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" And I ﬁave felt
A presence that disturbs me with the joy
Of elevated thoughts ; a sense sublime
Of something far more deeply interfused,
Whose dwelling is the light of setting suns,
And the round ocean and the living air,
And the blue sky, and in the mind of man:
A motion and a spirit, that impels
all thinking things, all objects of all thought,
And rolls through all things »,

William Wordsworth (Line)



PREFACE
\//////

The Ptoblem of God and Absol;te is one of the funda-
mental problems of philosophy. We undertook to inq;ire into
it as comprehensively as possible within, of course, the
limits of a Ph,D. Dissertation., An attempt has been made
in this work to present almost all the important aspectis

of the problem with an eye to their historical setting and

comprehensiveness,

God is the highest principle of the theological
interpretation of the universe and the Absolute 1is the
ultimate Reality from the metaphysical standpoint, God is
personal and the Absolute is above personality. Whereas
there canﬂbe so many types of concepts of God as found in
various religionﬁ, as also there is a variety in the con-
cept of the Absolute in so many philosophies -- there 1is
a basic unanimity among theologians that God is a personal
being responding to our prayers and similar unanimity
exists among absolutists that the Absolute is an imper-
sonal Reality. But there cannot be many truths. Both God

V
and the Absolute cannot be claimed to be equally real and
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ultimate at the same time, Then, whose claim -- the claim
of the theologians or that of the philosophers should be
acceptable. This has given rise to the notorious problem

of God and Absolute Though this problem is of high philo-
sophical significance, pin-pointed works on this are rare.
Indirectly all works on God or on the Absolute come around
discussing this problem, this receives only an auxiliary
8tatus and not the principal one. In our opinion -- a good
work on this problem is long over due., And we want to ful-

fil this long awaited need to whatever extent we can,

There are eight chapters in the project of which six
are corésbhapters. In the First Chapter we describe the

problem EEEESEEDLXL what God is, what the Absolute is, why
the problem of the relation between the two arises., In the
Second Chapter we discuss the problem, as found in the
Upanisads. The Upanisads show us the germs of the problem
in, the form of the characterised and the uncharacterised
ultimate reality. The transcendent conception of God held
in the Rg.Veda is here transformed into an immanent One,

The infinite is not beyond the finite but in the finite.
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The Brahman of the Upanisads is no metaphysical abstract-
ion, no indeterminate identity, no vold of silence., It is
the fullest and the most real being. According to the
Upanisad, the Absolute and God are one; we call it the

"/_\
supreme Brahman to emphasise its transcendence of the

finite, its unknowability, its all comprehensiveness; we
call it Isvara to emphasise the personal aspect to nece-
ssary for religious devotion. Yet the two are one., In the
Third Chapter we lay emphasis on Plotinus' views on the 7
problem. In his conception of God, Plotinus to the extreme
point, thought of the infinity and supermudaneity‘of God,
God is the absolute one. