecting the fixity of the past into the future
and reflecting it back again, they denied the very source
of the idea of late itself by denying real freedom or
personal initiation altogether.” Nay, we may go further
and say that freedom is a fact of experience not only in
human conduet but in the entire world of organised
beings. ‘‘Life is the death of all natural philosophy *
(Ward’s® quotation from Kant) for life is the capacity to
act or change according to an internal principle. As
Bergson® says, the entrance of life in the world is equivas
lent to the introduction into it of something that encroaches
upon inert matter, an element of indeterminism or
unforeseen-ability. Ward even claims to extend the sphere
of freedom to what we call inorganic nature and resolves
the latter into a plurality of conative individuals aiming
at self-conservation and self-betterment. The ““Universal
law of causation” becomes then only a methodological
agsumption justified by its practical usefulness, and
cannot usurp the place of freedom which is a fact.

! Realm of Ends, p. 271,
2 Ibid, p. 75.
3 Hibbert Journal, Oct. 1911, Life and Consgiousness, p. 34,
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“(2). The relation of cause and effect holds good only
among objects of our experience and it is an error to
apply it to the relation between the subject of all experi-
ence and his modes of activity, for the agent in determi-
ning himself by a motive or the idea of a personal good
is not submitting to something foreign or external to
himself.

(3) TFreewill has been wrongly confused with Inde-
terminism or motiveless choice. Because a man is free,
it does not at all follow that his future conduct must be
wholly incalculable. On the contrary, a motiveless will,
as Caird shows, is another name for the will that i3 a slave
to caprice. We may say with Martineau' that “all
necessity is uniformity, but all uniformity need not be
necessity” for the uniformity of conduct may be due to
the self-determination of a conscious subject. Or as
Green puts it, actions may be necessary without the agent
being a necessary agent.’

(4) No doubt, this freedom of self-determination is
equally exercised in good and evil deeds, but without such
a capacity there would he no meaning in ascribing merit
or blame, the sense of guilt or remorse to the moral agent,
and responsibility would reduce itself to mere punishabili-
ty. In fact, Determinism takes away the zest from man’s
moral endeavours and has a demoralising effect on the
agent, as is confessed in so many words by Mill and
Sidgwick. Again, if man is but a part or product of nature,
as the Evolutionists would have us believe, the precept
“Live according to Nature” is either un-meaning or
superfluous as Mill and Huxley admit.

On these grounds we cannot agree with Sidgwick, Leslie
Stephen, Taylor and Russell who hold that the metaphysi-
cal validity of freedom of will is not important for Ethics.

' Study of Religion, Vol. II, p. 203.
¢ Profegomena to Ethics, § 109.
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We may state the ethical implication of the postulate of
freedom in the following words:—JFreedom in Martineau'’s.
sense is the basis and freedom in the Kantian meaning is
the standard of morality. We have freedom of self-deter-
mination in order that we may realise the freedom of reason.
It is because man is not part of nature but has a spiritual
principle within him that he can distinguish between
the “desired ” and the ‘desirable,” “is” and ‘ought,”
and it is hecause of rthe consciousness of this distinction
that he is realising his freedom from the natural impulses
and passions within him, from the control of natural forces
without him and giving objectivity to a Kingdom of ends
where the will of all rational heings may be regarded as
legislative.

Immortality of the Soul.

[ J

The next two postulates of morality follow according
to Kant from the two-fold conception of the Swummum
Bonum. Immortality results from the practically necessary
condition of the duration adequate to the complete fulfil-
ment of the moral law or virtue, which is the supreme
good, while the existence of God is the necessary condi-
tion of happiness exactly proportionate to morality, i.e., of
the perfect good. These two postulates are so intimately
related to each other that it will not be possible to observe
a strict line of separation between their treatments.

The Kantian argument for immortality runs thus:—
Perfect accordance of the mind with the moral law or
holiness is not possible for a rational being in the sensible
world at any moment of his existence. It can be found
only in a progressus ad infinitum towards that goal and
this endless progress is possible only on the supposition of
an endless duration of the existence and personality of
the same rational being.'

' Abbott, . 218.
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Now (1) what is it that led Kant to deny the possibility
of attaining perfection of holiness on the part of man?
It was his sharp antithesis between desire and duty,
between the particular matter of an action and the
universal form of the moral law under which it has
to be subsumed, or rather between the sensible ego
and the intelligible ego. He finds not a single example
of disposition to act from pure duty in the whele
human history, because behind all dutiful actions of good
men there always lurk some motives of inclination or
desire, some end or object in view. The moral law
demands on Kant’s view that an action should be done not
only in accordance with, but for the sake of, duty. In
other words, the universal form of legislation should itself
be the determining principle of the will. But as we nave
seen, desiring an end iwin no way inconsistent with the
morality of an action if the end is a form of self-realisa-
tion. As every action is particular, a will that is simply
universal and desires no particular end cannot step into
the ’practical sphere at all. It was the abstract way in
which Kant conceived passion and reason that accounts
for his regarding them as being always in an asymptotic
relation.

(2) Granting, however, there is an inherent discre-
-pancy between our sensible and rational natures, we can-
not ever begin the task of realising the moral ideal, far
less bridge the gulf by an endless progress. Even an
infinite time, as Caird says, is not enough for realising an
impossible task. No rational being will choose for himself
a vain pursuit after an unattainable end. On the other
hand, if there is no intrinsic opposition in human
nature to render perfection impossible, then it must be
capable of attainment even in this life, at least for
exceptionally good men, and there is no raison d’étre of-

immortality.
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(8) Immortality is inconceivable for the noumenal
ego which is not in time. Are we to understand that just
as the phenomenal ego is necessarily determined while
the noumenal ego is free, so also the endless progress
only applies to the former, while the latter is eternally
perfect ? Again if the phenomenal ego is to remain
for ever subject to limitations of sense and time, are we
not for ever debarred from any knowledge of super-
sensible or noumenal Ideas of Reason ? The union in the
same consciousness of the double nature of being in time
and not in time, being imperfect and yet perfect, is
un-meaning.

(4) There is no guarantee that man, who is depraved
by nature, will have an unbroken continuance of the pro-
gress which he has made from the worse to the morally
better, as far as we can judge from earthly experience
‘which tells us of the falls and transgressions of virtuous
individuals as well as of the decline and degeneration of
prosperous nations.

~ (5) “The Infinite Being,” says Kant,' “to whom the
condition of time is nothing, sees in this to us endless
‘succession a whole sof accordance with the law, and the
holiness which His command requires is to be found in a
single intellectual intuition of the whole of the existence
‘of all rational beings.” But this is, as Caird says, at
once to assert and deny the condition of time, i.e., to say
" that what for God is eternity is for us endless time, and
‘that in actual experience, we have to traverse that time
in order to realise that moral law in ourselves. Immor-
tality then reduces itself to a phenomenal appearance, a
‘way in which we are obliged to represent that which we
cannot possibly think, viz., the eternal realisation of good-
ness in every act of will of the rational being.

t Abbott, p. 219.
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"Equally faulty is the argument for immortality as
prescuted by Green, who says, “a capacity in a self-
conscious personality cannot pass away, for it is not a series
in time and the fulfilment of its capacity in an end cannot
invelve extinction because the conviction of an end is
founded on the idea of absolute value in a spirit which
we ourselves are.”’ But if that which is not a series in
time cannot be extinguished, how can it be abiding or
progressive ? If we are “reproductions of an eternal
consciousness ”’ we must be eternal, it may be said. But
the self-conscious individual does not partake of the
nature of the eternal guae individual. Again, as Sidgwick
points out, two meanings of < eternal > must not be con-
fused. If we are “eternal” in thesense of being “ out of
the time series ” could we be also eternal in the sense of
‘ perduring through all time 7

Ward following Hoéffding regards eternity “not as a
prolongation of time, but as an expression of the perman-
ence of nature during the alteration of time.” * We live
in eternity,” says he, “in the midst of time.”” But the
same might be said about all plants and animals, and that
does not help us about immortality. Moreover, if God
and man are co-eternal, as he thinks, both being function-
ally related to and manifesting their nature in the
natural and temporal process of the world, how could we
attribute endless progress to the latter, and infinite perfec-
tion to the former? 'T'o be consistent, “"ard. has to
admit that man too has a perfection of his own here and
now, and that even God’s perfection is not statical, but
active. But this is an untenable position. If man is in
a way perfect at every stage of his development (as a
plant or a flower is) what on carth does he require an

! Prolegomena to Ethics, § 188,
3 Ethics of Green, Martineau and Spencer, p, 51.
3 Realm of Ends, Appendix IV, p. 475.
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immortal life for ? If it be said that he needs progress
from human perfection to Divine perfection, we reply
that it is impossible for man to be *“perfect” in a sense
in which God is perfect without ceasing to be finite and
human. Again, if there is a progress in perfec-
tion, as distinct from progress towards perfection
and if God as well as his morally good creatures have to
attain the former, we do not know where the journey is
to end and where the abiding rest is to be found.

‘There is yet another set of reasoning by which
the English thinkers in particular try to uphold the
postulate of Immortality. They are under no delusion
about the eternal conflict hetween flesh and spirit,
between desire and reason, which, according to Kant,
prevents us from attaining holiness on this earth.
They have, on the contrary, convincingly demonstrated
that the universal rational nature of man can only be
realised in and through particular desires and actions
and that even the animal appetites are or may be made
organice to the spiritual principle in us. But what they
cannot explain on the basis of mundane experience is
the wide discrepancy between the infinite capabilities
of the human spirit and the short tenure of earthly exis-
tence allowed for their realisation. Green, Martineau,
Caird and Ward appeal to the same form of argument in
different words. Thus Martineau speaks of * the Vatici-
nations of our intellect,”' and Caird, of an ‘inexhaustible
gpring of life contained in the principle of morality which
is universal *** as pointing to immortal existence. Ward
says, “man’s capacities are not worked out here ; hence
death in not an end ”® and he thinks that apart from a
future life the moral ideal which places the highest good

! Study of Religion, Vol. U‘ Bk. 1V, Ch. III.
2 Crigical Philosophy of Kant, Vol. II., p. 308,
$ Realm of Ends, p. 409,
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of“each in the highest good of all and with which the best
of men identify themselves would be irrational.

Now (1) there'is a common error into which all these
thinkers seem to have fallen. An ideal as such is
always an ideal, which may subsist in a world of
universals, but can never exist in time, without
ceasing to be an ideal. To say that human beings have
tdeals which are being elsewhere realised is just to com-
mit the fallacy of hypostatising abstractions. (2) We
have only to specify the form in which such an ideal is to
be realised, to see the shallowness of this expectation.
The moral ideal that we pursue is essentially human and
has reference to the needs of human society and its reali-
sation means the realisation of a kingdom of Heaven on
earth where the good of each will he the good of all
and perfect harmony will prevail between man and
nature and between the varied interests of man. The
infinite knowledge and love and good will that we
aspire after, can only be conceived of in respect of indi-
viduals existing in such a society. Carry this moral
ideal to & transcendental sphere and it becomes emptied of
all meanings and contents, just as an individual who is
cut off from all relation to any society becomes an abstrac-
tion. Nothing but egoism or an inverse form of Hedo-
nism can lead us to believe that while death and disease,
sin and error and a hundred other physical and moral
evils prevail on earth we shall start after death a new life
which will bring us nearer to perfection and by a shorter
cut. To take a concrete example: if a Shakespeare or a
Kant left his work undone in this life, are we to conceive.
them as writing dramas or critical philosophies now for
the denizens of Heaven? (3)The ideal itself is progressive.
and that which is ideal in one age or society is a realised
law or custom or mstltutmn in another age or society. No
doubt a final end or the hmhest good casts back at every :
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stage of development its revealing light and is the inform-
ing spirit of all progress, but that end is in the procéss of
realisation on earth. The history of mankind is but the
history of the increasing realisation of the purpose that
runs through the universe. Nothing is gained by imagin-.
ing that the spirits of the primitive men who died thou-
sands of years ago or of the American savage tribes who
are dying to-day have attained or will attain in the other
world the degree of culture and moral goodness which a
modern civilised adult possesses. (4) It is impossible for
God to give full scope for the realisation of all the aims
and aspirations of man without abdicating His throne and
sceptre, for even Carlyle’s «“shoeblack ” would demand to
be the unrivalled Monarch of God’s infinite universe. In
other words, the infinite perfection which immortality is
to secure us cannot be attained by man without ceasing
to be a finite individual and this is impossible, for there
cannot be two infinite beings or Gods. (5) 4s a matter
of fact, the moral demand for immortality is the result of
a crude view of human nature and destiny, which obtain-
ed some plausibility before the theory of evolution was
formulated. When man was supposed to be inherently
depraved and when the evils and imperfections of
existence were regarded as neccssary and irremediable
means of disciplining the children.of God to prepare
them for a higher world beyond the grave, the need
of a future life was potent. But with the progress
of science and civilisation we are already in sight
of a state of things on earth where man will become
the master of the conditions of his own life, and of
the growth of his mind, and will even wrest from
nature the secret of life and death, when a better social
organisation will allow each individual the opportunity of
realising the highest and the best in him and everything
will work for *harmonv. We now,see that none of the
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evilg that make human life miserable are inherent in the
nature of man or of his environment, but that moral and
intellectual progress can prevent and cure them (including
even death). In short, evolution teaches us how man
coming from animal ancestry is marching towards a divine
destiny and how earth is slowly but surely being trans-
formed into heaven. We cannot picture this final stage,
nor can we personally share in its glory, but the very idea
of its possibility and the consciousness that wec are
working for such an end can fill us with joy and drive
away the craze for a disembodied life. (6) The objection
is often urged that this conception of immortality and
perfectibility of the human race forgets the claims of
personality on which morality is based and that every self-
conscious individual is an end-in-himself and can never be
used as a means. Far be it from me to deny that within
certain limits we are ends-in-ourselves. Even plants and
animals have certain amounts of self-sufficiency. But it
is no more legitimate for a man to regard himself as the
absolute end of the universe than for a child to grumble
that he has not the perfection of an adult. Individuals
in each generation receive their duc share of recognition
in this life and no more. The sweeper in the street is no
less an end-in-himself than the Prime Minister of England,
and yet one is relatively more a means than the other.
Again civilised men have a greater mastery over natural
forces than the savage races, who are rather playthings in
the hands of climatic and geographical conditions. The
conception of end-in-himself is therefore only an ideal
conception to which we approximate according to our
moral and intellectual power. The Englishman of the
40th century will be an end-in-himself in a higher sense
than the Englishman of the 20th century. (7) The whole
argument we are criticising rests on a false conception of
self-hood. It is oyr over-much concertration on the
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finite self as attached to a physical organism that leads us
to ignore that the universal and infinite self which we
want to realise through endless progress is not an indivi-
dual possession of our own, nor of any of us, but a life
which comprehends us all and which abides for ever, while
the finite individuals come and go. We forget that moral
progress is nothing but a greater and greater identification
of our narrow, personal selves with the larger and higher
purposes of the whole, with the over-individual ends and
values as embodied in the family, the society, the state,
the Church, and soon. Itis when we realise our unity
and identity with this Infinite and Universal self that we
find the stability and security of an immortal life here
and now, in which, as John Caird ' says, ““ our aspirations
are changed into fruitions, anticipations into realisa-
tions.” When we thus partake of the Divine life by
surrendering our soul to God, “ the infinite ceases to be
far off vision of spiritual attainment and hecomes a
reality.” 'This is in accord with the experience of the
religious people, whose one prayer is “Thy will be
done, Thy Kingdom come,” and not “Grant us an
Immortal life.”

We have still to notice a third type of the moral
argument for immortality, viz., the juridical or retributive
argument. Martineau devotes a whole chapter entitled
“ Vaticinations of Conscience’ to the support of this
reasoning. Sidgwick also finds it impossible to reconcile
duty and happiness and to provide an adequate sanction
for morality without a belicf in the moral government
of the universe, which involves according to his view
the belief in the future life. Moreover, popular morality
is largely influenced by this religious sanction. Now the

! Introduction to the Philosophy of Religion, p. 293.
* Study of Religion, Vol. II, Bk. IV, Ch. IIL
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incpnsistency and inadequacy of this view will be appa-
rent from the following considerations:— ’ ,
(1) If every act of sell-sacrifice secures a reward for
the agent clsewhere, then it is falsely called self-sacrifice,
and no credit can be attached to such an action. Morality
then reduces itself to prudence. This conception of
rewards and punishments moves in a Hedonistic plane
and cuts beth ways, for if the martyr renounces happi-
ness on carth for enjoyment in Heaven, the sensualist
may deny comfort in the other world for the sake of
more certain and immediate pleasures of this life. If it
be held that the rewards and punishments in a future
life are efernal while the pleasures and pains of this
life are temporal, I do not see how a moral and just
government can allow such discrepancy between cause
and effcct and meet acts of self-indulgence and self-
denial during finite time with tortures or pleasures that
last for an infinite time.
. (2) If conscious performances or shirkings of duties
meet their compensations in a future life, it is reasonable
to hold also that enjoyments and sorrows that befall our
earthly lot with no fault of ours find their explanations
in a previous birth and so on. The doctrine of trans-
migration has as much plausibility as the belief in eternal
heaven and hell, in spite of heredity and evolution. If
‘one objects to the former on the ground that as we have
no memory of the acts of omission and commission in
our previous life, we cannot rectify ourselves in the
light of punishments now inflicted, I may reply that
the objection applies inversely to the latter, for in the
absence of an authoritative proclamation or publication
of the divine code of law that prevails in the other world,
how are we to anticipate and forecast the rewards and
punishments that await us there, and how are we to
modify our presenteonduct accordingly ¢ Does not our
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sense of justice demand that instead of a summary
trial and conviction of the offenders behind the scene,
an opportunity should be given to the injured party on
earth to see how far the punishment is commensurate
with the offence committed, and whether it has a moral
or reformative eftfect on the wrong-doer ? In any case,
whether we are reaping the fruits of what we have sowed
in a past life or whether we are sowing the seed of what
we shall reap in a future life, the dubious character of
the court of justice beyond the arena of our present
consciousness cannot have deterrent etffects on the minds
of enlightened people.

(3) If there is a higher court of law where all earth-
ly wrongs are being redressed what is the need of all
the administrative and judicial machinery in modern
states ? Are we to conceive that with the establishment
of order and peace, of justice and good government, in
human society, the heavenly courts are finding less work
to do and are confining themsclves to cases of appeal
or correction of earthly tribunals? Surely the legal
punishments, social blames and internal pangs of remorse
meted out to a wrong-doer here on earth are themselves
parts of the moral government of God, and there would
be an over lapping of temporal and religious sanctions
unless the extra mundane verdict is supposed to be
modified according to the moral progress of the human
race.

(4) It is difficult to imagine how a common system
of penal laws can be applied to the departed spirits of
various ages or various races, as no two ages or peoples.
have the same standard of moral judgment and the same.
notion of justice. What is crime in a civilised society
i'é a custom with the force of law in primitive races, and
judged by the absolute ideal of justice and goodness, all
the nations ofs earth may be Equally condemned. Even
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the life of a single individual may be a complex mixture
of various good and evil thoughts and actions. Instead
of one heaven and one hell, then, we require an infinite
variety of intermediate stations to accommodate the
various grades of conduct in various ages and races,
which involves either an cternal cycle of existence for
every soul or a duplicate of our earth with the condition
of every individual inverted. With such a prospect
before us, we may as well choose to eat, drink and be
merry during the three-score years and ten granted to
our mortal frame and reserve all the penances and
virtuous practices for another world.

(5) The root-error of a demand for future life lies in
(¢) taking a false standard of value for measuring the
rewards of duty and punishments of wrong-doing and
in (it) identifying the true self of man with his indivi-
dual personality. '

(¢) It is forgotten that “Dlessedness is not the
reward of virtue but virtue itself ”’; that heaven and hell
are not outside us but within our heart ; that what we
gain by duty is the pure joy of service to the common
good combined with an increased capacity for self-
manifestation ; that what we lose by self-indulgence is
just the higher and nobler pleasures of a rational life ;
and that the wrong-doer who escapes legal and social
punishments and is also at ease with his conscience is
nearer the level of animal life, and the fact that he is not’
conscious of his degradation is itself a sufficient punish-
ment. (i) It is forgotten that the self which is
sacrificed in duty is just the lower and the sensual self,
attached to the material framework we call ‘body,” and
that the expectation of a life beyond to enjoy the reward
of virtuous self-denial is itself a craving of the bodily
self and should be sacrificed on the altar of the moral
ideal. The “spirit evhich we ourselves ‘are” and not
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our spirit, has an immortal life and is enriched by our
self-sacrifice. “ The personal self-conscious being which
comes from God” is indeed “ for ever contained in God,”
but not que personal. I am immortal because the good
with which T identify myself, the over-individual ends
and values, in which my rational and universal self
finds its embodiment, are immortal. In a word, itis
God living in man that is immortal and not the human
personality conceived abstractly as having a separate
existence after death, which is an illusion.

~ The only significance I can attach to the conception
of immortality is by viewing it after the fashion of the
indestructibility of matter and conservation of energy
in the physical world. We find an infinite capacity for
good and evil in each of us, and all our thoughts and
actions lead to an interminable series of consequences
affecting our own lives as well as the life of humanity
as a whole, just as the fate of a grain of sand on the sea-
beach, to quote Tichte’s example, is linked with the life
and death of innumerable individuals of succeeding
generations. This law of Karma, giving an eternal signi-
ficance to every word and deed and thought of ours,
fills us with awe and arouses our sense of responsibility.
Morality postulates that the noble aims and aspirations
however secretly cherished in our heart, and however
unrealised in our present life, will yet live after us and
increase the sum-total of spiritual energy in the universe,
while our evil thoughts and desires will cither destroy
ohné another in the long run or be transformed into
means for the good and lose their vicious influence.
This is a faith which is guaranteed by the postulate
of God.
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The Ezxistence of God.

With regard to the Kantian postulate of God, and the
mode of its formulation I would raise the following
difficulties.

(1) Admitting that morality is worthiness to be
happy and admitting also that Kant was not inconsistent
in eschewing all material principles of the determination
of will from the moral law, and yet making happiness
an element in the swmmwum bonum or perfect good in a
possible world, I cannot agree with Kant that the happi-
ness which a moral agent deserves need be one of sensuous
feeling and not the dntellectual conteniment with one’s
own person, which results {from the consciousness of
following the moral law independently of inclination, i.e.,
from the exercise of freedom which Kant himself admit-
ted to be analogous to the dliss or self-sufficiency of the
Supreme Being.! Kant refuses to call it happiness on the
plea that it does not depend on the positive concurrence
of a feeling, so that he might invoke a Deus ex Machina
to reconcile the super-sensible law of morality with the
gensible feeling of happiness.

(2) Can we not regard the constant cheerfulness of
mind resulting from the most disinterested practice of
good as itself a proof of the connection between morality
and happiness, just as we infer the reality of freedom
from the effect it produces in the sensible world ?

(3) If the happiness required by the summum boyum
is to follow upon the inner determination of the will of
a rational being by the moral law, irrespective of its
realisation in a sensible world, it stands on the same
footing with freedom and no more requires the postulate
of God than does the latter; if on the other hand, it is
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the realisation of the moral law or the execution of the
good-will that deserves happiness, then since both the
action and the resulting happiness tuke place in time and
are events in the phenomenal world, their connection as
cause and effect does not require for its explanation an
external agency but only the general laws of nature.

(4) As Caird says, if the realisation of the good
involves the production of an outward order of things in
which happiness-goes with goodness then the principle
that obligation implies possibility or that I can because
I ought ” seems to involve that the individual by his will
can produce such an order and not merely that he has
right to postulate God as a power that produces it.

(5) 1If there is an impassable gulf between the King-
dom of nature and the Kingdom of ends, how are we to
conceive God as mediating between the two? If it is
through mechanical laws, so that in virtue of the original
motion imparted by Him, each act of duty is finding its
corresponding happiness in exact proportion, then we
have no more right to conclude from such a connection
to an Intelligent Author, than from the law of Causation
in nature. If, however, the connection is made through
divine intervention at each particular instance, we are led
to all the difficulties to which the Cartesian Doctrine of
Occasionalism gave rise.

(6) If God is the sole dispenser of happiness in exact
proportion to morality, how would Kant explain the
seeming moral anomalies of injustice triumphant, inno-
cence convicted, selfishness prosperous, and righteousness
persecuted ? How would he meet the difficulties of Mill
and Leslie Stephen that God would not allow moral
evils in the world, if He were both omnipotent and
all good ? , ,

(7) 1If existence cannot be logically inferred by theo-
retical reason, neither can it be given Ky practical reason,
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1w realising moral ideals, we no doubt give objectivity to
an 1dea, but God’s existence is not of owr making in that
sense. Yet Kant seems to hold such a view, when he
says reason can attain knowledge of the existence of God
by *starting from the supreme principle of its pure
practical use (which in every case isdirected simply to
the existence of something as a consequence of reason)
and thus determining its object.”” '

(8) If we cannot infer an all-wise, all-good, all-
powerful Author from the order and design of the small
part of the world we know, is not the assumption of all
possible perfection on the part of God, because “he must
know my conduct up to the inmost root of my mental
states in all possible cases and into all future times and
because he can allot to itits fitting consequences,” an
equally illogical inference ? For, how are we to ascribe
to the God of morality the authorship of beauty and
wisdom and order manifested in the inorganic and organic
realms of nature ?

Moreover, Kant was mistaken in thinking that the
teleological argument need point to more than a wise, good
and powerful Author as the cause of order and design in
nature and in ignoring that whether such an Author also
possesses wisdom, gooduess and power in their infinity
may be left to the ontological argument or to the cumula-
tive weight of all the theological arguments. Kant
himself seems to favour the main principle underlying
the “ argument from design ” when he speaks of the feel-
ings of admiration and gratitude evoked by the contem-
plation of beauty, of obligation attached to dictates of
conscience, of respect and humiliation in the presence of
the moral law, as pointing unmistakably to a being to
whom the said gratitude, obligation and respect are due.?

L} — e
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Again, if the impossibﬂity of conceiving the exact corres-
pondence between morality and happiness in the way of
a mere course of nature is not intrinsic and objective, but
merely subjective, i.e., impossible for our reason to con-
ceive, and yet if our reason chooses' to assume a wise
Author of the world as the ground of this connection,
may we not extend the same right to our reason in respeet
of the order and beauty in nature ? There, too, we cannot
conceive how mere mechanical laws of nature could pro-
duce such sublime and beautiful forms. On these grounds,
we are bound to reject Kant’s claim that the notion of
God belongs exclusively to Morals.?

(9) In connection with the freedom of will, Kant
himself raises the difficulty of reconciling it with God’s
creation. Since God as Universal First Cause is also the
cause of the existence of substance, it seems that a man’s
actions have their determining principle in something
which is wholly out of his power, viz., in the Causality of
the Supreme Being.? Kant solves the difficulty by means
of his distinction between the thing-in-itself and pheno-
menon. Since the existence in time is a mere sensible
mode of representation belonging to thinking beings in
the world and consequently does not apply to them as
things-in-themselves, and since the notion of creation can
only have reference to what is noumenal and not to
empirical causality, we cannot say that God as Creator is
the cause of actions in the world of sense, which are
appearances, although He is the cause of the existence of
acting beings. Now if freedom is a kind of causality
which we possess as things-in-ourselves, and if it is
exercised equally in our moral and immoral actions,
T do not see how God’s responsibility for our evil actions
can be avoided. If, on the other hand, freedom is

! Abbott, pp. 343-4. * Abbott, p. 236., s Abbott, pp. 194-
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only exercised when we act in conformity to the law
of reason, then since God is the cause of our existence
as things-in-ourselves, and since we as the noumena
are the authors of our moral actions, God is the
ultimate cause of all good deeds aund forfeits all our
merits, while we are responsible for our immoral acts.
Kant then takes away all merit and praise from human
actions and leaves only stings of conscience and punish-
ments for our trespasscs.

(10) Kant offers us another form of the moral proof
of God from the nature of conscience, which he defines
as the consciousness of an internal ¢ribunal in man (be-
fore which ‘his thoughts accuse or excuse one another ™).
Since in all duties the conscience of the man must re-
gard another than himself as the judge of his actions,
if it is to avoid self-contradiction and since this other
must be one who knows the heart and in respect of
whom all duties are to be regarded as commands, and
since he must possess all power to give effect to his
commands, this moral being is God and conscience must
be conceived. as the subjective principle of a respon-
sibility for one’s deeds hefore God.'

But how are we to reconcile this view with the auto-
nomy of will which according to Kant is “ the sole prin-
ciple of all moral laws and of all duties which eonform
to them ? ”

If the will of every rational being is a universally
legislative will, if it is subject to the law only as itself
giving the law, how are we to regard duties as commands
of a Supreme Being who is primd foacie external to and
different from us? After enunciating the freedom and
autonomy of will as the condition of morality, it is
impossible for Kant to escape the necessary corollary

(¥
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that the noumenal self which is the bearer of the moral
law is one and the same for all rational beings, and that
it is only in so far as we are subjects of the moral law,
living in the empirical world with our personal idiosyn-
crasies and our private ends, that we have a separate,
finite and mortal existence. From this point of view I
may regard the command revealed through conscience
as the dictate of my higher and truer self, i.e., of my
universal self as it is in reason, which is all that we
really mean by God. The moral ideal would then be a
revelation of one infinite and eternal spirit as the source
of all goodness, and our sense of imperfection but a
shadow cast on our finite consciousness by the light of
Holiness within each of us. Such a conception of God
would be more in agreement with the moral conscious-
ness of mankind. But Kant’s Christian conscience and
craving for personal immortality perhaps prevented him
from following this line of thought.

(11) In the concluding chapter of the Dialectic of
Practical Reason Kant says that “ if we could prove God
and eternity to be perfectly certain they would stand
unceasingly before our eyes with their awful majesty,”
acts would be done out of fear and not from respect for
the law, our conduct would be changed into mere
mechanism as in a puppet show where everything
would gesticulate, but there would be no life, and
he thanks the “unsearchable wisdom by which we
exist” for what it has deuied no less than for what
it has granted.'! This is not only a libel upon the
religious consciousness of man, which gives us inward
assurance of the reality of God, but it is contrary to
the facts of history. ‘The greatest moral reformers
have also been the staunchest believers in God, and

"
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the highest spiritual geniuses of the world have never
suffered in their moral life because of their feeling the
presence of God in their hearts. It is only the pure in
heart that see God, and it is only the seers of God that
can say “I and my Father are one.” TIf scepticism is
one secure basis for moral perfection Kant ought to
have stopped his philosophising with the Critique of Pure
Reason and nesd not have taken the trouble of supplying
us with definite knowledge of God, immortality and
freedom as postulates of Practical Reason. The truth
is that we can no more derive our knowledge of the
existence of God from Ethics, than we can derive the
distinction between right and wrong from _/Esthetics.
The consciousness of an infinite and eternal spirit in
which we live, move and have our being is as much a
fundamental and ultimate fact of human nature as the
moral or wmsthetic consciousness. We cannot convince
one who is naturally defective in sensibility to spiritual
realities, of. the existence of God, without the aid of
special training, just as we cannot prove the beauty of
sun-set to one who is devoid of westhetic apprchension.
It is bhecause we bear the stamp of our origin in our
spiritual nature that we have a longing for God and know
Him to be the author of nature and the embodiment
of moral perfection, and not bhecause our concep-
tion of the summum bonwm requires us to postulate God
as the mediating link between morality and proportionate
happiness.

To sum up, the postulate of God, as presented by
Kant, seems to me at once unnecessary and inadequate;
(#) It is unnecessary because () the relation between
virtue and happiness as a fact is as much amenable to
empirical verification and explicable by natural laws as is
the relation between mind and body; () their exact
correspondence in a possible world is only an ideal to be
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aimed at and to be realised by our own moral endeavours;
(¢) the ancient thinkers showed by an analysis of the
actual conditions of society and the nature of morality
that the good man is also on the whole the happy man.

(4) It is inadequate because (¢) a God whose main
function is to distribute happiness in proportion to
morality cannot fulfil the demands of the religious con-
sciousness and cannot therefore be an object of adoration ;
() the autonomous character of the moral law cannot be
reconciled with the conception of duties as divine com-
mands, and (¢) to derive the reality of God from our moral
consciousness is to deny the ultimate and independent
validity of the religious life and experience.

I conclude by indicating the conception of the moral
order and of the nature of (God, which, as it seems to me,
can serve as the indispensable minimum of accord between
morality and religion.

Just as all our secientific and intellectual activities
rest upon the belief that the universe is intelligible or is
rationally constituted, so our moral life is ultimately
based on the faith in the moral constitution of the world,
and the science of ethics is impossible without the pre-
supposition that this moral order is also a rational
order. This faith is rational in as much as our daily
experience and reflective judgment confirm rather than
contradict it.

Just as we are hound to recognise the immutable
and inviolable character of the laws of nature, even
though we may not look behind these laws for an
Author of nature, so we are bound to admit that we
cannot violate the moral law and disregard the moral
ideal with impunity, though we may not readily admit
that there is a moral Governor and Just Being at the
centre of the Universe. What prevents us from recog-
nising the similarity between natural ,and moral laws as
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regards the consequences that follow upon breaches of
them is the fact that in the one case the result is
palpable, being physical and mental, and in the other it is
moral and spiritual. From this point of view we may
formulate the categorical Imperative of Morality in a
hypothetical form and say ‘Thou must act thus if thou
art to escape moral and spiritual loss or if thou art to
gain the vision of a higher self and a higher world.” This
loss or gain is not confined to the life of the individual
moral agent, but affects the life of his immediate friends,
relations and descendants as well as the society to which
he belongs. Nay, the loss suffered by a violation of the
moral law on the part of a single individual is shared by
the whole of humanity; and similarly my self-devotion
to an ideal enriches the spiritual world as a whole. There
is one standard by which we can measure such losses
and gains in the moral order and that is the freedom of
the spirit from the bondage of matter, the freedom of
insight into the super-sensible sphere of ideal truth and
beauty and goodness, freedom of artistic creation, of
scientific invention and discovery, of initiating and exe-
cuting social reforms and moral progress, of subjugating
the forces of nature within and without—in short, the
freedom of intellectual intuition and pure spiritual
activity. I think the study of history and anthropology
as well as the living experience of all moral beings will
bear out this contention and enable us some day to
construct an exact moral caleulus showing the amount
and the kind of freedom that we lose or gain by each
moral or immoral action. The rational sanction for
morality is thus secured.

Again, the moral order is not a statical, but a dyna-
mical order, a living, growing spiritual organism to which
all men belong as members participating in ‘its life and-
growth, The mora] orgahism is moving éowards an end,’
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which may be meanwhile described as perfection including
comprehensiveness of range and the internal coherence
of all experiences. Only those members or types which
contribute towards that end can thrive or prosper morally
and spiritually, while those who hamper its progress
must be put aside or become extinct.

Now the conception we have just indicated pomts to
the reality of a spiritual order and to the principle that
“morality is in the hearts of things,” but it also accords
with the demands of religion and with the conception of
God as the ultimate reality. For (1) the moral law implies
a source that must be perfect and holy and yet not a
foreign or external authority, but the immanent self
or transcendent continuation of our own spiritual con-
sciousness. In other words, the moral law is of our own
giving only because we are from God, in God and through
God. (2) The moral ideal, if it is not a mere abstraction
derived from generalising our desirable ends, is itself the
revelation of a higher spirit which is immanent in our-
selves. In other words, we have an inner conviction that
the /deal is also the Real and that it is because there is
an embodiment of the moral ideal, which religion calls
God that we have a guarantee for its realisation on earth.
(3) Though God is infinite, eternal and perfect, and
though we partake in the divine attributes in so far as
we identify ourselves with His life, yet the conception
of the moral order as a process towards the Kingdom of
God saves us from quietism and favours a mode of
spiritual activism, for we have to realise the super-
sensible beauty and goodness of God in the sensible world
of space and time, or rather God is to manifest himself
in the life of finite individuals, or in the Kingdom of
Heaven, and that through our moral endeavours. We
may thus say with Hegel that “God is the eternal
reality of which the world is a tempqral expression,” and
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yet maintain without contradiction that “God never is
but is yet to be.” This conception also enables me to
identify the ‘ Absolute >’ of metaphysics with the “ God ”
of religion.'

! This paper was accepted as a Thesis for the M.A. Degree by the University of
London. )
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1. Mandukya.

The seer of the Mandukya has his inner consciousness
withdrawn from the partial vision of his sense-casing which
distorts the oneness of existence and holds up a scene of
division with its duality of subjective and objective orders,
with its conflict of opposing forces—Man and Nature, with
its eternal flux of existences, creating discord and breaking
up the harmony of the life universal. The saintly spirit
has at once transcended the world of actualities, the order
of relative values arranged in a graduated hierarchy with
the promise and potentialities of bliss— gross and fine, sen-
suous and mental in its constituent progressive stages.
The inner vision here is deep enough to penetrate through
the coverings of the physical, vital and mental sheaths of
the individual ego and to take its start at once from a level
whence Existence is felt and grasped as an all-pervasive
Oneness. The synthetic response of devotional life, the
analytic penetration of yogic mentality are both discarded;
life is seen immediately in its impersonal immanence and
transcendence. The heart of the saint has drunk deep in
the depth of Existence spreading all round, his vision has
attained a wide extension ; hq feels the One Life, the One
Joy in its impartial universality and widest commonalty.
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From this height of consciousness, in the light of intellec-
tual Intuition the commonly accepted division of the co-
existent personalities of the Cosmic and individual beings
is vanquished; the angle of vision, the perspective of life
is changed from the multiple existence and fixed in the
Oneness of Being. This is the secret of the grandeur and
sublimity of the Mandukya ; it strikes the deepest chord
in human nature and sets it in vibration widening up the
intellectual vision with the promise of life eternal. The
glory of the conception lies in seeing through the manifold
differences and discovering the life supporting them in
Existence. In the light of the ever-permanent impersonal
background, the modes of finite and limited existence
are lost sight of ; the widest expansion of our spiritual
being dawns upon the vision. The subconscient experi-
ence of an automatic display of uncontrolled forces, the
synthetic unity of self-conscious life with its ideational
promptings are withdrawn from the scene of the supercon-
scient existence whence the illusoriness of the empirical
manifold is made clearly manifest. The identity of apper-
ception, the pivot of the Upanishadic culture, runs through
every passage and the Identity has been sought to be
established in all grades of conscious life. The Mandukya
sounds an extremely rationalistic note in accepting exis-
tence to be chiefly consciousness. ‘lhe highest coneept
of Being is the concept of a static consciousness ; the con-
cept of bliss is not here fully developed, ‘although
it -is implicitly implied in the notion of consciousness and
perfection of existence, for Bliss is the Soul of perfection.
The express identification of Existence with Bliss of the
Taittiriya Upanishat is evidently not present here, though
the Absolute Life has been shown to be permeating through
all grades of experiences in unchangeable and unchanged
existence. 'The Identity of Consciousness i8 immanent in:
all stages of life; it is the cosinic waking congciousness, the
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cosmic dream consciousness, the cosmic sleep consciousness.
The transcendent Oneness of Being, in itself an impersonal
Identity, acquires a personal character in relation to Avidya
as the all-comprehensive totality of Being conscious of the
cosmic Existence in its gross, fine and causal aspects. The
budding sense of a Cosmic I on the background of an
uaruffled homogeneity of consciousness is the natural
consequence of the association of an innate ignorance
with the Ether of consciousness.

This personal consciousness acquires a different nomen-
clature in as much as it is aware of the outer or objective
world in waking consciousness, the inner or the subjective
world in dream consciousness or transcends them both
in thesilence of deep sleep. When it is conscious of the
sense-conditioned Existence, it is called Bakiprajnae; the
awareness of the objective universe. Its range of Beingis
diffusive over all things and spreads in all directions of the
Cosmos in its gross aspect. It is an expansive eonscious-
ness including within its range and apparently identified
with, the physical and mental existences; the world of
thought concrete and universal ; the universe of Karma in
its causal and effectual aspects. It is the Cosmic Life
holding up before us in its purely objective character in-
clusive of the outer world of Nature—animate and inani-
mate,—the inner world of mind in its self-conscious thinking
and willing. The vision of conscious life is still widened
when it is felt to be immanent in the purely subjective
experiences of dream consciousness and the spontaneous
groupings in subjective consciousness. It has in this
association the name of the innerscient—antalprajna. Its
range: of existence is also vast, for the subjective order is
full of potential promptings,implicit feelings, undeveloped
cognitions, vast possibilities of the finer existence. The
mental life is here detached from the sense and free from
the limitation » bf objective consgiousness. The rigid
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determination of the sense life disappears in the creative
spontaneity of the subjective mental life where an ease of
unrestrained movement and an expansion of finer self are
felt and experienced. Still in this height of existence, life
is full of richness in variety of scenes, and like waking-
consciousness, it is not isolated from the moments that go
to fill up the thread of conscious life. The dynamic
conception of life with its ceaseless becoming is brought
home to us in, and is native with, the waking and the
dream consciousness. But the seer has his penetrative
vision extended to the very inmost core and deepest base
of conscious life in waking and in dream and has the
unfailing cognisance of the unchanging consciousness
immanent in the apparently changing conscious life,
But as soon as the conscious life passes into the oblivion of
deep slumber a change is at once felt ; a temporary quies-
cence, an occasional restfulness, with a positive feeling
of a blank negation of the bits or the moments of con-
sciousness which make up the history and constitute the
life of subjective and objective experiences, is within the
range of direct apprehension and immediate knowledge.
A unique experience of calmness and tranquil joy due to
an expansive vision of conscious bliss, only made possible
by the temporary cessation of the stirrings, either spon-
taneous or volitional, of the practical reason to assert the
personal existence, to realise its claim, to develop its
destiny through a ceaseless conflict with other forces
playing around, is within the native claims of every in-
dividual ; an experience brought home to us automatically,
offering to every one of us an occasion to understand the
basic principle of consciousness on which the films of
experience make their successive appearance and dis-
appearance. But human ignorance is still active and
even in this stage the transcendent oneness of conscious
existence is not in the field ‘of direct vision, Attention is
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diffusive in deep sleep, our mental being with its duality
of subjective and objective orders falls unconscious;
nothing remains but the primal ignorance with the
eternal light of consciousness in the background to express
its .existence. The conception of static being is in sight,
though to feel the consciousness and blissfulness of such
existence, the necessity of finally dispensing with the
thin layer of primal ignorance is necessary. The stirring
of a divided life has no doubt been hushed up in the
silence of deep sleep ; still we require to feel this silence
to be not only a temporary and partial calm enshrouded
in the coverings of ignorance but to be the silence of
transcendent consciousness with an all-expansive blissful-
ness of existence, where the scene of empiric life with all its
details completely vanishes before the light of supreme
consciousness of purity, integrity and identity of Being.

A systematic philosophy based upon cogent logic cannot
be expected here. In days of yore, the truth of Being
was not sought to be perceived by philosophical specula-
tion, void of practical discipline. It was naturally sought
in mystic sublimation, in the heights of intuitive con-
sciousness which can hardly be ignored in our task of
directly entering into the Realm of Silence and Eternal
Calm. Consequently the Mandukya strikes "us as con-
taining the simple philosophic truth of Identity with the
methodical statement of gradual stages of actualisation in
the opening up of the transcendent vision.

The preliminary discipline of moral and intellectual
culture is necessarily presupposed in the life aspiring after
spiritual unfoldment. The lower nature of animal or
organic being must give way to higher moral culture pre-
paring one for cultivating and developing the life of the
gpirit within. But the moral life, the forerunner of spiri-
tual consciousness, paves the foundation of a harmony
between nature’and man and gradually apportions to man’
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the “power to control the dominant influence of nmaturé
upon him. It helps him to establish a mastery over
natural cravings in the beginning by a hard struggling
opposition, bit in the long run by striking the deeper
chord of inner sympathy, love and chastity—love that
unifies, chastity that edifies,—the chord that binds man
and nature in unison making the way for harmony i
place of apparent discord. P

‘With this adaptation of our moral being, with this
deep-wrought harmony between the impulsive and.the
thoughtful nature, with a full surrender of will .to.the
dictates of reason, the individual entity acquires a fithess
and a qualification to strike the innermost chord of its
being, which can reveal to him the supreme truth and
bring to him the meaning and significance of the ‘con-
sciousness of Identity. To this end the seer has inculcated:
the importance and usefulness of meditating upon the
mystic symbol Om. To the seers of the Upanishads
this symbol was the key to the hidden innermost secrets
of life and knowledge, to the breaking of bonds put om
by an innate ignorance—the chord of jivatwa, the triple
chains of creation, preservation and destruction, fastening
us to the cosmic wheel, making us a prey to the vagaries.
of nature. The direct methed of shaking off the gilded:
fetters of the consciousness of individuality is chiefly
analytical penetration into the essence of our being, based:
upon the process of critical reflection and discriminative
consciousness, from vicara to wviveka. This method is
more philosophic in nature based as it is upon eritical:
discourse and sustained reflection. Many Upanishads:
have fully developed the process to a clear method.  But:
the Mandukya has not made a special reference to this:
customary philosophic course of culture but has adopted.
in its place a mystical one to fathom the fathomless, to:
immerge in the boundless Existence. Thé method hexe
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isd4o set'up 'a harmony in place of mental distraction
cwused by the obstructive and restless surrounding, to
strike the innermost chords of our mental being, widen-
ing up the range of inner vision, paving the way for
the realisation of a greater and fuller life. A deep-wrought
harmony, aptly called the music of life, at once puts its
hand upon the secret key to the gate of the kingdom of
light, manifesting before view the sublimity of every
step in the way of approximating the Eternal Truth.
The mieans of setting up such a harmony and of bringing
the entire being of ours in tune with the Infinite life is
the symbol OM. It is full of magnificent possibilities as
an instrument to stimulate the drooping spirituality. The
mighty potentialities of life are brought out in fullness,
to pass through all the phases of conscious existence. The
panorama of life with its scenic beauties and its sublime
depths hidden from our view in the sense-level of existence
is laid open to us and we pass through all the aspects of
eonscious life in Immanence to the silence of Transcen-
dence at last.

The Sruti assures us that the first syllable brings to
our inner vision the immanence of consciousness in wak-
ing, the witness of every phenomenal grouping. The
veil of ignorance holding up the I as an energising prin-
eiple reaping the fruits of its own deeds is thrown off;
the I appears in mystic vision, thus reared up, as the
witness of all events and doings in its majestic isolation.

But the spiritual consciousness thus developed is not
the asmita of the Tankhya philosophy, the basic principle
of the egoistic consciousness, energising the creature’s
working in conscious and vital planes. It is not the
logical ego of Kant, the integrating principle for which
any gbjective existence cannot be vouchsafed. It is the
transcendent Existence expresging the endless groupings
of phenomenal being, not yet felt in transcendent isolation
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for the vibrative force set up by the syllable has not
attained the sufficient intensity to put off the sense of
limitation by the withdrawal of the veil of ignorance.
Still it lands us in a shore where we have a clear cognition
of the oneness of Being immanent in waking experience.
The vibrative force chastens the mental consciousness,
draws it out from the lower order to higher order of
nature’s operation in us to enable us to reach a climax in
intellectual vision and to feel the truth of Identity-
consciousness in waking experience. With the inten-
sity of vibrative force still increased, the vision is
enlarged, and extended to dream consciousness, to the
working of mental life in its subjective aspect freed from
the limitation of sense operation letting open to us a
wider vision of archetypal existence ; but still the vision
here is not confined to the rhythm and beauty of the
inner world of mind, but at once is directed to the
self-same isolated consciousness. With the vibrative force
still more intensified the inner harmony is so deeply
established as to be able to transcend the phenomenal
continuum, at first in an experience like sleep conscious-
ness, wherein consciousness is felt freed from associa-
tion of empiric life, though in a nebulous atmosphere
of a blank and unspecialised negation and later on in
the depth of Zuriya, where the intellectual penetration is
deep enough to transcend the bound and the operation
of native ignorance. The vibrative force which was so
long active, gradually dies away, after enlarging the scope
of mystic vision, successfully removing the limitation
of individualised existence. The process of realisation here
is exclusively psychological, consisting as it is, in unfold-
ing the mysteries of wider conscious life encompassing the
pragmatic I and in establishing the sense of a cosmic I
embracing the totality of existence in its subjective and
objective aspects. But the acme or the culmination in the
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process is not reached unless the sense of an I retaining
a personality in association with native ignorance is set
aside in the last stage of supreme fulfilment wherein
the sense of an all-embracing existence vanishes in the
gsilence of static consciousness. In the triple states of
existence—waking, dream-sleep, deep-sleep—the static
consciousness was in clear sight as the witnessing intelli-
gence, although not so clearly felt in dissociation from
conscious experiences. The sense of an I in its intel-
lectual isolation and purity was still there, but in the
height of Turiya, it is felt in clear transcendence as the
one undivided static consciousness of existence.
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II. Isa, -

" The seer of the Isa has the veil of ignorance, primary
and secondary, withdrawn from his view which can new,
command a vision immediately expressive of the' truth of
Existence in its transcendent and immanent being helping
the regulation of -life’s adaptation in the light of the
mystic sublimation thus attained. The vision is exhaus-
tively penetrating into the mysteries of life in its opera-
tion on a natural and a super-natural plane and the injune-
tion comes forth with the sublime simplicity of a truth:sder
to regulate life in a way which can help it to transcend
nature’s working and finally to feel the pulse of immortal
bliss. The seer at once infuses in us the spirit of apprehend-
ing and grasping existence as enveloped in the all-pervading
spiritual consciousness, thus transforming our mental
vision from its accustomed -trait of reading facts in their
isolation and in their bare nakedness into its deeper nature
of synthetic vision and sympathetic understanding. The
intellectual sympathy with the deep mysteries of existence
is sought to be established in the seeker’s consciousness,
not in a hot haste which a psychological revelation, by
nature, denies, but by gradually opening up the esoteric
vision through all phases of life in its mundane and
super-mundane aspects. The seeker has been with his
imperfect and undeveloped spirituality first introduced in-
to the world of Karma with its promise of continuity in
organic being; but the attraction of the seeker for this
sphere of life is soon disturbed by showing the enshrouded
darkness of ignorance obtaining therein. But the seer is
careful enough to present before the sevker the truth and
the hold of Karma in the continuity of our physical exis-
tence as the foundation of a higher structure in wisdom and
inspiration—a Karma which does not express itself in the
multiplication of degjres na.turally involving us in the
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world of complex relation, the order of pragmatic values

whieh is to be scrupulously shunned in order to acquire
afitness, and an adaptability for developing the’ capacity
of ‘invier mystic vision, but is ohe that has a graceftl
touch-in surrendering its purposeful initiation and in satis
fying - itself with What is ordained for it in the course of
mistruggling existence and in accepting it with the spirit of
humility and thankfulness consistent with the ungrudging
life of the seeker after truth. The unceasing conflict be-
tween man and society and man and nature frequently felt
in fkeeping up an existence in the light of the above vision
rebolves itself -into the activity of love and . grace estab-
lishing a harmony between man and nature which paves
the “way for opening up the hidden secret of a deeper
ponsciousness. The apparently dominant influence of
nature upon man, the majestic sublimity which nature
presents before him, fails not to awaken in him the reflex
tendency of accepting nature as the idol of worship which is
falsely supposed to be potentially competent to fulfil the
demands of human existence and eventually to give it last

ing satisfaction and highest consummation. The veil of
limitation which confines the psychic vision to the bounds
of objective consciousness is sought to be lifted up at first
in setting up a more extensive vision by withdrawing the
mental consciousness from its habitual accommodation and
establishing a higher vibrating modification in it in the
course of performance of sacrifices, apparently having no
gignificance, but on a deeper insight, manlfestlng clearly a
finer transformation of mental being expressing the truth
and the reality of an order of existence otherwise inacces-
séble to the plain and common understanding. 'The seeker
soon discovers this plane to be full of ignorance, 1mpotent
to. give enduring satisfaction ; the sense of limitation still
persisting in consciousness soon breaks the spell of attrac-
tion.and retard'sthe vision of the seeker who now ‘attemprs



272 M. N. SARKAR

to have a penetration into the still deeper planes of existence.
With his inner powers more developed and acutely search-
ing, with psychic vision still enlarged and wider in its
capacity, the seeker has the world of Devas open unto him
with its wondrous and joyous splendours, but this also fails
in no time for the bliss it affords and the vision it com-
mands are not deep nor extensive enough to keep long
engaged the enraptured consciousness, which still keenly
feels the sense of a divided and limited being and the
deep yearning and active instinct for an undivided exis-
tence soon break the spell and the attraction of the deific
consciousness. Unsatisfied with this opening and revela-
tion, the seeker pursues the search in a still deeper
level of existence bringing into the range of direct vision
the one life pervading the world of effectual realization
—the life that sustains the collective effects, generally
designated, the world of phenomenal being in its manifest-
ed aspect. The adept has now a vision pervasive of the
phenomenal order enabling him to penetrate into ectypes
of existences in the manifested logos and to feel the un-
common beauty prevailing inthis plane of existence. The
seer promises the growth and development of wonderful
powers of mental being which now has the fineness
to grasp the extensiveness of this manifested totality. The
psychic vision thus developed can now go deeper still by
crossing this plane of existence into the mysteries of
causal archtypes, the realm of Prakriti, with a peculiar
sweetness and satisfaction strong enough to attract the
struggling soul which for the moment may mistake the
sudden and unexpected calmness it feels, to be the tran-
scendent quiescence. The music and harmony of so deep an
existence carry the possibility of alluring the seeker and of
1ﬁ11ing him as it were into a Yogic sleep— Prakritilaya,~rare
in its extraordinary tranquillity and soothing restfulness.
Mhe saeker has his eing so much fine atd nsvchieallv
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developed that the ordinary limitation of a personal exis-
tence no longer distorts his vision ; his inner consciousness
has now the capacity of seeing the causal links which
chain up the phenomenal order in their true significance
and proper value, so that the attraction which binds
the seeker to the lower plane of effectual existence in
thought, love and action soon vanishes and the seeker
becomes absorbed in the depth and sublimity of the
life’s source whence currents of sweetness and delight
flow, flushes of intelligence and wisdom shoot forth, keep-
ing the lower plane of existence ever fresh in life, ever
attractive in beauty, ever mysterious and wonderful to
intellectual understanding.

If this allurement can be got over, by rigorous self-
control backed by a dis-illusionising vision laying bare its
true nature and proper value, the seeker feels no difficulty
in crossing the bounds of Prakriti with the never-failing
cognisance of himself, as no longer a person but as one that
is identical with the spiritual consciousness enlighten-
ing the whole existence. And in this height of Existence,
the dividing line between man and nature fades away,
the whole truth of the Identity of consciousness becomes
revealed, the seeker attains the vision of a seer which is
fixed in the centre of cosmic being, where the vastness of
existence, with its internal depths and external varieties
gradually vanishes. With the intensity of reflective
meditation, the Truth of Existence which for a moment
before, in obscure vision, appeared as moving and distant,
is perceived to be constant and unchanging. The habi-
tual construction of an universe of space and time no
longer holds its own with the intuitive realisation of the
transcendent Existence, which has the direct effect of
sweeping away the pleasures and pains of a limited being
and transforming our moral corsciousness from an egoistic
outlook toan alfruistic embrace. This altruistic expansion
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may constrain us to action in the lower plane of exis-
tence; in the higher it remains content with a mood of
universal love in so far as the sympathetic chord is modi-
fied by the touch of wisdom ; to be finally passed over into
a state where all pulsation of life due to attachment with
its consequent anxieties is stopped in the stillness of a
transcendent calm.



"Two Ancient Schools of the Vedanta

BY

DRr. ABHAYAKUMARA GuUuHA, M.A., Pr.D.

The Sutras of Badarayana contain the quintessence
of the Vedanta Philosophy. Different Acharyas have
interpreted these Sutras in different ways and thus
different schools have arisen out of these Sutras. There
is evidence to show that two of these schools at least
have come to exist from ancient days. It is my object
to place before the readers the evidence that we have on
this point.

Among the existing commentaries on the Sitras,
Sankara’s commentary is probably the oldest. Acharya
Sankarz has on several occasions referred to ¢ another’
commentator and has at times quoted him. We learn
from the 7%kas of Ananda Giri and Govindananda that this
‘another ’ is none else than the Prittikara. It is clear
from the writers of the Visishtadvaita school noted below
that this F7rittikara is Bodhayana. Sankara in his com-
mentary to Stutra I. 3. 19, alludes to ‘ other theorisers again,
among them some of ours,” and in his commentary to
Sutra I.1.4, I. 2. 23, 1. 4. 12, and IV. 3. 14, alludes to
some commentators. Thus it is reasonable to hold that
there were several commentators to the Brahma-sutras,
one of whom was the Prittikara. Gaudapada who has been
called an dcharya having full knowledge of the tenets
of the samprodfiye has been r'nentioped twice in Sankara’s
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bhaskya. 1t is known from reliable sources that Gauda-
pada was the paramagurw of Sankara. The name of
Upavarsha also occurs twice in the bkashye and the
epithet Bhagavan has invariably been conferred on him.
Sankara has indeed referred to the ancient grammarian
Panini in his dkashye but he has nowhere distinguished
him by any such qualifying word. In one place (com-
mentary to Stutra I. 3. 28) he quotes Upavarsha. Inanother
place (commentary to Stitra I. 3. 28) where Upavarsha
has been cited he says in effect as there is no Sutra
on the first Pada of the Purva-Mimansa as to the
question of the soul as distinct from the body, Acharya
Sabara Svamin’s remarks on the same must be taken
as connected with this Satra (Satra III. 3. 53), which
has been framed by Badarayana to remove this blameable
want, and for the very reason too Bhagavarn Upavarsha
in his commentary to the First Tontra (Purva Mimansa)
states that he will treat of the soul in his commentary
to the Sarirake (Brahma-siitras). It is clear from the
words of Sankara as has rightly been pointed out by
Professor Jacobi that prior to him the two Mimansis
formed but parts of the same treatise Mimansa and that
Upavarsha wrote commentaries on both the Mimansas,
ptrve and witara.! A passage cited by Ramanuja in
his commentary to Satra I. 1. 1 from the Prilli of
Bodhayana also supports the view that in ancient days
both the Mimansas formed parts of the same work. Or
going through the commentary of Acharya Sabar:
Svamin on the Mimansa Darsana referred to by Sankar:
we come across a long passage cited by the Acharye
from- the Vrittikara which begins, according to the
Bibliotheca Indica edition of the Mimansa Darsana, aftel

the words ‘zfaaTtg waaw w= FuFiaEwE, and end:

[}
! Vide J.A.0.8., December, 1910,
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on p. 18 with the line 6 from the top. But according to
Kumarila Bhatta the quotation from the FPrittikara
ends on p. 8 of the same edition with the words ‘gar-
A Ay At 5f@ 1’ Where the quotation ends does
not concern us here, though we are more inclined to
accept the view of Kumarila in preference to the editor
of the Bibliotheca Indica edition which has been accepted
by Professor Jacobi. It is evident from the words of
Sabara Svamin that the Vwrittikare had also a Vritti
on the Purva Mimansa. Sankara in his commentary
thus refers to one 7rittikara. One Vrittikare has also
been identified by the teachers of the Visishtadvaita
school with Bhagavan Bodhayana—the founder of their
school. It is very probable that the two FPritlikaras
are the same person. To our mind Professor Jacobi has
done a distinet service by pointing out for the first time
that the Vrittikara alluded to by Sabare Svamin is the
same as Bodhayana and that Bodhayana wrote Prittis
on both the Mimansas which were regarded as the same
treatise in his time. 1t is further noticeable that Sabdare
Svamin in his commentary calls Upavarsha Bhagavin,
but no such qualifying word has been conferred on Panini
and Pingala, though they have also been cited by him.
Sankara in his introduction to his commentary of the
Brihadaranyaka Upanishad (Kanva recension) calls his
bhashya thereto a “small treatise.” Ananda Giri in his
Tika to the same adds by way of explanation that he
calls his bhashya a “ small treatise” as.compared with
‘that of Bhartriprapancha who wrote an extensive bhashya
on the Madhyandina recension of the same Upanishad
which begins with the word ‘wgar,’ whereas the Kanva
recension upon which Sankara commented, begins with
the words ‘sur ar st\@wr,” Hence Sankara’s commentary
covers a field untrodden by gthat of Bhartriprapancha
The Acharya it his commentary to Brihadaranyaka V., i,
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characterises Bhartriprapancha’s theory as ¢advaita-
dvaita’—at once one and dual and subjects it to criticism.
Acharya Sankara in his introductory notes to his
bhashya to the Chandogya Upanishad calls his bhashya a
‘small treatise’ as well. Andanda Giri clears up the
allusion by adding that he calls his own a ‘small
treatise’ as compared with that of ¢ Dravidacharya’ who
composed a voluminous commentary on the same. We
learn from the teachers of the Visishtadvaita school that
both Bhartriprapancha and Dramidacharya had com-
mentaries on the Brahma-sitras. Yamunacharya—the
gurw of Ramanujacharya in his well-known work ¢ Siddhi
Traya’ refers to a series of tcachers who preceded him
and composed commentaries on the Brahma-sutras,
They are the Bhashycekrit (probably Dramidacharya),
Tanka, Bhartriprapancha, Bhartrimitra, Bhartrikari,
Brakma-datta, Sankara, Srivatsanka-misra and Bhaskara.
Acharya Ramanuja in his well-known work ° Vedartha-
sangraha’ mentions the names of six ancient teachers,
vie.— Bhodhayana, Tanke, Dramida, Guhadeva, Kapardi,
and Bharuchi who preceded him and claims them all
as belonging to his own school. In the same work he
cites the views of Sankara, Bhaskara, and Yadavaprakasa,
and controverts them. In the opening lines of his
Sribhashya to the Brahma-sutras, Ramanuja further notes
that the ancient teachers such .as Dramidacharya and
others abridged the extensive Vritti on the Brahma-
stitras composed by Bhagavan Bodhayana, and that he
himself explains the syntactical meanings of the Sutras
in accordance with their views.

Acharya Ramanuja both in his Vedartha-sangraha
and Sribhashya has also quoted passages from:the com-
mentaries of Bodhayana (Vrittikara), Tanka (Vakyakara)
and Dramidacharya (Bhashyakara). Srinivasadasa in his
Yotindra-mata-dipika cites the names ‘o the following
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ancient Vedanta teachers: Pyasa, Bodhayana, Guhadeva,
Bharuchi, Brahmanandi, Dravidacharya, Sri-Paran-
kusanatha, Yamunamuni, and Yetisvara.

From the above short review, it is clear to us that two
principal schools at least arose out of the Brahma-sutras
—one advaita headed by Upavarsha for whom Sankara
shows special reverence and invariably calls him Bhagavan
and another Visishtadvaita school for whom Ramanuja
shows special reference and calls him Bhagavan as well.
Gaudapada belongs to the former school, and Zenka,
Dramidacharya, Guhadeva, Kapardi, Bharuchi and Sri
Vatsanka-misra belong to the latter. As Sabara Svamin
also calls Upavarsha Bhagavan, he appears to be an
ancient and revered teacher. The ancient commentator
Sabara Svamin whose style closely resembles that of
Patanjali’s Mahabhashya, cannot be, according to Biihler’s
estimate, much later than the beginning of the Christian
era. So Upavarshe must be far anterior to Sabara
Svamin. It is well known that the Sphota-vade has
been promulgated by Panini, Patanjali, and other Vaiya-
karanas. Sankara in his bhashya to Sutra I. 3. 28,
opposes the same and cites the authority of the venerable
Upavarshe apparently with the object of opposing the
ancient grammarian Panini whose name stands connected
with it. Sankara’s statement in. a way supports the
traditional view about Varsha, Upavarsha, and Panini
recorded in the Katha-sarit-sagara. The Katha-sarit-
sdgara by Soma-deva a Kashmirian poet who com-
posed his work about 1070 A.D., mentions the names of
Varsha, Upavarsha, Panini, Pantanjali, and others.
According to this work Varsha is the guru of Panini and
Upavarska is the brother of Parsha. Somadeva himself
states that his work has been based upon the work—
Brihatkatha and has in no way deviated from the original
(Brihatkatha). *'The original Brikat-hatha, in the opinion
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of Bithler, must go to the first or second century A.D.
Hence it appears to us that the traditional opinion
recorded in the Katha-sarit-sagara to the effect that Varsha
and Upavarsha were the teachers of Panini has come
down to us from an ancient time, and when it is viewed
in the light of Sankara’s statement does not seem to be
unfounded. For the reasons stated above we are inclined
to view Upavarsha as a teacher and contemporary of
Panini. We are glad to note that Mahamahopadhyaya
Haraprosada Sastri in his able article on “Two Eternal
Cities in the Province of Behar and Orissa,” has very
recently held that the dates of Panini, Varshe and
Upavarshe must be earlier than 300 B.C., and thus his
views are fairly in agreement with the conclusion we
have come to above.!

Now about the date of Bodhayana. As Sabars
Svamin refers in his bhashya to the Prittikara who is
none other than Bodhayana, Bodhayana must be earlier
than Sabara. We have noted above that Ramanuja
calls him Bhagavan and places him at the head of the
Visishtadvaite school. Now who is this FVritlikarae
Bodhayana? We know of one Bodhayana also called
Baudhayana who is the reputed author of the Srauta-
stitras, Grihya-stitras, and Dharma-sutras. Is this Bodha-
yana identical with the Vrittikara Bodhayana refered to by
Ramanuja? In the Bharadvaja Grihya-stitras (iii. 11),
is given the following list of teachers to whom reverence
is shown : Vaisampayana, Phalingu, Tittiri, Ukha, Atreya,
the Padakare Kaundinya, the Vrittikara Kanva Bodha-
yana, Bhoradvaja, the Sutrakara Apastamba, ete. In the
Baudliayana Grihya-sitras, we find almost the same
names,— Phalingu, Tittiri, Ukha, Aukhya Atreya, the
Padakiara Kouwndinya, the Vrittikara Kanva Baudhayana,
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the Pravachana-kara Apastamba, ete. Bithler holds that
the word Vrittikara qualifies Kaundinya that is the word
which precedes it and not Kanva Bodhayana which
comes after. It appears to us that he will hardly be
followed by any one in his rather far-fetched interpreta-
tion. The word Vrittikara naturally goes and is evidently
an epithet of the name that follows. Moreover, we
do not know of any Frittikdra of the name of Kaundinya
but we know of one Prittikara named Bodhayana.
Hence it is more proper to view the Frittikara as connected
with Kanva Bodhayana than with Kaundinya. Further,
from a comparative study of the philosophical views
of the Vrittikara Bodhayana cited both by Sankara and
Ramanuja and of the Satrakara Bodhayana as contained
in his Dharma-stitras, it seems very probable that these
two Bodhayanas are the same person. According to the
Vrittikara Bodhayana cited by Ramanuja, karman or
work is but a stepping-stone to Brahma-jnane. This is
exactly the view of Bodhayana of the Dharma-siitras.
The Vrittikara cited both by Sankara and Ramanuja
is found to hold that Paramatman is above Jivatman
and after the attainment of final release Jivatman abides
in Paramatman as one spirit and passes beyond the fear
of mundane existence. The views of Bodhayana of the
Dharma-siitras appear to be similar. The Prittikara
cited by Ramanuja holds that the mukie attains unity
with the Highest in light or Divine nature only, but not
in respect of the powers of creation, preservation, and
destruction of the universe. Bodhayana of the Dharma-
stitras advocales similar views. The Prittikara cited
by Sankara is found to maintain that Gayat,7 is Brahman.
Bodhayana of the Dharma-siitras holds that Pranave is
Brahman. The similarity of the views of the two Bodha-
yanas cited above, I think, isgufficient to establish their
identity. Thus in our opinion the Dharma-satrakara
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Bodhayana is identical with the Vrittikara Bodhayana
referred to by Ramanuja, Sankara, and Sabara Svamin.
According to Macdonell, Bodhayana’s Dharma-sttras are
older than those of Apastamba. Professor Biihler places
Apastamba between the 5th and 3rd centuries B.C., and
Bodhayana in the 4th century B.C. But in the list
of teachers given both in the Grihya-siitras of Bharadvajo
and Bodhayana, as Bharadvaja intervenes between Bodha-
yana and Apastamba, Bodhayana ought to be placed
a little earlicr. So we cannot be far wrong if we place
Bodhayana in the 5th century B.C. Hence we con-
clude that two ancient schools upon the Brahmasatras
one advaita founded by Upavarsha, and another Pisishta-
dvaite founded by Bodhayana came into existence in
India, a few centuries prior to Christ, and that they
were handed on through a succession of teachers and
disciples and to a very large measure moulded the philo-
sophical ideas of the Hindus,



The Springs of Action in Hindu Ethics

BY

Susi. Kumar Maitra, M.A.

Hindu ethics comprises the stages of sociality and
psychological ethies as preparatory to the ideal of the spirit
which is the philosophy of the Absolute. The subject of
the present paper “ The Springs of Action in Hindu
Ethics ” constitutes a part of the psychological ethics of
the Hindus and is of immense significance for comparative
psychology as well as comparative ethics. The subject is
treated in Vaisheshika, Nydya, Sankhya, as well as
Vedédnta systems, and my object in the present paper is
to consider all the presentations of the subject together
so as to bring to light the standpoint of the Hindus in
regard to this particular phase of the ethical problem as
well as the specific Hindu contribution to the analysis of
the question.

The Vaisheshika treatment of the question is to be
found in Prasastapida’s Bhdshya on the Vaisheshika
sutras which I have supplemented by occasional references
to the Nydyakandalitikd. As regards the Nydya view
however 1 have considered it necessary not only to refer
to Vatsydyana’s presentation of the subject but also the
classification in the * Nydyamanjari” of Jayanta Bhatta
which is slightly different and in some respects fuller.
My presentation of the Sénkhya treatment is based mainly
on the Vyésa-Bhdshya on the Pitanjala sutras while the
Vedénta view P ‘have tried to expound from one of the
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latef writings which, as we shall see, presents many special
points of interest in several ways.

I. THE VAISHESHIKA CLASSIFICATION OF
THE SPRINGS ACTION.

Prasastapida considers the subject of the Springs of
Action in the Gunagrantha of his bhashya on the Vaishe-
shika sutras. According to him there are two roots or
Bprings of the process of willing, namely, Desire (Ichchh4)
which is always the desire for pleasure or happiness,
(Shukha) and Aversion (Dvesha) which is the aversion
towards pain (Dukha).

(4) Analysis of pleasure or Sukha.

The nature of pleasure is that it is characterised by a
peculiar consciousness of gratification, a sense of favour-
ableness or anugraha, and its specific effects are (1) this
sense of favourableness, (2) a feeling of attraction towards
the pleasurable object (Abhishvanga) and (8) certain
bodily expressions such as the brightness of the eyes, the
face, ete. (Nayanddi-prasida, Vaimalya).

It is to be observed that the effect of favourableness
gives us the subjective side of pleasure while attraction
represents its objective or conative aspect. Lastly the
physiological effects, namely, the brightness of the eyes,
etc., are also taken into consideration.

In the Nydyakandalitikd the effect of favourableness
is very fully explained. It is pointed out that pleasure
being by nature favourable is the experience of the object
which reacts favourably on the self producing' the con-
sciousness of fruition. This constitutes the subjective
appropriation of the pleasure. Pleasure being once
produced produces «also the consciousnéss of itself as
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favourable to the self and this constitutes theself’s approval
of the pleasure. Hence according to this interpretations
there are no unfelt or unrecognised pleasures, a conclusion
against which the Vedantist will cite such familiar states
as the unconscious happiness of a dreamless sleep and
analogous experiences.

Prasastapida next enumerates the conditions which
induce pleasure, which are :—(1) proximity to the desired
object, (2) consciousness of some good to be attained,
(3) stimulation of the sensibilities by the object, (4) organic
equilibrium (svastata) and (5) merit (dharma).

It is pointed that ishtopalavdhi or prospect of some
good to be realised by the object is a necessary condition
of pleasure, for the person who is drawn towards some
other object feels no pleasure from the experience
(Vishayéntara-vydshaktasya sukha-anutpaddt). Hence
pleasure presupposes not only subjective predisposition
for the object but also active interest and attention for the
time being, this being the pragmatic aspect of all feeling.

It is also assumed that besides the natural causes,
pleasure also supposes certain other conditions of a non-
phenomenal character. These are the moral causes or
conditions of pleasure such as dharma, merit or righteous-
ness of the subject. The assumption is that the life of a
spiritual being cannot be explained merely by natural
causes without reference to his freedom or self-determina-
tion. It is this fact of freedom that distinguishes the
spiritual from the merely natural agent. A spiritual
being is the creator of his own values, and his pleasures and
pains should be regarded in the last analysis as the fruition
of his own self-determined activity, his own karma.

In the Nydyakandalitik4 three other kinds of pleasure
are also recognised, i.., pleasures which are induced by
conditions different from thpse noticed above. Thus we
have pleasures of reminiscence (Smritijam) and pleasures
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of chéice and resolution (Sankalpajam). "These are not
sensory feelings and do not depend on the condition of
the stimulation of the sense organs. Thirdly, there is in
the case of those who have attained a true knowledge of
the self a kind of satisfaction even when we have neither
object (Vishaya), nor desire (Ichchhd), nor reminiscence,
nor anticipation—a kind of felicity which results from
(1) self-knowledge (4tmajndna), (2) self-collectedness
(shama), (3) contentment (santosh), (4) the consummation
of righteousness (prakrista dharma).

Hence two kinds of pleasure are to be distinguished :

(1) Lively and fleeting pleasures—the pleasures
arising from the titillation of the flesh. These include the
sense-feelings as well as the pleasures of reminiscence
and choice. All these arise from attraction towards
the object and consist in a feeling of restlessness.

(2) A quieter and more permanent form of satisfac-
tion—a pleasure in sclf-centered repose and calm and
tberefore free from mental unrest.

It is to be seen that the latter is not the same as the
refined pleasure of the Epicurean. The Epicurean’s refined
pleasure presupposes a minimum of objective conditions
and is therefore heteronomous. Here however no objec-
tive condition is recognised, the pleasure arising wholly
from within, being the manifestation of the felicity that
belongs by nature to the self.

(B) Analysis of Pain (Dulkha).

Just as pleasure is characterised by the sense of
favourableness so pain has the opposite characteristic
of unfavourableness (upaghéta). The effects of pain
are (1) unfavourableness, (2) aversion towards the object
causing pain (dvesha) and. (3) paleness (dainya, vich-
chhévats). Similarlysthe conditions which induce pain
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are : (1) proximity towards an object of aversion
(anavipreta-vishaya-sannidhya), (2) apprehension of evil
(anishtopalavdhi), (3) stimulation of the sense-organs
by the object, (4) absence of organic equilibrium and
(6) demerit. There are also pains of reminiscence and
of anticipation in which there is no sensory stimulation.
But there is no transcendental suffering corresponding
to the transcendental bliss which belongs by nature to
the self.

(C) Analysis of Desire (Ichchhd).

From the feelings of pleasurc and pain arise two
kinds of rcaction of the will, viz., desire (ichchhd) and
aversion (dvesha).

Desire is defined as apriaptaprarthand, the yearning
for the unattained. It is either egoistic (Svértha) or
altruistic (Pardrtha). An egoistic desire is the desire
to attain something for the self of which it is not yet
in possession as when we say ‘may this happen to me
(apriptasya vastunah svArtham pratiyd prarthand idam
mé bhuyit). An altruistic desire is the desire to attain
something for another of which the latter is not yet
in possession as when we say ‘May this happen to him’
(Asya idam bhavatu). The Nyidyakandalitika does not
recognise the ego-altruistic form of desire as an indepen-
dent class.

The conditions of desire are :—(1) connection of
soul with the mind (4tmamana-samyoga, (2) Experience
of pleasure, (3) Recollection of pleasure leading to the
expectation of similar pleasure in future.

In the case of the absent object the desire is supposed
to arise from the recollection of it as a means to pleasure.
In this case the absent pleasure moves the will through
the representation of it by the mind. This brings out
the pragmativé aspect of cognition :"even a representation
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is & motive because of the consequence to the subject
(Phalasya prayojakatvit.) An idea of the good is
therefore not a mere idea, but also an incipient activity
to realise the good.

The Nydyakandalitikd here points out that desire
is a stretching forward as well as a stretching backward,
a double-faced psychosis which points alike towards
the future and the past. Thus we may desire to attain
the unattained, to realise the unrealised. This is one
form of desire. But there is also another form of it, which
is the desire to live over again through the past. Thus
the desire for the object of pleasure generates the effort
to realise it which has therefore a forward reference.
Similarly the desire to recollect the past restores the
past in the form of memory. (Upédéna-ichchhd-
tahtadanugunah prayatnah bhavati, smarana-ichchhétah
smaranam.)

In the Nydyakandalitikd these two aspects of desire
are considered to be independent phenomena. In the
Vyasa-bbdshya on the Pétanjala sutras however they
are shown to be closely related and to constitute the
two different marks of all transformation (parindma).
It is there pointed out that change of form involves the
two-fold process of the transformation of the potential
into the kinetic and of the kinetic into the sublatent.
Hence even the present state (the kinetic, vartaména)
contains within itself the marks of the past (the sub-
latent, atita) and the future (potential, anigata). The
present that stretches beyond itself into the future is thus
the present which has drawn the past into itself. Desire
therefore as a present state of unrest is both a rein-
statement of the past and an anticipation of the future.
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D. The Springs of Action under Desire.

After analysing desirc Prasastapida next considers
the Springs of Action coming under desire. These
are :—

(1) Kdma. According to DParasastapida it signifies
the sexual craving in ordinary usage, but when parti-
cularised may also designate longing for happiness in
heaven (svargakdmand), for wealth (artha-kdmand), etc.

(2) Avildsha. Appetite for food and drink (bhojanam
tatra ichchhd abhildshah).

(3) Ré4ga. Passion which is the desire for a recurring
enjoyment of objects (punah-punah-vishaya-ranjana-
ichchh4).

(4) Sankalpa. Resolve which is the desire to realise
what is not yet (andgatasya arthasya karanechchh4).

(5) Kérunya. Compassion which is the desire to
remove the sufferings of others without any prompting
of self-interest (svarthamanapeksha paraduhkha-prab4-
nechchd).

(6) Vairdgya. Dispassion which is the desire to
renounce the world from the perception of its faults
(dosha-darshandt vishaya-tydgechchhd).

(7) Upadhd. Insincerity which is the inclination to
deceive others (paraprataranechchh4).

(8) Bhéva, which is a carefully concealed desire—a
desire without physical expression but manifested by
signs (anatarnigurechchh4 lingair-avirbhavitd, yd ichchhd
sé bhéva).

(9) Chikirshd, Desire for Action, Jihirshé, Desire for
appropriation, and the various other forms of desire arising
from the differences in their corresponding actions (kriyé-
veddt ichchdbheddh).

It will be seen that Prasastapida’s list notices the
individualistic appetites (e.g., the appetite for food and
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drink) as well as the cravings of the sex which are non-
individualistic and serve the preservatior of the race.

Secondly, it also recognises the difference between
a desire as such and the more enduring and persistent
form of it which we call passion (Rdga).

Thirdly, a distinction is made between desires for
enjoyment and desires for action. "This is the basis of
the difference betwecn Passion (Rdga) and Resolve (Sam-
kalpa). Passion is a Bhogechchhd, a desire for enjoyment
or fruition while Resolve is a Karanechchhd, a desire
for action, a desire to realise the unrealised. In passion
the subjective aspect of desire is prominent, in Resolve
its objective aspect.

Fourthly, Dispassion is regarded as a form of desire
and not as a form of aversion. The reason is that aver-
sion or hate in any form is believed to be inconsistent
with the mental equanimity and calm of the state of
Transcendental Freedom or Moksha to which Dispassion
is recognised to be a necessary means.

This is also the underlying purpose in the inclusion of
compassion among the forms of desire rather than of
aversion. It is to be seen however that while the nega-
tive feeling of compassion is recognised by Prasastapéda,
the corresponding positive virtue of thé Buddhists, viz.,
rejoicing at the good of creatures, muditd, maitri is not
noticed. This omission is significant from the biologist’s
as well as the sociologist’s point of view. For the main-
tenance of life as well as social stability removal of
suffering is perhaps more imperatively necessary than
the furtherance of happiness. This is why it is easier
for us to sympathise with suffering and misery than
rejoice at the good fortune of our fellow-beings. It also
explains the elaborate provisions of society for the detec-
tion and punishment of crime and its comparative
deficiency in regard to positive reward ‘of merit and
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service. In fact, it is this cousciousness of the inter-
minable suffering of life that accounts for the Hindu
preference of Dispassion to Compassion as the means to
transcendental satisfaction. Compassion is a virtue of
the lower order : it may alleviate suffering to a certain
extent but cannot destroy it altogether. It thus gives
us a relative best rather than the absolute best, and the
uncompromising idealist who seeks an absolutely perfect
order should turn away from the world, i.e., should refuse
to participate in a lifc which is a mere compromise.
Hence he must cultivate Dispassion which is the desire
to renounce all desires and this will lead to his freedom in
the end. [It must be noticed here however that the great
teachers of Buddhism and Jainism insist on vicarious
suffering for others among the perfections, though it does
not appertain according to them to the Transcendental
State. The Vaishnava scriptures, e.g., the Bhagavat
and the Vaishnava teachers, e.g., Rémdanuja, go further
recognising Compussion for suffering as among the per-
fections of the Muktas and indeed of Bhagavdn himself.]

Analysis of Dvesha, Arversion and the Springs of Action
which are forms of Aversion.

Aversion is described by Prasastapidda as being of the
nature of a consuming flame that produces a burning
sensation, as it were, in the subject (Dveshah prajva-
ldtmakah).

Its conditions are: (1) The contact of the soul with
the mind (4tma-mana-samyoga), (2) experience of suffer-
ing, and (3) recollection of suffering leading to the
apprehension of it in future. .

The Springs of Action which are compounds of Aver-
sion are :—

(1) Krodha, Anger. Itis the form of aversion which
exhausts itself*after a momentary obullition and is the
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cause of certain physical expressions such as violent
tremor and agitation of the body as a whole as also
specific changes in the organs of sense and motor acti-
vity (sharirendriyAdivik 4rahetu kshanamétrabhdvidveshah
krodhah).

(2) Droha, Revengefulness. It has no perceptible
physical expression (alakshita-vikdra), is long meditated
(chirdnuvaddha), and terminates only with the infliction
of some actual injury (apakéra-avashéna). -

(3) Manyu, Concealed Ill-will. It is the aversion
which an injured person feels towards his malefactor,
but on whom he is conscious of being powerless to reta-
liate ; apakritasya pratyapakdrdsamarthasya antarnigurhah
dveshah. Hence it is a special form of revengefulness—
revengefullness conscious of being impotent to retaliate,
and it is therefore also without physical expression like
revengefulness in general, being seated (antarnigurha)
deeply within the inner life of the soul.

(4) Akshamd, Jealousy. It is the aversion which
one feels towards the good qualities in another (paragu-
neshudveshah).

(5) Amarsha, Envy. It is the aversion which arises
from the sense of relative inferiority. Svaguna-paribhava-
samutthahdveshah. Hence it is Jealousy become self-
conscious.

It is to be seen that the forms enumerated under
Dvesha are emotions and sentiments rather than active
impulses. They however lead to conation and are there-
fore included among the Springs of Action.

‘We should note also that Prasastapida’s analysis is
on a scientific basis only as regards the two main classes,
viz., Desire and Aversion. The rest are mere enumera-
tions based on observation. At the same time Prasasta-
péda shows an acuteness of. psychological analysis which
will do credit to anyt of the modern psychdlogists,
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Thirdly, we should observe that Prasastapida gives
us a mainly psychological classification, but the division
of desires into egoistic and altruistic is also on a sotio-
ethical basis.

Fourthly, we should note that Prasastapdda does not
trace all impulses to one root, viz., the desire for the good.
This is the view of Socrates who thus resolves evil into
something negative, i.e., as the privation of good. This
is wrong according to Prasastapdda. Pain could not
be the mere privation of pleasure because it is never ex-
perienced as such and also because a mere negation can
never be an object of willing.

Lastly, it is to be remarked that the connection of the
soul with the mind is recognised among the conditions of
Desireas well as Aversion. But as in the Transcendental
State this connection ceases, Desire as well as Aversion
and their special forms must be regarded as appertaining
to the empirical life as distinguished from the Tran-
scendental. They are thus pathological. At the same time
we have a special form of Desire, viz., Dispassion which
is not pathological but pure and which therefore charac-
terises the intermediate stage of the spirit between the
purely empirical and phenomenal and the absolutely
Transcendental and non-empirical.

II. Nvyava CLASSIFICATION OF THE SPRINGS OF ACTION.

According to the Vaisheshikas, there are two roots
of the will, namely, Desire and Aversion. The Naiya-
yikas, however, resolve these into something more
ultimate, wviz., Error, Delusion, Moha. The subject is
treated by Véatsydyana as well as by later writers on
Ancient Nyaya, e.g., Jayanta Bhatta. The later presen-
tation, however, is in some respects fuller and more
advanced than, the earlier,
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(4) Vdtsyiyana’s Classification of the Springs
of Action.

According to Vatsydyana the passions and emotions
are to be traced ultimately to one root, viz., Delusion,
Moha. From Delusion arise Attraction towards the
favourable object (Anukula-vishayeshu rdgah) and Re-
pulsion towards the unfavourable object (Pratikula-
vishayeshu dveshah). Trom attraction and aversion arise
the various forms of the passions and emotions such as
Mendacity (Asatya), Deceitfulness (Mdys, Kapatatd),
Greed (Lobha), etc. These lead to conation (Pravritti)
which may be either righteous (Shubh4) or unrighteous
( Ashubha). |

Viatsydyand’s classification thus differs from Prasasta-
pida’s in two respects. In the first place Vétsydyana
traces attraction and aversion to something more ultimate,
viz., Error. Secondly, in addition to the purely psycholo-
gical classification of the springs of action on the basis
of the original difference between attraction and aversion,
he also suggests an ethical classification on the basis of
the rightness and the wrongness of the conduct to which
they lead.

It is also to be seen that Vétsydyana considers the
disorder of the reason to be the ultimate source of the
passions. This intellectualistic contempt of the passions
is also a characteristic of the Stoics. There is, however,
one important difference between Vatsydyana and the
Stoics in this respect. For the Stoics the impulses in
themselves are not passions—they are transformed into
the passions only when under the influence of error they
are carried beyond their natural limits. Vétsydyana,
however, makes no distinction between the natural
impulses and the passions. According to him all impul-
ses are to be traced tq the disordered reason-and therefore
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are to be regarded as subversive of the tranquillity
of the soul. This applies to the righteous as well as
the unrighteous impulses which are alike bonds that
bind the soul to the life of Samsira.” Hence the non-
phenomenal, transcendental lif¢ is a life of absolute
freedom, of freedom not only from the natural bonds
but also from the obligations of the moral life. The
released individual is one who has refused to parti-
cipate in the phenomenal life, has annulled his will-to-
live (Trishnd) by withdrawing his assent to Samséra
and all that comes with it.

(B) Jayantla’s Classification of the Springs
of Action.

Jayanta’s classification in the * Nydya-Manjari” re-
presents the later treatment of the subject from the
standpoint of Ancient Nydya, and is more profound and
complete than the earlier presentation of Vatsy4dyana.

According to Jayanta, conation (Pravritti) is to be
traced to three roots, wviz.,, Moha (Delusion), Rdga
(Attraction), Dvesha (Aversion).

Delusion (Moha) is defined as the erroncous judg-
ment implying an assent of the will (Avasfya) which
arises from the failure to discriminate the ultimate
transcendental nature of things (Vastu-paramértha-
aparichchheda-lakshana-mithya-avasdya).

It is regarded as the crowning folly (Papatama)
because attraction and aversion cannot arise except
through Moha, Error or Delusion.

The emotions and springs of action which are com-
pounds of Delusion are the following : —

(1) Mithya-jndna, Erroneous Cognition. It is the
erroneous judgment which asgribes to a thing the nature
of something elSe (Atasmin tat iti jnéna ).
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12) Vichikitsa, Perplexity, Scepticism. It is the judg-
ment or attilude of the will which arises from the absence
of certain or definite knowledge (Kimsvit iti vimarsha).

(3) Mina, Vanity. It is the consciousness of a false
superiority produced by the ascription to oneself of ex-
cellences which one does not possess.

(4) Pramada, Inadvertence. Tt is neglect of duty
arising from the absence of earnestness.

From Delusion arise the impulses of Attraction and
Aversion and the compounds coming under them.
Riaga, Attraction, is characterised by the object that is
regarded as favourable (Anukuleshu artheshu abhilésha-
lakshanah rdgah).

The compounds coming under Attraction are the
various forms of Desire. These are :—

(1) Kédma, sexual craving. Prasastapdda extends
the meaning also to longing for happiness in heaven,
for wealth, etc.

(2) Matsyara. It is defined as the unwillingness
to part even with that which is not diminished by shar-
ing with others : Yat anyasmai nivedyamanamapi dhana-
vat na kshiyate tat aparityagechchha.

(3) Spriha, Worldliness. It is the desire for worldly
possessions and things that are non-spiritual : anatmiya-
vastuaditsa.

(4) Trishnd, Will-to-live. It is the desire to live
again as produced by the representation of a possible
recurrence of this phenomanal life : punarbhava-prati-
sandhdna-hetubhuta-ichchha.

(5) Lobha, Greed. It is the desire to obtain a
forbidden thing : nishiddha- dlavya glahanechchhzi

Next as to Devesha Aversion.

It is the opposite of Aversion and is characterised
by repulsion towards the ,object regarded as unfavour-
able : pratikuleshu agahalakshanah dveshbk.
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The compounds under aversion arise from the various
forms of repulsion : asahana-bheda-prakdra-bhedat.

These are:—

(1) Krodha, Anger. It is an explosive emotion of
the painful type, sudden in appearance and painful to
the subject like a burning flame (prajvalaumaka). Its
physical effects are certain expressions of the eyes, the
eye-hrows, etc.

(2) Irshy4, Envy. It is the Aversion which arises
from the perception of even the most ordinary advan-
tages by others : Sddhdrane api vastuni parasya darshandt
asahanam.

(3) Asuya, Jealousy. It is the grudging sense of
the superjor qualities in another : Paraguneshu akshama.

(4) Droha, Malevolence. It isthe disposition to do
injury to others.

(5) Amarsha, Malice. It is revengefulness without
physical expression, that is, is the long-cherished but
carefully concealed desire for revenge in one conscious
of being powerless of doing an injury in return: adarshita-
mukhadivikédrah param prati manyu.

It is to be observed from the above that Jayanta
considers the enumerations under Delusion (e.g., errone-
ous judgment, perplexity, etc.) to be izdependent motives
to will, and he holds that the forms under attraction and
-aversion act as motives only under the influence of Delu-
sion. Hence according to him, we have two kinds of
the springs of action both arising from Moha or the
disorder of the reason (1) those that are derived immedi-
ately from Moha and as such are motives to the will,
(2) those that act through attraction and aversion. The
difference between these two classes lies in the fact that
the springs of action which arise immediately from Moha
are characterised by a minimum of feeling while those
that act throush attraction and aversion are characterised
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by # marked preponderance of feeling. It is also to be
noted that by including crroneous judgment, perplexity,
etc., under the springs of action Jayanta brings out an
important psychological truth, wiz., the pragmatic aspect
of cognition. It is a mistake in this view to consider
cognition apart from conation, An act of knowledge is
at the same time a conative attitude implying a reaction
of the will and a preparedness to respond in a specific
way. This conative aspect of cognition comes out clearly
in the last two enumerations under this head, viz., vanity
and inadvertence, the first of which consists in the
overestimation of the subjective factor in all action and
the second in the underestimation of the objective factor.
The folly of the vain person is ultimately an illusion
in regard to the subjective conditions of action, while that
of the careless person ie an illusion in regard to the
objective conditions.

Secondly we should note that Jayanta’s classification is
scientific only as regards the three main classes, viz.,
Attraction, Aversion, and Delusion. The rest are mere
enumerations without any scientific basis. At the same
time certain forms of passion are noticed that have escaped
even so competent an observer as Martineau, For
example, while noticing revengsfulness in general Marti-
neau has not analysed that particular form of it which is
characteristic of the person who is conscious of being too
weak to retaliate. This holds good also in respect of
Matsyara under Attraction and its corresponding feeling
namely, Irshya under Aversion andalso of Worldliness
‘Will-to-live and the enumerations under Moha.

Comparing now Jayanta’s enumeration with Prasastapé
da’s we notice that the enumerations under aversion (dve
sha) are much the same in both, but the enumerations unde
attraction diverge widely in the two lists. For example
in Jayanta there is n¢ mention either of Dispassion or o
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Compassion. Similarly in Prasastapdda we miss Jayanta’s
Trishnd and Spribd. Jayanta excludes Dispassion from
hislist of the passions and emotions possibly because while the
passions according to himare the effects of the disordered rea-
son which erroneously conceives as a good what is in reality
its opposite, dispassion is the means through which the soul is
liberated from the bondage of these passions. But accord-
ing to Prasastapidda the ultimate roots are the feelings of
attraction and aversion and these need not be regarded as
co-effects of some cause still more ultimate such as Moha.
Hence there is room in Prasastapidda’s scheme for the
inclusion even of the Transcendental Impulse of
Dispassion.

II1. ParaNJALI’S CLASSIFICATION OF THE SPRINGS OF
ACTION. ’

He considers the subject in Sutra 34 of the Sadha.naptida
in the Yoga Sutras.

According to him, the passions of cruelty, mendacity,
sexual indulgence, etc., are to be traced to three roots :—
Greed (Lobha), Anger (Krodha) and Delusion (Moha).
For example, cruelty in the form of animal slaughter
may originate in greed or the desire for the pleasure of
eating. It may also originate in anger produced by any
injury received from the animal. Lastly it may arise.
from the sophisticated idea that animal slaughter in con-
nection with particular religious ceremonies is a source
of merit to the agent (Vitarkdh himséddayah lobha-krodha-
moha-purvakah —Pétanjala sutras. Lobhena mémsachar-
mérthena, krodhena apakritamanena, mohena dharmo me
bhavishatiti—Vyésa-bhdshya. Mohera yajndrthahimsayé
nirodosho dharmo bhavishyatityevam rupena 1tyartha..
—Yoga-virtika).

These passions again may determine the moral.
agent in ‘varieds ways. Thus somg may indulge their.
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passions by overt acts, some again may persuade others
to acts that will gratify themselves, while some may
merely assent to such acts in others. (Vitarkah himsé-
dayah kritakdritinumodita lobhakrodhamohapurvakah).
All these again may be of various degrees of intensity.
Some may be mild and comparatively harmless, some
again of mean (Madhya) intensity and therefore not to be
neglected, and some violent (Adhimdtra) and urgently
requiring control.

Vyasa in his commentary goes a step further in this
quantitative division. According to him each of these
degrees is capable of a further subdivision on the same
quantitative basis. Thus within the class of the feeble
impulses we may notice the three grades of the extremely
feeble, the moderately feeble and the feeble approaching
the mean in intensity.

It is to be noted that Patanjali does not teach the
extirpation of the passions as the Stoics do. He only
insists on a gradual conquest of such passions as over-
throw the balance of the spirit and disturb its peace. In
fact he makes a distinction between passions that are
to be uprooted altogether and those that may be per-
mitted under certain special conditions. Thus the im-
pulse of cruelty, mendacity, etc., must be put down by
all means and in all Bhumis or levels of spiritual life.
Thus it will not do to excuse oneself for cruelty because
one belongs to a specific class of men, e.g., the class of
fishermen, nor because it is perpetrated in a particular
place, e.g., in a place of pilgrimage, nor also because there
is a special occasion, e.g., an auspicious hour or- auspicious
day. These passions have mno place in the moral life
and therefore are to be uprooted altogether. '

It is to be seen therefore that according to Patanjali
some impulses must be put .down altogether and in all
conditions but other impulses may be permitted in certain
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conditions and within certain limits, and the gradation
of the passions in respect of intensity or strength indicates
the practical method of restraining the impulse or up-
rooting them altogether where necessary. In this respect
Patanjali’s view may be compared with that of Aristotle
and his rule of the golden mean. The mean according
to Aristotle is not necessarily the quantitative mean ;
it is the mean of the particular ethical context in every
particular case and therefore errs neither by excess nor
by deficiency. Aristotle does not show how this mean
is to be realised by the individual by a proper ordering
of his passions and emotions. What Aristotle does not
furnish in his ethical scheme Patanjali gives us in his
theory of the quantitative gradation of passions. As the
passions cannot be extirpated all at once, the practical
moralist should begin with the strongest and the most
violent forms of it. After subduing these he should turn
next to the weaker and less obvious forms. It will be
seen therefore that in a really comprehensive scheme of
ethical discipline Patanjali’s method will have a place
in no -wise less prominent than Aristotle’s. Aristotle’s
scheme provides the theoretical rule for deciding as to
the necessity of repression. Patanjali’s scheme indicates
the course of practical training which must be under-
gone for the actual attainment of sclf-mastery.

TuHe VEDANTA CLASSIFICATION OF THE SPRINGS OF ACTION.

The subjeet is very fully treated in the “Jivanmukti-
viveka ” of Vidydranya Svadmi. In this work the author
classifies the springs of action on the basis of certain
spontaneous and instinctive tendencies.

The causes of anger and other motives are certain
latent and residual tendencies (samskdras) in the mind
produced by habitual past indfulgenge. These tendencies
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are fhe Vdsanas, and ccunstitute the sources of the emotions
and passions which are unreflective and spontaneous.

These subjective predispositions or Vasanas are either
good (shuvé, auspicious) or evil (ashuvd, inauspicious).

The evil tendencies arc the cause of birth and parti-
cipation in Samara. These are :—(¢) Desire for popularity
(Lokavésand), (4) Desire for learning and reputation
for piety (shéstra-vésand), (iii) Desire for carnal pleasures
(deha-vésand) to which some add also (#) certain mental
traits (médnasa vésand) such as boastfulness (dambha),
pride (darpa), ete.

According to a second interpretation—

Ménasa-Vésand signifies those unrealised desires
which flit over the surface of the mind without being sub-
jectively appropriated, the passing wishes (Kdmyaména)
that seem to have no effect on personal life, as distin-
guished from.

Vishaya-Véasand or desires realised and appropriated
by the self (bhujyaména).

The purer inclinations (Suddha-Vasand) are supposed
to lead to cessation of life (Janmavindshini). They are
distinguished from the baser passions by the fact that
they are not unreflective or spontaneous but involve the
judgment of the truth. These are:—

Sympathy with the happiness of others (Maitri).

Compassion towards the suffering (Kdrunya).

Rejoicing at the good of sentient creatures (Muditd).

Indifference or neutrality towards the unrighteous

(Upeksh4).

Self-collectedness and tranquillity of the mind (Shama).

Repression of the external senses (Dama).

Endurance of pain (Titikshd).

" Renunciation (Sany4sa).

It is to be noted that the distinction between unappro-

priated desires and desires consciously apprbved and chosen
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is of profound significance from the ethical standpoint. Our
modern ethical treatises notice only the more obvious
and potent forms of passions and impulses, that is, those
which either pass into obvert action or are consciously
approved by the moral agent. The passing wishes and
unappropriated desires are ignored on the assumption
that since they have no effect oun the personal life they are
without ethical significance. Research into the life of the
subconscious is however bringing out the significant fact
that these flesting desires are neither arbitrary nor un-
important but are the occasional expressions of an under-
current of a deeper subliminal personality which may
under certain circumstances be strong enough to upset
the conscious life of the moral agent.

Secondly, we should note that in addition to the
usual Vedanta virtues of equanimity, repression of the
senses, etc., this author notices also the altruistic impulses
of compassion, sympathy, etc. It may not be hazardous
to conclude from this that these are only later additions
under Buddhist influence.

We should note also that Maitri corresponds to the
Christian virtue of good will and Mudit4 to that of peace
with all sentient creatures. Hence Mudit4 as the harmony
of the individual with the rest of creation represents on
the objective side the state which is represented on the
subjective side by the virtue of equanimity (Shama).
Shams is a state of internal equilibrium and self-harmony
while Muditd is harmony with creation in general.

CoNCLUDING REMARKS.

We have so far considered, in detail, the subject of
the Springs of Action as presented in the various systems
of Hindu Philosophy. If now we consider all these
presentations tbgether, we find that one of the special
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characteristics of the various psychological analyses of
the passions is the description of their physiological
expressions and effects which are always fairly accurate
and exact. Another characteristic of the psychological
analyses is the idea of psychological composition in
the genesis of the complex emotions and passions, the
doctrine of the compounding of elementary mental states
into complex psychic compounds. A third feature of
these analyses is the recognition of the residual, the
instinctive, the subliminal even in our ethical life aund its
psychological basis. Another characteristic of the various
Hindu classifications of the Springs is the attempt at a
non-empirical explanation of the passions with a criticism
of their values based thereon. Thus the passions are
judged and appreciated not so much by reference to the
standard of the empirical order and its maintenance and
progress as by reference to their conduciveness or non-
conduciveness to the life transcendental and absolute.
It is in fact this transcendental standpoint that underlies
the doctrine of Error as the ultimate cause of the passions
which bind the individual to the phenomenal life of
Samséra. But this transcendentalism and intellectualism,
however, is counterbalanced by a corresponding prag-
matism in their empirical investigations where cognition
is always viewed in its pragmatic aspect as intellection in
the service of life and therefore closely connected with
the life of will or volition. It is also to be seen that there
is an attempt throughout to overcome the dualism of the
transcendental and the empirical worlds by the assump
tion of some kind of transcendental impulse even in the
empirical life, a pure aspiration as distinguished from the
pathological yearnings of the natural life. This is the
significance of the Sdttvik emotions, Shubha-vésands
which have transcendental Sukha or happiness for their
obiect as distinguislred from empirical i')leasure. These
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are the pure impulses which drive out the impure ones
and thus bridge the gulf between the transcendental and
empirical worlds.

The psychological ethics of the Hindus is therefore
not only theoretical but also disciplinary and practical
always keeping in view the practical end of leading spirit
beyond the empirical life to that which is non-empirical
and transcendental. But the transcendental life which it
aims at is not a life of co-operation and freedom in co-
operation, but one of absolute freedom and perfect auto-
nomy of theself. It ishere that it furnishes the strongest
contrast to Buddhist, Vaishnavik and Christian ethics all
which recognise self-realisation through the life corporate
as the highest ideal of the spirit.
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“The method of attaining to the A/ma, according to
the teaching of the Upanishads, is that of making the
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tion in which all difference is lost...... Every movement of
the mind and heart must be cast forth and stilled.”

AN CHGIIANS T0F, (7 7TA S = afam razar,
o1zl 23(T AifsE e stfarad (3, @3 et Fars Fora e
G B3 (AT A~ facara g foa |

T3 sfaa-fazi ¢ graiafe

(9)  YER FA AR Soar fF & @q At qoha faem
8 349 TtgyE, el Sfafis =3q | Wy O3 ATaeice g
(Practically)frarst wfagl, s sfaass sfaal 739, sivglesd
Aty Ff,—SGTA (AT F70 Qe =aaww sfaata Soge
ofE =My, ANA ozl A AR | @, omwsf gRer
fafis, ReAY i 2B @ ez Ffw F@E AdRT e3B!
five faa3q firs 3= 3fa 1—

AAHED AT’ g2 &AFA | (3) AEW AW 322 Moy
s TR AN FfaT BB 1 (R) @S W | @y WA
Tete” AT e R FOR-Frw wo-caw, Fel-wow erefs
a7l Wicre e wrew AALAE ; ST IMWE Ife 3 7Fa
As-cauife “afew I o BifEe | SFRET W, W3 Aea
o AW Ormw FfAces Al sifae, S wieEel @ Tegel



oY TS |

(Freedom) F<w% Afrgs 23 oitfawa at 1 o fF erema
O3 fEw AN A A 9

«% e A AR e, canite g3hr fawas Sae wne
(3) SRR WCADA | (}) US W A WR AN
wggw, 74 ¢ 2 | & AT 7R AR 749 @ o Ffars
2303, (7 T O (FABI | FANE NI 92 SFRITAR IABIS
TS 512

S %% A fAstE o

R0 1kl CHIG CHIBR () L IS O £ (O 5 AR U CH
gt o e AfFE sl @ wne afege [er-
«ffTa T TARG A @22 AT (T GO 23S ToE—
«% e HT T3 AmmE (A A IR TS, @
fowiae (7 izl B FoE N, —92 AYE TS AS I |
swte 230 Wog @ fon Ffam 7%, W FNTA AT 372 I,
oy 237 ST | B ABIA AT IBS IGFTS, AFE [AFA
Tmelfy®, s Few fore eifits aE l ogEmw
fapicae 3212 @y |

fepitaa &< @3FA—

% A1 AR fafag—afami, 9® 51 AfRi—aigd AW SW— AR
“ogaFizg 4an B5/te—36 27D @Pfe: A ANFAAI IFR @G0 AoCaCH!
SRAFENTT FTNAS Sl od SAGIE- T — %7 O | “CIFRI AT LSS
(3f48) ,
+ 2zitad Trotm w¥7 ArYwIN PR 1 WAL At I, o @it
s’ (o)) “c8t TR fERAY QioH @iaw AT (AtrifE) | *rarsid e os
FRYTS] AW AL, WA A EwaEE odw fimm (qre— e e
Development “f5@gigmmeal afeet], foaaieell wwxiwa:”) |

1w e RS GeydTFaR | Al AT wfwe: atwr (19fs),
sfgmen qasA o9fe | fEmwEARG M, <fEreni (99 5 AT SRR w3fs”
(A, ALY | APFI GROEACFA TS Foomietls” (o%7) | “Fhe aviwats: 3fx
e, AfgReal et *9fs | ' '




AT ¢ | 399

MorT S o o7 ‘T effefis faara o afam
faaice % | @3 TWAE, JWERAUCE 8 QWL “FRIG-O”
At wfefes s2aie | =tw@l Wi A-cmift oifis 23w,
e AgefArs awm @iarsfe. SER FHere; s, 3212 W
#fam a2 Serl Fore-frs Awe swEny, o @ e afs-
faar w0, —(@2 4 (2, ¥z A I@; @FEB A T, A,
(IO A1 Bop, B ;23 NS | ﬁfm T AR (I
‘gor’ AU AT+ | e fEul ¢ afefEmnir sy w,
qre-aifenires Heifes 3w, —-FR-gwE @ Afeai—fm
Srwry, fa et Ao =sif (By chance and accident)
@23 (&0, (F2AIT; @A TA, (32 A JN ,—220 T@
(T | AOIAS; ABH(PZ AW TACSA gl wazra 3w
AF | (T B @A (o7 @ (W A(2ANE, SR AF WATA
FIerae TryEd 23 AWF | (F2 A 4w, 72 A U@ @ A
g, (F2 A WE¥,; (FT A MHT TRAT OfFH, (I2 A
AT At !

fog e B St @ SFF (T IFFES A A |
2Rl FAs (I—

(1) A% TF2 SRf@ A |
“AN (TR A |
“wA5q afsxi gfa farar” | —

7TA IGE—re] 2I(O AR ; ofENeE wafys; orEieE
AfEEes ; W3 I3 37 —reiRE fagfe, 94dr | 2w (7eR
FIQASIA S oA ABA A2

* Wfﬁﬂ’iﬁﬁ RT AN 49T ARET | ¥R A M7 3 A (W) | ‘

t emomafsd: (8 WIEENIR | ARHT AYSR [FAW FHWIGR 1T T
7®: W@ gy SPRARH 1 FeaEER of frwm Rl RN Aoy
affErgierrrsl:” gife; sl |



O MES-AN |

(l;) SrEE HMdd @B 4T A WME | 43 A
SHAWE | AR (T Fed, fefaz wtarr e sfaal faates
33 FHeas g fAg QAraies A5 BN W32 (A3 BRI EFA
FOA ENT FTAAMEA % |

(c) 223l (F2T ¥ ¥ FoAF, WmiE, wfsgn sfarsre
Stz al fafie 237, =ifrs 233, @tonE A ASRMAR
frafirs ota Fry ofaq atdes | 320 (@ wal wiefa) feal
g oifsfrar wa, afafizea (Irregularly) f@al slwsts
izl Az a3 e fRafis 23w (3% wsa e S
qe sfars ofares @, foan afewy sfars and =3rste A
Boima ¥ 7 fEa—stm aaz—itfas ¢ fagfas

(d) e 3BT A7 TAF A ABIAT TAFIR ‘€ AAARR
otz fonl sfacete | wseatdie, F@ (7 @F T A9 230
SfIaice, SEfE wfed I L1 TP T2 ATNF AIA(AR A
FPoE afAcs #iifes @l fofa® e «ifsa ssas siwrr 9%
g feaited, oI 3313l WA Ats ForaryAe e a6
faal ABees § 1 (A fofa 3aifrane swes =nfacas ¢

{c) TAWA T A7 «F! AT AT, T AfSeEy, —
7ifes 230 aferal e Afaiee | fofa At ‘eamafae |

« 9 Ak JA  calfeR: ataifs.- gsifR 5 IWDE. . zuHERA. - Swrd
epitfiral stk fMagmtAal-alea-Ruags| FfHe it ( 33° sty owis)

+ i Il fFere fAeas eradre FenEE TR sgR (oA (ATt
sFaltl 5 IMARTD A AT AIFAT" 195 I wwA epitAcA anfef 1 zhymaweA
fayee) fove: |

1T AT iR AR SRR F (AR T 4T AN AT B2 ’ﬁ"’!m’i‘ﬂcﬁﬂﬂ
FIAFYS: T @ SYfagife )

§ etes 39| eafiot: g3 fAwst: edy, wgel ey qes: ) wwres f
T |



(AT 4 | 298

fofa® Astaa Stwy ¢ ¥ ¥ eratsa w3y sfea fwaned «
BTy e faaees R @ WBaws | AR IR
ftes (@@ wo7 otatem A3 3@ Wl SHEA At
Ffaarz 993 Steta atal cafds @ ‘iEw 337 (AS Sy AL
=fam aseets 1 5 (7 vz afeam, fF @ wze eate,—
T2l @2 faraafa atfes sfaee ?

()) @2 7 = Ife (Individual) crfirsls, S 9%
eI Af@@ (AN)-- (& aA37 FnAz Ffawez L1 92 &
sifera ey sfaa srgxe foa sfase | —

RO O - ICATIRA AR LT
BTRBANRFNAY WIS |

2 fesa 79 aen “fers (offs 234, (lifys 239
fzans | FA gfer T AEER wfers amafys 1 237
o A1 SAord Ffers, SAWE AT «fe TmaAlSH
83y, sy 237 AfFWes | AFF e wyy, Barr O
“feq afsafes --(73 Ts—=afesin, (73 12 e | 3
FP3 SOAA HOTF AF € TIALT AT ARCF e | (a3
wtwal gfacsls, Ao wfes (olrsl 2305, @ e eate I3
737 —FEreq sifers sfSare Ffarq afAa Sevm 23t | (A3

w qrsATsRAR RS WS AR -5 | “aranisn-Rutags ffer
(3 &) |

t “wirda QT A3 (FAGe TAIE? Mtk RPN 4 g3 1wl @&l R
RITFIQ TTALAT RETTaAHLR § AH FTSl: 77 TG |

“stieda IgAzSAA 33 |

tocqy fz el ceAnseAddt: Amtg-faeat IR Al 9w
agiAtAe FFSR (o) |

§ “FEFRAs-fem . A ax aifsfaetmd sgee $afs, a1 sifsfona atyifie
syyifamifefafmil 93 A aififiFian davEs e Es- S WaE:” (37 o)

Rl ARG catstz. Attt faoetd sedae |



Y80 W3- |

Srmy F 723 SroF Ife, werargAra fFafiewet wom fwal
farz sfacee | 22l (@ =t =eifey, fral @ @lfsfearg s
f& eates, Seom 233Ny, o7l WE |
(g) Mot fmm fames (7, oo w3, @lree afes

T eRARF—Ippe—R G wew sfews Ifeaw
LA T

“FntFee W7 MR vt

carsts, gyeifi gares” |

“gaifaaced vaa frowie” |

fofa2 wqan sewien sfew afoare 2315w * | ©HET
gfesfd 3arer «fers (F70) ois Ifzans | 9 7a afes
My, oNteE *fe wfeqe 23(erp | AR Wy AfeqfeE I
wfis, (13 yfes vo ofys wore opaes fm sfares ; (732
aifea® AR v Soatfors | (12 Ife? o Fwe, 55 G49-
A gfN, iR, A, gEe-eree wigEnE fewa, g
afoge 23BCeB | ABE WET  ARHLTE—ImEEe sfeq
foa 7® wfew, A% aife w6l SoEe-gaiEa 7% sfarss |
G3F M@ |

@ne-ars, (A o, (A3 afeg | e afes =i |
ET JF SEHIO IR AfeHT (OB (T IR

xR AR ZHe ceirer T A4 ). qrAlRH (FNGI |"— AT ARAARIY oA
aers: | S AW ART WL @Sl oNFE ATIGARND - J] SRR WL
IR (AETHA) |

t a3 wgron e aigfs anw «ifafbs | aipfo—fer | “srigferr w1 1. ol
st TS, otf: PR A FETAFE” (2 Y, e1vere)

aigfs efi—eqRAFsaTs; SR W e fage ) gt ) @t
ELICIETE At .

1 3@ ey fog WIS | 3@ fe v wEelEmiial NerE sgdme”
(%31



(Y 49 | 38%

TIGISIN WY AfGAfE 70 AfF, (1 TF TO6| Do~ AT
i 303, (1 7% oo WA T LA | @IWA NN 23S
B% 17 AW, FGOd FAMT, ATOIF Vi@ MY SNAHA
@i *ifie- F4Tara @a-faFi 33090g % | 3313 Sare w2 wfeely,
T2e Etate | fefa—

“ceeal fas, (a9 Fatl,
CATARIAR ARAR” |
fofa—

“Rore e wa’ |—

G AT, Fo)- WA IMIB—ALSF feq T47 fwgl, wrarss-
oit3 sfeqre 230e0e | 9 (316 39 Ifeira stz ?

(h) Sz AfAaEa—@ FRW TS (T FAT wfd JeoAn
53, BaIfwsd (A3 FiA 23(e faoe faa @eq My A ; fom
@ @eq A A+ (T AFGFFE, T2 WYy APPS AAE
*fip 23(T— (A2 AT foiq gwa 3300 fon +faq 730e, Foz 13l
AZCS Al A A | FIA Y (RS A FRATF ¢ FrENT g @i
faca ¢ ol FENF Ffaa v AFER WA (A2 9F 5A I,
afeqie o390 ; (F23 (AT WA (ST 23T 74T 223 s
Aea A1 AFE Flers: wwE wfesty, waR-sfE-ohw, |
fastfie 23095 ; FAFEAZ  AWTATS—afeeiy, afEwE |
ot (7, (3BT W@ 9@, TAE AGA T 9 T2 O,
w7 320A @l 9 92 A3 TN A W97 A3l W wvE Sfean

* “qryift 3599 foe-smem, wERRtewith wfegfe: dad sl Sstarew
Baf v3fe’— (T o) | “TeraigAlfgavAEA—Feift (I AR ¥4 i) |

+ “T9 5 TRIMTATSS, A (5A AARSF 7327 q TS @3 A6y AP #IS” )

Poattrg Ny mitmrdfearer. - efam warfafmara aic e3fs’—aq”
(Y, vR|IY

“GAFAFA WA —0R1e



Y83 TS |

—T A —eifsfye 25 | (anie-fAenaR 2T wEe
74 |

221 FA 23T W3 (I,—FTR (T afega wm «fey
geawifarEra Ao MAfSs 23w, @ @ wewR farme,
a7 Wy fAEe—emyre——esiawnfeetis—ast-fE- aud—
feare 2300 dffter @1 g =ivw ww wtd glem, 2w
& afega sy g7 Ffaal e, B2 gratvavfawex @ 220
R 65 Ffam, wArs B wwfafzs sy @@
sfoarfe 27, o%9 (6% Ffars tfara | it sma  Sfea
yfa 2303

(ATG-fIBITA GBAFICT “How=a” Toifys 231 0T 73U 93
#farn o3z ifin S wars & gidte ®iWA ¢ wife-
Aol 23T TPTAA BorICA AN 27, YN 2izfe Beom ) 3R
e-sfys “Ama” | @F oFE eI FE ANAI A
2| (oR-3fA9 wfaacs-—TaRta—ers, voifye 23

AYER FA T QA 43R (rReiTae cor-3fa Sefe
23qifeer | woae-ifen o sfawl, Steral farward a sya-ww
#faaiferam, o559 544 sfaql (aoidrsfomms ¥ | Soyqesfe 3319
Riow; diaiaE 43 | AHa@ onae-wfe sfogre | R wriR
B BT AT ARA wraefET THSAE BIAR  FG
BT |

A ‘wBAAAT A I WMeA | —AMHR WretT Aot
AfeT-tAR), —=AA AT S-S FOH @3S FAFW AT 11 7

* caTatfd 733 |

t “star AT —SeFT WAl AT | wxae e - qiraal
- afeeArmd fagnafs” a3 “am s oie: Afserormnl anifasmaae (3 oy, o8
and 39|9) |



CARNT 9 | 389

gl (1 Ae-caaifr A 33 otfEta (Fw P Wyl wem
g WA | O3 e wfe-amal sAfasierr g we
9% #FE AR fAAE ‘g Tesiwa aral I3 fws
237 AT |

Ty el featess cr <A, Fw, e, Soorw @
mifiy el W3 TeT-TInfE eiefs wia wea aal wfEw-
AR qB 223, AT ToAfgs 2@ «qa fow ATBLA 74 73
BLS | s

AN-(@ET FCF,—o072 4fs sqaz 3 =oae gou s
Ael ooEa S| B GRARANST, Oferd IWE Folaes
WATFA (e FAT $05 wae wwal srara ez @ Aol Genws
fam Atfe | @0 At f5rE @ swa AeAr 3 23S aE
M%7 AEAMRA—AN-C7W, WA, IA| AT —IAT AT T
“FeRta” | wedfaag afw cadl, wwal, wtfay—oyd araze Awe
Aw FRACT AR, DT TIAZ AT Srw T2A” L IR

*  sfegfa AEmited— AR FFU IMINATI g MY AN ORA-
fregamira’ | “craift sgRse Tamh —won AgwefE oA, Swfag@e e
ARATHSAR GIFRAFATA AfARtAaifagagie, )Asl sitg agzaa) |

[ ‘oon refF © aufe--Ms), selv—ntw @33 1 ]

‘oifay, eefe—Nsl, sow-35 (AT IR |

4w i QIR 3 (3R ATIRA“—B B edeiz

1w, v, Al wwifes, wwisa Seift ‘emta: facmw ofigadtta - wan-
ogfe-Ftadmts (sl iy, 281331

“aregiferNf-TaR FaaeFf[, 1 w0 (sore) | “IRyrmde: &
FEAY G- S@I; B SIS ATl ACCY | wRFGSIIFN F---0F YQrarg
ArmATINWIA At —3TlfE Neiohay, swicel 9BFE N3 WY FFaes 1, ok
Fa @ GiAfF Ijis Ffaca, T s al

wgy  AfEEEE— IwEeiiE FEE, AvvIEl TR fIEm (A o xe))
‘g FiN-crREaiet ff T augaEREeEE (v0e) | AB4T Raifisife
¥4 9tal - A 23 8 3T W |



588 37?"4_\'»211‘7 (

otel 28R (Rl (8, (IANAZ FH-ICNF T2 ANTE, (ATAAZ
Ao, w-efife gaF wrIR FAS Ifars 2303

(a) A, FFl, IS —TaT T A W Afele
Y| AJCAT A2 AN TP FfA0S0EA ; AHT SoRwfeay
wfeqe 20O | FOA AT FU ¢ AW (WA, (T g
frues (1R 72 ¢ AW cot wfarss,—323 W Ffwa ; SaAw
54 3 Bl @l Ffaea @ fewd W Ffan =@ e
a2 o oy, —fares qrEe 3% 23 o3 weeiiva S
Afs , fres wfas Seova sfars 3l wfq Q1 =&, I @
Wi Aol 3 WG Gesitea wfqa 4 ; T2ATT G217 3H 77, SGA
43 afaa * | e, sad 3% sfare T, ST gae-
7 §3 3, ones sRvfe g sfeafe Bam Avw A
afaa) W3 @i, woEd g wfa, e godtgsran s,
TPNT TN ofa7l Sf3ra ; 33 A0 7304 39 A $row $oifge
B A We-wd g Ffaal, frww 3w Azme goAgwel 1R
Ffaa fafas o =faa | @2 a3 9 Ifars =rorm 33509,
Ar-cafe 9% 230 B2 1 @3 I, AN wIIA Agw
Af2AlCE, SRFE I Y’ —=T '@ APCAMT WA ; FAAS
o I alfe fewAl a FH wfara A1 SR @S F0IR
s Ffae oiferd, frwae ws w1 sfqalr efe st
B3 1 SN, A GO (F NGSHIA Y A,
staffico F09 wgeams 3 F4 o | sfad, a9 3o
o sfara 1 a3 IowE A, WEas AR (IR A
frarn @igfe Seom 2303 &1, Awcd gl Befgs 3303
AT FA-(SIMT (INA AT FA-(SNOR Qo A wf=l

« frawte v TR goift ANCT - TR, A ovpsy
SICRATR ARG AT 19[S ATG | F% A W A goor— oy fi Al |



AT F | y8¢

#RAE, ST/ AF-WF AfSs 4T AAmIgeT Toifee BRI W2
AL (I @ (R, forarae i @4 wsew sfiate 3w e
@3 THEFR FCT A I | G2 SR TS @), IwA
ergfen farm aifefs 2%ta1  wmwgfe ofia # |

(b) “=giy wi-frere’—

COIRIA CTBY #1q I, (A (B oaw-sjaed, —ar2ce
ofl Sraraa e <ferml e a%ArE ;—ER AWH ARATS TS
cotta T BofEs 2w, g oo A 26, OR ©W (oM
meEfERf wEmE—oR AW, 8 Sy fifw ey
Sia - STY e I | St AR —sfwifid e
FreifeF (IMF, N @2 Feermfifan sy e 3fw;
wHRl (O arvd 9@ AeE 3@ ene 23m Shee; weife
eigfe-affe, on-ofa we, Ik wa 23S AT 7| Fwa argfe
«FIN 230 + | JFIIE @ TAW GeAlRT AfFS, R AW
reies FwE e =7, o559 fwe ivfe afze |

(c) «BmH Aot av-ay, Avealam oefs e
37 | gofrw 33T AR Ay, MY HEF o) AW
530S, A, Ao AFad-fifan w5 sfadl a2y, oa erfes
HAE (A3 N2, AT AGCHA AN I o | gsfaw @B
Fae sE-arml e dfe afaife ) e SR Safes
Sifil o wga-ene Safions el sfavas | st
e wfeam g o e e WS 2 wRa
‘e’ oE 22N B @ 220 O, Tt efafa—
(O ZTAWE 8 (oA FiE Afwe sfe Iy e wwaw

» gy TEETEA— TSRO 24T ATTIW TORR FREE (NS juee)
4 BfaRmorEIad, QRIS RGOt ot I IR SfaFel—aal
g WA A | FIFA-RATY TR 7K ey a3 feate =€



I8y TSN |

oS 2871 | ¢ f-w S 224t | Ag-ANG RS A WA
—IFE SN, FoF | (IR fmwd T o Wyl 1@
T® AL, T FeerRl—argiee e Fwmat o s 32-
woreR fras, s sfere If frwet 2 W Ame—
ooe WHe ; O fanibeRe WeT™y | “ffrare emwE § o
mafS feea’ | “ATy A WF A % S cons” Ul

(d) #itéz, @2 AAT @A TS @RS A2 (3,
AR A2, AYRfea g T3 T8 w2 A= Afs 5@,
FFU AP 361 ¢ o TS, I ITHA Teow WS
Aa A WS @B T e | witeR o feml @3
q, AT A Ao F6 e fqr 8@ [ @ Ife @
Y e AM@E AW TET @ G ING A0 TS
A W SRR I I67 T Ffaq, 7 Ay 74w
TIAR-PIATA 237 FEY AMEH FfACA | ORI 227 36
ot FFATS Afre, T operl oo Imalifar 28w 8w
Mo I fraees @, @ IfF SmRe-ommd W 2BW, FEWS
oo FEY oW I W ; SRR ATHF WS AVI-AT
TS A A SN TS TEI-AAR @Al f5rs WAKArS
ha S A | @B FY, SR IR A @, FIR fow
oefd  FW, A AR IEH dAEW IR b T2Me ITW-
affen @FH TRE G| @ IR TG e M,
orcE Frae e @, @nte 36y T Afvorteag sl
firaires 1—

* AU PIERF o] T 2BaiR |

+ “qeh otfefifrett (qe-FRaiftentfat) . mmBeme wfatfe: w
OIS oo m‘nmﬁw: TEE 7 - fE aehindiae: 91 Ak wfafer [
FR R 1@ aferf B wETHT (IR, WiAfAHRIS-we iR Rl T
-t (7, =, svise-s9) 1



IS € | 389

“The tendency is apparent in the Upanishads towards
an intelectualism which forsook the performance of
proctical duties ” (Indian Theism).

(8) (AT CEHA A7 & Qar A Sfafs 22w,
otz S wrwe el W @2 e ef-Nw e
o FofiolE 280, “rd §Y S @ @ “ormid 12
TAHS @G 43 Al A1 oF W @ R g3 eI
32l e, AT 1@ (18 I |

LR |

S| FN-AAEF—

(a) wfdgmes @ A ¥R, wwe foTe -
FNfTeS wiag 23 ATT | AT FWS ANMAYT 77 wCS
AT, —IHTO TG, A WO T, Y FOR IF— IS O
TG ANA T4 % AOPT ISR | &ATHT FferS AT Ty
a-got-4if fe (Individuals) (rfATS o413 1 22HA ATSTIH!
SO 2e qoE, 7| AR TeA I@E W oAfEoS
T3CeR, 3206 FMMI §H W WA @ I AMew A A,
T2l 4T og TRS WA A Al AR | 22T gelw
opfe | qHitEr WOl AT @I6 FwA T ofwm wH
Tafr oty (S 233 o, T2 SFAATIHY AR T W,
TFATER A7, Tl g e W1 A @S gt w9
MR AMEEE N R @A s e, e
cefiptrar St 2gafe | @@, T tenl ofml Atz o,
Prore ; Plerg »7, DY W1 @R, R
PR | 9B AN, B2 IR G @} A0,
FG-FAIL@ IR AW, AOT Y 9T [T ACE oM,

* efyE TS g TeRFERT aitf-gRor @i e,
&Y ATRIRH TEEIRIAARS” |




s8y RS- |

T A SHfF9S TBCew, Bae WA AE@ TEw ererw I
AR | 9T @2 ATA W@ BT (A AT (I vO® oW
A W (TR TG AR OfE AR AMHA qRCAGE =W Al
2R At “gtetfes gie”

(b) g dtar “srutdqR” in cats, St TEE -
‘qIvel (SR FA AT | A ARG 7 wrely ;@
I TF 9T T 220 TN 47 foF Iy Afvcs 23wy —
@ FPBle wfrsle 1 Tww for @ wABl (32 AR FfaS
Afa a % aorw ity atm o o fis sfae, @
BF] ST AIRCS #AIF, MIA (@A AT ABTS AR —fem
=t Ifagfen Srrel e AR@ A | SrwERe A
“ererm (rfatefz W2 Foe-stie frgww AfETICy, 2o weare
3 S TYNZ AT T30S ACA A7 b | Aopw  (wfArely f,{ssjmm
sferl forgl, bta Boifrs 23aMs ;—32 ST F9 © 5 A |
TR #ifaefe 76 ;—22l w0 230 e w3 ORI AT e
A2y ISR ; AW AN ARAIT  SATT I rw
sfacefe + 1 FoIR IWT AWMU FIW TR 7
LA Al |

fog 3fit (1 afea 3, %2l ofel @i qow (iA oEwial A,
—@% FAG! (oM A WA A At Tea S@ReE
Ty @351 fEfaE oyrs 230 wificere | B3l Stv “xrear @y
ARFE, wee o™ Ty wyors 237 Airee | @2 SRwR-

* 3l 0% T I el 230 e o e drs 3 wwel
T8, SN (7 AT A" 9FTT Wl fowsl 7GR, ‘IR
S erotnl Rawgat 2 o5e 7 7, wifiqdite: sifmswie” (3, oF, oles) |

t ‘I SR oA e feifrasd:, stoifes mefmfmt—ese:
aRARg SEreA dfFEiad W efEmfgr—get |+ adfEetfimaer
YRt AR A" | RN aerRsIOw, 7 AN I IS 1 e Bfe -
Liic Lt



@wtw ¢f | 388

offt R SR AW IS AT | [BSI TSR AT 7-
7o, ofe-gos, sr-Tafbs agfer @ig e | wefirar adifs
BoR; 53 15 © oFes sl 239 A A3 O
Fo7 3fzqe, Aeftam Atsane ; wousl ages wof 2%W I A%
oM (1 wta SRR el eE G-I sEw Ffaes,
wibte 3% w2l 21 Ape WP 223 e, R fEfwbiE
SAFSHIH @ A JIFGLAT ‘TR | T2 23(© TG SR
223fea 32 T2I2 7T FEGIAI NG AT FSET AW AT ¢ |

ARG AN (M @B AP FU qEA Staifears
g fFeary W2 @, TEF | AR T AW @fTE N
FfareEd | W AR @ ISl WY Igre «Fwhl
fafam RNatg sfarees gae 37 7o ARFAZ AGF AR
Wy SyTe—32rE Afeerea | v ore? 2y, w3 A AoE)-
feors fars 343 (@, @3 Tt A% o fo @Fg 237 ?
«¥ rgres-efan iy, @R spre fafaghe wos fo e ?

SEII1a T8 fraftea—

‘g @ Al ferefmm sty wwpre Atk
92 faie-ofd, 3 aTEge-ofa aFs Frr St 23re Tow’
(P TG AL | T2 TeAR IR H, WS A I, IH
wff7 I, WS WYEHI I, W Wy AR@E-Si o |
TGS, BiTTe2 G AW, —32MF 4T IT7 22E TG
oNe TRTS(E | TR SIRMAE MY AT 22031 et 233 1132 |
oA BHA To@e (T ? -&AFS QAT A, T2 I 3
TP G2 AIRE ATE + | A B I Aoyl

* g wfEMITE: TSR W TS| T | “STHS WAQ FHER, 7 ©F
FAR A fifS wwee st 9’

t “qFTRY G AR (TG FGIFIRA Afatwe” | TR & @i g
Ao - T TR B, rwwiRaSt: fedl A" | A fe faor: Setgra
......... ATy AFASFIACR TN =Bw (2° SHYy) |



Seo wES-AH |

T, oEE wifew o1 AfFs—aAttz 7l ; ozl 23 fRow =77
1 AFTS ATA A % | ST 230 Jeow WHifF @ I o
474 3F3 a1 (74 ; Ifes WBe ow 237, e w0
o7t FfaE, TP FH0 2300 WY (T 7o A PfefFe v
A%, W IYAS Testw F3re oitfare A, Aferes ofaa ¢
BT, ANFANT fFFIAAT Fbre—TwE 32O (@FH - TG
3 fon ag 22e At q) wwEER-ef, R e Fe-
TRATZ AfRT ; (T o7 1] T |

TSI AN (TSR (@, WIAwI-Bfens, An-FoNfe fFiz-
offirs Toidg A (9 oratas AfPreE 7 | Tl SRR
3 Tvientst S, (IS AT WAF

 FRE TEEe AREE @B 532 IS 22—

(a) =R e s, Wl e G A Al
AR Fore, =ieed 2w Soa frw wfarere ; @bl wte
23S A AFIT ST oEew dfAelz | WAF, AW |RHR
gor-firg atr-calfe sifrs &2 AW @wm I S 22|
Mz 0 FYFT, R WA (e fey W Ffm Baw
ofs SiAF 230 | WA (B gATAS, BT JAE (FITY
FEHT: 2300, WA TCF W@ WA AW, VAT f2A ¢ Taw
Aol Besiva Fface® | 322 T | 33 BT (T AT “FOF
2 FAY AWy, OIF A2 1 [, AN 9F 5wy sl P,

*  “TY 5 TAMTANS) SRS, ﬂmwe:fmwi wmmm |

+ “affefe FatT wmI® o’ Atmiwief FaMls wiwEtel ek
(@FgL) ; ANPIfCRETRARAAE.- TS T -emivH e (F-amfify) T
RS TAATai™ Difefs 6 ¢ A ; i Ao awie 1“7 OF, visps

1wy o GO SFEA AR AT+ TG TS} A B, | SICHA-
i “idriReibTe Afedgrs” | A 5 ATPRITRFNA g SRR (-
TR afefiqges |--.q & sEmdaydafdm weafew afedigtang..

oo 7 3 et (3 of, we)



AT €1 | N

W UF T AW TR(H(R | AMAF AZWMA AL STTA
afitere | 2R AES IEARTED  FG-FRE- A AT |
ATHR 75 222 ‘A |

(b) @rme, AR AT (AT W @ — W
TR SREEAe 230%% | A-(R-(Afis 237 ffvw ave fge
AR @ 79 I A HRE e A1 7y g
aferte (3, 22 g0l WA qoF (T WM (T OAWF T IR 9
—CommE @R FAB ANA NFR Ifawe cifa A R
TR (AN @ RS, 32 AT FU AEA—

(i) @ 3 93 @,—3f W3 @ (oR wTEerelam F
e ; ff @ afeme (1 e o Pl @R oM
Toifs 223ME ; AN O3PSy oz | @ 5361 W @
cotr—gfNE 1 e ot sfan TEE @z FfErE, @
I g 5 aFa Ffarer s @D © wSeiTE; B2 ©
sfert itz ; B2l S R TR AR | IGHRTIB © I6AN FiCA
TG | TS GT [GATI! (¥, TOIOTIAZ T, Ol (T
faa =3 ¢ g Afmacy, g face sigee #feg (Recognition)
@, «f e =Xk Teorm | Ry @ @ gf fw 3fRes
HfATSR (T 72 T2 (ONT ; 327 &FS TR B (7,—a2 32
I 23S TOF,— A2 52 HIEA2 OIS, — WY WA | (73
Az, & 72 wwEs difew wfvaes 1 RreEte comify
oEl ; IEAATBIS (2 (ST W | 73 T MYR 9T
P wfegs-eita wppe @R R wwE 3RS sttfarse
@, Tz omifi W Ty @32h R e
(Discontinuous) 8 ‘FfSHIA’ (Mutually exclusive) | %

* ‘TR 7ET I @3, 7 Pletffom:, —owee, SwRgEn’ 1 q f2

FREGA AR@YAR IR GYY AT | R e,
wffRy 3§ (3 o s1819) )



e} ATS-NY |

oY ATYGLIA WY (S U FRAS (continuous identity)
AE | FoWw @ IAEI-eEE @ TR ooE Wz AW
TS (A, (T A2 TATIWI-TW 2T FoF A2, rgEneE dfew
A %1 FAUGI-wEFZ GF AT FGT A IRA AT
@ BAE SAFS T | JRTIHE, WTP IR W OR
AL, T ATHUFIA TV 932 I TTAUFIA TLT ST |

(i) ot ST @F! T AT AwEA | @B q g
R Y- @A T Aaifs ; weiead oS Ffaate, s A,
@@ o ¢ M O T 22 AT ;—22F FI9 a2
@, fifs oz oy 3z, fofh—

“ram @R, (@ AR (ETal RATIR AR |

«% fafres gfv z¢ sifedl Aw 1 oFs FA 32T ‘g
UL (A FY, A QLA GNT (T oA OiF D P | AN TFI—
“‘ord” | A areE-AEd 9§D wa cafte 233,
o fErw-3fe o wmRestia fea@e, fsfa @ w@a
230 foF, ¥o8” || @ AA-fEm Ayl o Wy w1fEs,
oI G (oA fEm «@BHE, WA RS RS 22 |
ofl Tm (otr fay, ot AR wowe IRW AT —
THA, ANY AIE WYS (A2 AI-fEm AT AR @R
TEY2 (AR, SR AT fEm, oM ;Y FAII, S8
B, OS2 SIEEA ICH | O(IZ, YN IAAE 3oY T IS
I 1 ; FIRMAT 3o Beoiiwa IS (otwia wfywin A )

» cpe fy AEAKR T, B0 ADIRFS s—pREWMAT gfreAfs ecfemierem:
IR’ | “FPUETSIF (@Y, WFH TP ST AR | HIGAIAR QFLe o EIYAEL
OB A RIS’ | “BRABE o AIFTEO]2+ - ASH—TLLA |

+ “atdis 7R ogEn: U EAEEL 1 7 5 RIHESAL L AIR FAAGL B UL
TR ; 7 FAR ga—et, o, sviee ‘

1wl wegEts AfafFoedt: 5w ‘o oatdafares . mraaawrat
ARSI I |



AT €F | N

wag Al (Rfirefy @, @ e, S R Sufy fidt
(P SATAT AL % | I Borzy AR (I SraEN Toifgs
TJ0S(E A, (FIAE FCIA S A3 fre 3@ —

“Atate I T |

Ar-catli oifere 2w, WA Aew ghmi fam,—gfy -
af% wfaate, Ag-ge-aner fifie 7w 239 4farg | @26
A3 s 2303 |

AT TR AT, (T (otrs, confa fofd w1 o
@ cotar oy, confq wRe fow; wwras faw e
AR Y HATS (R AR AT oo wfare 23w
IAFA WY RFS AANAR AR A Mol Sestwa sfs
AT A1 (T, 17 22, AFSATE, (ST fEAE WG
el FAT A | (WG ISR, —wT A atal (ofFs
23 FE F(AAL,—(NAl, IFN @efs wA bifete 2%
sfaas,—areifis aaaild st fml, s an-of afsfs
BRI GFAT, FIT T SurRA (red etk A | wE,
FIPR” TR ARAE, AF- AT Tttt — gz
wifArete |

A5F (RIATSRA, *FA-MS, TS (I AFA33 O
Tolzata (FIF eAtE TAfES =W A Fas W/ TE-wIAT
CFIA SR BAES =7 A |

TIIEACHE O G2 T93 QIFAGIT ~1% sfm s

» “letetI sRgtagriTiies, fRrsmeray Stuw. .. fFasmevacry
@fFafigy FoTOk SISt A A WS, A 5 W |- RHITRGAL - RFHICT
fafmik  eqaRaristamiefizm B affew:, Ewgt i tafbans 119
weiAs, A SutEck Fnd A9fs, wEE AW it ook atwwcy
camigts F T AF—F T



a8 HLS-AT |

N—W HFCIAS FINSA TN TS 763 2ol careet
e —

BIAGRA FEA P 0T | BARAEE AL @AF-Aagh
wEHNL FE WIS 7 »)

CMF @ 73 T OAMEW MY F | WH I, — (I
Practical @7 (3 3 AT ; AfFIEN *faw, ‘To-orw
Afen afFarg el @i 1!

(i) R W7 GT SAFICA TFA ST A, SEHl-
@ Froifde o-camfe e 2230 ABre M1 WA @2 AR
Al gitm (qREAf (3, AT TR AN Ao TSR A FE
TR | T TFI A, (T2 TSR 22e% AW oF ¢ fruifen
afevrfe 291 @ 7Fa ¢f @ fFaife (Fm Tom 1@ iz ST
R FRCRE Afeqfe, (1% IRAR Afiohs | Aea 383 wq
sawnidly fes wfegfe-cra 1 il gfm fa s
Areifar ao-cagifn sifrs 2330, ‘@bl 3397, @bl godwa, —«3
EFITA FICEF AT 9F6 LR AT O3 A2 | (¥ I
@D &FS FHA, (AT O (TR IGT AT I IEY | 3
A AT o LS TR Bfws B A 9B =y
(S 3B ‘8B WA RITAT I0'—9R w17 o e 2331
WMr1  ws9y, /I TRl —aNwifnr W a3
fisfs aner «3B w1 @3 SwwR wzatg
afagtferam—

“HRFRTHH (X TGOt |

* T RS fy TR Aoty e — :
“TORETN! - A(OT W STIPRAAR 4 statwet wafs, o) A ‘v
wiw vty et KR e3fe. ont ‘@



@ms ) Se¢

Meta fpfe @urica 7w~ foura oo =g * |
JR-APFRFNT | —

(¢) 3 srdarE wq A wiofm wpham arl o Afisd
223 B, TUA WA A qhF, ATE Qed, AT [Ime
wfogfe 2qS aifie; S99 A 74 T-AFII M |
Y PAN-AFRL AT T | IYR AFA FITA|, AP YW, HFA Y
AFE (5B, AFA IEA ARNG 27 | SN (BT AT S|
R | @ AAETS IMIG—T TS AT 1 —

“FINYIe sores afediy” +)

SRS FNIA AFA IAE (T 27 ; 92 J& T Sias ol
ooyl ote 23| A FYl, A oA ofe L1 wMSA € AR
R s fam ofs (HE 2w (oMiE AT 6y ST o3
18 22, WA (TN F6 RS 7w A |1—

“q wigARgsIS: Ffarae
FomafaEns” § |
TSR (FIF IF(S2 (Sffa—Is T @ 7Ze IT2 27
@a—gft 9d ofy AZwefera a1 SEww  of¥w wtw
v @ of? e wfal Fotef 23 |
oy frowgAr QYIS AT BA FfoRiFIN Botwigrs, Az A
ARG |
w207 § fagate gRImSATFRTAR 9

* M), PN GG, 0—8 AT G AGH WY, 1—3 (AT ARY | “AAIWNAA
7o) gerEwicR Bife (78F ot 018 ¢) |

t T, R

1 @wigsty sivR

§ “wafz A Tt At | wS: Atqraifepsiitrag: wtem: sdervte |

T camtghYy, sio|>s



) LET-3N¥ |

E2I0T AR AR (TR T, (5B1, BOX AT WBE A | (I
, R2ATF AT T2 © §9 TN IS |

“afg T TR I fAeopea agiaae fofee Aifigormn’ 5|
“ENT TTRALG: AL @IF TAYNS 93" «

(O ATA YR o 2T ; WA (I AFYA IS
’écwn—

“OIY TSR ATBIATI IEU 4

ST ANEW  (orid WM e ww Feidel ats
f; em R “gge {1 vt R wmwE 9o
ofe A3cefara a1 ST A3 srmwiewa wfEwtR 230 11—

“zq sforerer-fagfe: At wawy srEHr § |

32| PR, WA (T AATANCST TT TeIBS 23S 2RA Al |
G2 oo, f2eo, 54, el afsga wfeq Afze mawe e
19 237 Pt | WF TS’ STt 1)1 @A S
facaty wig—waz Fmge | Aea T ud 2wy s o3fe
Ffaafas 220 frang | faafen 9-Fie afeds 22as | a9
“rg, 17 74 |

FIrere IMArFIeTA qfiia, FFA W 8 TIE FEI (Y
23 A ; (FAN GO 3572 T T I T 220OMRA @
FE A AN T 91 2309007 | A Tweel, (FWITE T

% CINIBSIY, 81315 4T JT° Y, 81810

t T o, 31819 (AWIGRTAT 57T FAITBIN fAcaten e 3x1¥ |

1 tefedy, 10k

§ 7 o, spopee

9 af% 19 Sl Aeaf, o9 waiel Fnfiorikie | AE i FEfwgiear
FhigaifE: (3 oF sisle) | ‘ .

“Ragg 79 0S| fOPre, (W fAFGrT RAYISIT (37 s TAS? T 810k



CAMTB 3¢9

8 FAMNF AFSIS UM At 3o 2F AB | AWIA S&rared
AFE BT, T, T @ WIAR, IMWA 3l 2Afy 27, @
QFB| BN FHA (A0S R £ | @ WA WA (A e
oW ARCS AT F ;T AT (I WF SAFES 3305 iR
/A 1 EAe I AT FRAE AWFR I, TAT RIS TP
T 36 I WA I, OrF 22A A AT 9IB| WA A
FfaUs 2303, (3 B Aw0 ] gfe a1w oS A «F TS,
92 GHCYE, WEABH, (IR 52 FAS, T aA IwifA
TRISTS e IWT Aed AW A —fFW g wfaatea | (@
A, s Im AFA F6Y FCTT ATINF-CFF ; —AFa TN @
o9 Ranfe=ga | 9= Safer, 7oa Sorarer Ifs-alie a1fen
—aFB] (T A AT 0T 2@ b1 AR [ Ffawa, @
797 Afge gt sfam, o Adtas o @ W, &% ¢ 33, fAw
8 B9, - 37 @ffiz orww fagd Ffaa ¢ GBI FE@TAT Tep,
AR AArere, (we-sfemifer wtw A A FfaE,—

ATIA (BB IT GG, A3~33 T4 Gaml QAR (39 Cafb-
Iy femwe 2331 oy @ wmA, N @ONF (2IF 37 ey,
cBEe wift I 3o femi gz 37, ofel 283w femee—
Fizfa AfFs grmn—az faaer fawife sfare @2 w93
SRIFE TSNS, AAETS, INIGFE AFAR AT
afeml L ok sfaaies | @At SifRml Aed $69 o1 =3
FOA T A T2 AR 2F A A | “spefy efamrm o
GRS § |
IR LSRRI G 3@ 3§ FBAgSI'—° iy, 819190 “7f% % wyfyy-
FfvrrRd WFER (3P O 23188

+aq, RIFRE A TR SAFSFARMAAG 2437 T e AT TS’ —CIwtwiy,
slos  “wigl IR s12000

b g —aET— S AEREAR A F SRy (FE sy “AvRta—
ghal 3w AWfe Agemds (v o 81 § ®o, s




Sav IS |

9% TR A IR, (MF T, A Fm-aArS IS B
#FE FAAl, AFA TgN, AFA FF WA Afedw Flerara Soiom
—(IWIW @ ST Tous firml fimies 1

ol TS

TR TS 9% AAA I AR, SSMA @ AANIA (I
7greR A 49 gfeme sfwe M| (I Sgne—as
ABYNT TJT—CAE ZRW TAA | OF AT TR 37,
OBRTAL (OMIA 36 ARG 22 A | THEMW AR A
FfAA AFtew Toifes 23071 ANTE FIr e @IF
@ FATA FC AY 22T ; AN (SN ATT SHCAW TS AY
23917 TAMNG fog A% ;—aFo XS AMAA | GFH FANIFA
I T, A (ST ATF =T I I AT 758
AT, 32 WA A ATT W2 | TIZ FIANIFRA T, TR
TS TG ; (IAMT GTEW  ACA AfEFSA  AUTIRR
e ’AI @ RIS opAs oW AR, FERe O
AT | St AR, —

“BULATET-DA-TAG AN A SoreFAFIfFA” | “opgerRezfE-
ANt BRRAGAA 43Ty arepsiqifoyram @ITE JAMATIE |

BIESIC I SIS Co C NS (B R e C i L
AE; AR WY QU ATrEwRe o AT %, Afweifa
AR G2 TP, ARG JCW A AFrewtn S aifey
W SRS AT Yy, AFA FANAA ATV '@ AT Frm
) fofd, (2 ARSI W, AFa  Tafew, ATw yfER
FE-Ofi @ Ay G2 W Aew JoW, A I,
7Fe (5B R 281 Toffd 9% AAASS RANY-IFE A
AT, TOMA (O AUICHR, AYIIER, FANIFT FELAA

+ Rt Bergifrardian fatstendafsrrmmdaty —qutgety, 8o



m ™1 Y &)

sfmifes oomq % wofiw  (oiNt Arw swEdats (o
2RI A
@2 TYT (IMW-ATY FAItET AWT 23 U AGACR
TR e 2R IR (BWR AW Wz | ¢L-FF @
foran wifermy 43 ), - enfa? commamy | F T Ao
Tff Sy =7, ofFl 2@ IW-2fY © Ty T2/A A | TR
%20 S IO M@ A | 9T IW-AfT AWAR 5IN S |
T qATS (A2 5IN-BCw(Y 127 MY, STF2 S I I I
OIFE Z2ME | FOAM FF IAAGIZT (DA 537 Srw 23S AT
A1 AT (IR ARSI JU T2 AR W7 WG |
(v) HAfqraCE oA @B IW-ATETE TWE AT GID I

aferyl wtsaarsla faeh 23ce fanty @1%2 | (72 *AD @B ¥, WxE-
S, IM-2AfGR NPT FNIT TR 931 @ 2302 fo a1 oo
o @2 A T =y fEnfe o, SEAntl,—eRe @
A A FHA A, T2l At Ffaweq | W @9
TorE, @2 FFIT AfofE ToN 1 AN e, W dgfen
T2 AfFF ~Af2fS 230® MWMF, FWMAR AfeYyfee oo Inw ¢ o3
i e¥e fera Fm-oifer ey, S cefEst #g:
et 27 Bus fawl, seEAy wweRe A=t et 22e
AfICA | AMEE WA 2 (4, NATSIIT (T FNIT T
G Ry 227 WER—2F =G Aoty @t | sy
eitfers A © AR et 220 AMA T | (@G- o7 9 ¢ v
TE, WET 77 92 IemG  affer w0 Frem 7 2w
RITHN-SIT (Hd3ue), T@-FE TGQ fams T AfFR—

xR FEYG O AR SRy RIS FO w1 A 5w %:—_mm
FB—A° ©f°, seixe

t olester Anfratsead, AN 98 793 IRREA—The goal of effort is an

absorption in which all difference is lost and which aims at the lots of the sense of

conscious personality, "—37if¥ |



Yo RS- 317

QTS NFS 2R @RS 26T AT | T THT CqF
3 =TE St aRHEA—

TG W AR Wi 97, waew, ARG
@3 sfem 7937 '8 sfawre, AR Somfs sfars me 2331 805 |
9% AT AR QA TRAG FEA AQ@ I SRS I 1%

B IR A, JEIFHT WA-AAT FA AW A5, [T
wal As-caEif el ofve, wgF TR AW T 2ZWw | 92
RITHIT-SIAE AA S 12— 2oy v-fages” e o9
qRA—“TA-8fes” q@ 2BAER I Wy =fe-fFem
e ; B2 @A 2203 w9 B © S 23t ABCS oMfeA A |

A B T T AR 237 1 =@ 2y, @3 @
2RO €32 F1A TS FOF ATH! AFO-—ACHA AT | AW
ZIOG (TN FoF ; 17 T308e (ONfH ¥eF | [, T (A
W 2O (FN FoU IG AEZ—8% J(WI2 FFA-fII A@
THH, (I FNIAT M LIS TOF FIA A3 | (IAA, JUAWA
WA & (W IW AT FEAL I, ST FFN 23S
wfefie w7 AN (TR 2o 7 92 U PiFIR T AT
—meE, AR r Ao fo Fd o®ahe ) @m—
9 230 HoE ; (T (I FRZ—TA 220 77 23S AI Al |
st @3 A AR Sfafe 23 1—

“F 7 (AAAYRE) 43 AT,
A wIR—aN” 1

* TG TSR TR ACAAEFARTS W s fafs Bois M 3T
AT o+ oo - ARIFOITAAS oo FH-BAIYE 7R, -+ - 737 @TTR Pl F03” |

+ afe S FUAd @FR @ TR fefee foufioan wfy” (7T, <o) |
“emtfats Reatfasieolived Feamw: afefifie:” (sive) | '

1 g T Ae—afe s @3  Aide: ARwls ARl st wii el 3 |

nﬂ‘]‘unnmfﬂ ------ '“”-—aﬁ’za‘ 39154



CIITH €5 | R

AFe 799, AFE FNAT WY NI INIBF—2 799 F] @
7 28O 7oE, fon | 3% (I II3T IWIHH 22S ‘wfSfae
3 foR (T wFH AFS AN A ¥ oI, THE T3
RTIFA |

g iy, eag—-da trew, W, G
sfsgfes R ova |l I &, A8 F7, AT WY
GHFIT T3 AT F(A, B4 FNIA FHAR AfSTE 27 A )
T FNAA I ALIFONI, TTE-FA, TE WF § 5%
SACTA AR, TN &N FwAw crrefEmafrmee Afads 239
AT FACH AT NI, $AF FAT FIAD ~91B 230 At
3 crefwmatfr saosf-ase: (2 wweir ofeafe  s3e
ATF 1T

“xq adl It @—

‘@ A 8 (A egfe fafie-srataa
o1l IS, SHI FHAD A~ 233

B9, swmet crrafatfea Aeeld Srag

FEHABIS WA A% 22T AW ||

* “gfg 5 SifreifeRufenife) faer g PRI’ (IFTF, S1IRY) |
fag— q fz S AW SorsfewE Im:, o IHN 'Ot Hcs” (315193) 1 @ FAHRWY
i ot h freEeiea (rel 363 |

boBre) W puta) AMARSIAY (S1R13Y) | “WETe wAfug: Aravaeais, o =fi-
fRpfrat: a8 (10189) |
St “sg b (eid) arseEife: AT AfETFER — e, 8181

+

§ wwEd wmimyfe, i wweferiwRet omee ARl R (3w

1819) |
O “cmEmgeHial vl as RorRaal A ReR A or e,
oR) | “alrTERiaIy fZe e IIMEAFRA (TSP, eder) _
| “qq wgifrsEatag. . wo@es, oR-@E- IR FaFatiiCre -ww

JTCS” (IFTE, RDIH) |



03 LT~V |

oA, TSMHA @ffel-~wWTay AfZS AoE 7 27, oofue Fe3w 77A
oS & Al | FOAR ST WA ARA—ICAA WY AAS-
O3, IR 237, — W Atz | W77 Aeies— s W
PHT, S TYCHT Iy, —TSFF T4a =7 fToe 91 qwal | A6
&fl—TeTR 9, I(MI Y Ao, G, “QRIFEg” wA
TN (A | OIS TA IWM-FIANE & 27, ‘- alifes
W1 FOM FCWA ALESId (I we gxe  Atfaree A
G% SFIA AFAGIT, ICA—ANAT & &Tid RfEfe ¢ «Freiz
i Ffaaees | @Y, wfSare 23307 oAe, S 8 FNe—I3W
23S OB’ 237 AMFCS AT Al | oI IMI [FMiteziies
— AR WA (T WS 230 2SR Al 1%

332 At ftw ) fofa o fafia franes, s
237e ARl @2 FEwE N2 Iferee o7, Sfdee-eid ara
S FACS AWF 1T (I IQI2 B4 AN ¥og e, fon
e caty WF A | @ FAT, FACST (F1F 382 Ifoy stz rors
A IBA ToW-(Y AfFTSR A, W3@ | @AMEFfIS AR
e 32T I |

* I TATS] ATGS - AIAER  @TTATTONIN  Aifare HI{twifiv
TPBHTAGL. - ATTS 9T ABIF” (I5° ©Y°, 319193) |

“TRIPARL R+ AAACSL FOPTRCA: STFEHIFA FOIAR: o ‘SAHGS—"— ¥, BF°
3 “oF) B SReSH AofE, 9FTRWG” | “FeHrS AT T tfrermcy
THTSTH, AYY FCSJR (AGTTS: -+ TR I ‘AIFORY WAL FAR FAAR” (2 B, wie)

“ayf PR, TEAREATRS  REFEE NG wfR—yfQ-ammis—
o B, 85R  “TIARE...(TFNCEARI” |

t fea 3date a¥an—

“ortwFEeo A 5 EEn ot wRfR wagEEifee.s aqre,  ¥if,
TS S oo o A YT FACGe- 4 NGAY, FRCATSNR TR, 9FF RAAGGeev
SRGIFSATRANR 7200913 of70 BARE” (° ©F°, 0112%) |

“sfwm-afsawaral & s —sxa-aemes ‘afaut wrws adh st cfaraa a




AW ¢F | UGS

RN BAfE, YT SFET AT GFb1 A WA
faard fafes =g | =l orel Bre RS A @, @RI
WA TR -NAT (T A AR | AW, (A ST FACIA
@M IZIZ AR WOW-QER TSRS AF A | AR
Aeofel-Rear wHig ol FRepEd TR faw Ffw oredl
23R | TS 739 e fermem oyl el wtfafers 2370 fiawi-
AT AT IFACS AWFA ; BI (T SR AR AP (I 7
3l fagrys wygfS AtE A, (e Seorgn fiem-wfae  wareww
oiee, Tgfs fafm 2¥al I ; foF IEWA, I 34 o3f
Ars B, N3 A dAwEEe qvma T fifee 239 1w, o
FeEmE AW ayefs e 2% 9 ; aefEme @
oFr wygfeamfore = fe a1 a7 o fmamwa
TZIACA A fmfess 2370 ACF | AW AT ARSFR FE-goaife
aygfe (72 TRAWT Y@ 23 WA 1* WA 2 37| 2],
TNIA ARG T PME A | AR fOl-Afeq? vl o412 |
31g-fREraa Atew-caly seta Ry 230 91 I WA
tr-fargarsfa Aoz sl A &

woIed afoafen 7A@, sfeafes «im, 2as v Fegfes
RIFT—JCMA A, FNID @ FUEA (T ‘wvsl-afar s =xq-
Iy SRl St g 3@ sfaes, e et f(s
23, (A% (A AR ARBFBE (FABAN | I0™ @A TN
98 (3 9F7 3 afoe-oi fde 23ANe,—=ATA @ 1T, (I
TTISE FNAA  FIX-ANE  (FH TS oG 2% A | @R
TSR T3, I 0o ¥F 223 A A A wfwor
SeiIE i, A IfE oatey, @m 2e A vew

* "o 3ol tAtCe e fas AeEs - EwE: 7 felertt w wehaTs &
% wtgR wmweafy 7RG 3 Aferiersian aFwtits A7 swife g (3
®i°, sioRky



a8 w17S- %

«

fFal A wfaml Atfe)r @3 afagramz dgfe ) Twg
ARAE FAGPY NP FACSEA | Stal 23032 FI Hid-#lfe-
TR fAat 230es | o 32l syl fagm | AreA- 2ot
o3, Ao 2wy, oW, Ifa agfer amd 198 3% afars =,
TR SHLATH WG Ty Afaeyd Tmaga wi-sife-chemrdra 25
sfeyfe 23S Afera | ToT Siefa AT a7 w8 G357 A0S
280 Atfata | wwplel oferi foral oo d17 sjfel-ane Awd 2302 |
S2N(FE *FF, AU AT TR ‘GFIgOIT 37 @ wfaged |
B30 AT THT faA0IT T2 qAWA AB A, AT Bife-
If@ A o #21E @iy 23 |

ARI3-S1 | —

=gl 2 o At At @, s @ am-wift fawt-
sfa wfoafe 23rete, 33 I m9T 3309 fave 233, ST
wifewl, Stz 230 for 23—AfFs wa @l | (o, 3203l S22
Fgole  faoifis  wfirsts, retas awe satfiens  Sifu
e sfefay w3 2305 Tasew QA =08 7o (33 3%,
23— 1232 FFAT TNFOIa AFifs siaa Sr2ie3 saiauea
fFey fhrste | @2 wrrey gfaal fml, wimar 39 ol @3 A
w9 wfars ozl 230e fave sfan %, Szffos =Ew, w7,
Fufm 7 A @ sf afE | ww s caw, @ e
HHALT A3 9% FIT IGHAT vface =37 SAfSasa ) ol
(T ‘Y 936 oy 227 sAfeaned | «® careBiE wfawra sty
9% (AT4F AfGAE, 7T IWT S22 oAfFvins qtw A= Ay
if$fds 2309 | ©t22 Y | 22T TG-S W canty
Ffated | congfan wifaas, @@ wcenqfa nfes seats
aE Afe | awal R (AT SR agie Srm TEre Wy afam
oifele | &% 397 Aantd-y4fR @iqm 2303, 94 (I 3T AR



CAt® ¢°F | Yot

izl 23 faow Afam g Afdia al | @ wole sUw Sieied
sfsafe a Fat-ter @ Afan fmsv-adife Saa 23
2212 (aniee awifs 1fe *

@ FAT FNST (I I I WA @ Fole, St
Fotgea fwife sfa shre ) W2 g 2Be wks
zfaal an-@NF AN —FAEs-91 9 Foe Az | FIe @3
#%e wors, opoiy@ crafwmate  fadta sfew, swcans Irmaz
WILANAT TS AfabT i3t oNfFa | 5F @3 (P-FhA
1% TSI 79 42 (4, G Ffefsi-oife wwwa | Sue 23,
B2 Ts, BHisw BT BAv—93 EiFg feufFEET—aB -
A 9% TN s | FEA W3 I Tere 233 Al WIS
“itfac, Tafeq, Boras, (6Hin—7fel-ars 793 2303 A1 | GFwWA,
QUG—AFAATT Fole 2303 FWSTs J0m AW 7Jefei-afsa o5
facie sfaanes | (13 FWOrS ATW—AFA SR, AFA F0LT,
wafay Tafer, wmarara aewa o, sjos ¢ Hatar) aife
T 3 tamifew Afe |—wena SrwmwEwyra ool
fagla | orafer-wgfar Aifsssialfy 3w @ © e
QUM WA SeEfs aea 1 (3 yEere 3303 e
fsafe, 2 am aifed waes samam | wae @ sl
Ane? fafres fags «ifas 335 | (7 (@IaS SNgrF ifs 257 =
(F9, FEA 9% AFIT ARG 2303, Wroaaty g 2307 |

(TFaeie)
RQwifarag =3,
faorey, a9 |

* AREEl AleiRE | 19 ARESRRatdaB P gurs. . o
ARl TR AW (T B, s10Re) TR ARIERIARSTIEI R—EAt arwiy
YA ARSI -+« IF ARFATFA MIT (23° S, 01dele)

t oefaragfeafinis fRam ool Sfafesfer—Beiifi | (@° SF, opoe3)

“R 0T T2 ARIGS AT A eeeere 73 Beoitfes 7, QUSLAY WA FHA AYH NS |
B vso)e)



















	00000001.tif
	00000002.tif
	00000003.tif
	00000004.tif
	00000005.tif
	00000006.tif
	00000007.tif
	00000008.tif
	00000009.tif
	00000010.tif
	00000011.tif
	00000012.tif
	00000013.tif
	00000014.tif
	00000015.tif
	00000016.tif
	00000017.tif
	00000018.tif
	00000019.tif
	00000020.tif
	00000021.tif
	00000022.tif
	00000023.tif
	00000024.tif
	00000025.tif
	00000026.tif
	00000027.tif
	00000028.tif
	00000029.tif
	00000030.tif
	00000031.tif
	00000032.tif
	00000033.tif
	00000034.tif
	00000035.tif
	00000036.tif
	00000037.tif
	00000038.tif
	00000039.tif
	00000040.tif
	00000041.tif
	00000042.tif
	00000043.tif
	00000044.tif
	00000045.tif
	00000046.tif
	00000047.tif
	00000048.tif
	00000049.tif
	00000050.tif
	00000051.tif
	00000052.tif
	00000053.tif
	00000054.tif
	00000055.tif
	00000056.tif
	00000057.tif
	00000058.tif
	00000059.tif
	00000060.tif
	00000061.tif
	00000062.tif
	00000063.tif
	00000064.tif
	00000065.tif
	00000066.tif
	00000067.tif
	00000068.tif
	00000069.tif
	00000070.tif
	00000071.tif
	00000072.tif
	00000073.tif
	00000074.tif
	00000075.tif
	00000076.tif
	00000077.tif
	00000078.tif
	00000079.tif
	00000080.tif
	00000081.tif
	00000082.tif
	00000083.tif
	00000084.tif
	00000085.tif
	00000086.tif
	00000087.tif
	00000088.tif
	00000089.tif
	00000090.tif
	00000091.tif
	00000092.tif
	00000093.tif
	00000094.tif
	00000095.tif
	00000096.tif
	00000097.tif
	00000098.tif
	00000099.tif
	00000100.tif
	00000101.tif
	00000102.tif
	00000103.tif
	00000104.tif
	00000105.tif
	00000106.tif
	00000107.tif
	00000108.tif
	00000109.tif
	00000110.tif
	00000111.tif
	00000112.tif
	00000113.tif
	00000114.tif
	00000115.tif
	00000116.tif
	00000117.tif
	00000118.tif
	00000119.tif
	00000120.tif
	00000121.tif
	00000122.tif
	00000123.tif
	00000124.tif
	00000125.tif
	00000126.tif
	00000127.tif
	00000128.tif
	00000129.tif
	00000130.tif
	00000131.tif
	00000132.tif
	00000133.tif
	00000134.tif
	00000135.tif
	00000136.tif
	00000137.tif
	00000138.tif
	00000139.tif
	00000140.tif
	00000141.tif
	00000142.tif
	00000143.tif
	00000144.tif
	00000145.tif
	00000146.tif
	00000147.tif
	00000148.tif
	00000149.tif
	00000150.tif
	00000151.tif
	00000152.tif
	00000153.tif
	00000154.tif
	00000155.tif
	00000156.tif
	00000157.tif
	00000158.tif
	00000159.tif
	00000160.tif
	00000161.tif
	00000162.tif
	00000163.tif
	00000164.tif
	00000165.tif
	00000166.tif
	00000167.tif
	00000168.tif
	00000169.tif
	00000170.tif
	00000171.tif
	00000172.tif
	00000173.tif
	00000174.tif
	00000175.tif
	00000176.tif
	00000177.tif
	00000178.tif
	00000179.tif
	00000180.tif
	00000181.tif
	00000182.tif
	00000183.tif
	00000184.tif
	00000185.tif
	00000186.tif
	00000187.tif
	00000188.tif
	00000189.tif
	00000190.tif
	00000191.tif
	00000192.tif
	00000193.tif
	00000194.tif
	00000195.tif
	00000196.tif
	00000197.tif
	00000198.tif
	00000199.tif
	00000200.tif
	00000201.tif
	00000202.tif
	00000203.tif
	00000204.tif
	00000205.tif
	00000206.tif
	00000207.tif
	00000208.tif
	00000209.tif
	00000210.tif
	00000211.tif
	00000212.tif
	00000213.tif
	00000214.tif
	00000215.tif
	00000216.tif
	00000217.tif
	00000218.tif
	00000219.tif
	00000220.tif
	00000221.tif
	00000222.tif
	00000223.tif
	00000224.tif
	00000225.tif
	00000226.tif
	00000227.tif
	00000228.tif
	00000229.tif
	00000230.tif
	00000231.tif
	00000232.tif
	00000233.tif
	00000234.tif
	00000235.tif
	00000236.tif
	00000237.tif
	00000238.tif
	00000239.tif
	00000240.tif
	00000241.tif
	00000242.tif
	00000243.tif
	00000244.tif
	00000245.tif
	00000246.tif
	00000247.tif
	00000248.tif
	00000249.tif
	00000250.tif
	00000251.tif
	00000252.tif
	00000253.tif
	00000254.tif
	00000255.tif
	00000256.tif
	00000257.tif
	00000258.tif
	00000259.tif
	00000260.tif
	00000261.tif
	00000262.tif
	00000263.tif
	00000264.tif
	00000265.tif
	00000266.tif
	00000267.tif
	00000268.tif
	00000269.tif
	00000270.tif
	00000271.tif
	00000272.tif
	00000273.tif
	00000274.tif
	00000275.tif
	00000276.tif
	00000277.tif
	00000278.tif
	00000279.tif
	00000280.tif
	00000281.tif
	00000282.tif
	00000283.tif
	00000284.tif
	00000285.tif
	00000286.tif
	00000287.tif
	00000288.tif
	00000289.tif
	00000290.tif
	00000291.tif
	00000292.tif
	00000293.tif
	00000294.tif
	00000295.tif
	00000296.tif
	00000297.tif
	00000298.tif
	00000299.tif
	00000300.tif
	00000301.tif
	00000302.tif
	00000303.tif
	00000304.tif
	00000305.tif
	00000306.tif
	00000307.tif
	00000308.tif
	00000309.tif
	00000310.tif
	00000311.tif
	00000312.tif
	00000313.tif
	00000314.tif
	00000315.tif
	00000316.tif
	00000317.tif
	00000318.tif
	00000319.tif
	00000320.tif
	00000321.tif
	00000322.tif
	00000323.tif
	00000324.tif
	00000325.tif
	00000326.tif
	00000327.tif
	00000328.tif
	00000329.tif
	00000330.tif
	00000331.tif
	00000332.tif
	00000333.tif
	00000334.tif
	00000335.tif
	00000336.tif
	00000337.tif
	00000338.tif
	00000339.tif
	00000340.tif
	00000341.tif
	00000342.tif
	00000343.tif
	00000344.tif
	00000345.tif
	00000346.tif
	00000347.tif
	00000348.tif
	00000349.tif
	00000350.tif
	00000351.tif
	00000352.tif
	00000353.tif
	00000354.tif
	00000355.tif
	00000356.tif
	00000357.tif
	00000358.tif
	00000359.tif
	00000360.tif
	00000361.tif
	00000362.tif
	00000363.tif
	00000364.tif
	00000365.tif
	00000366.tif

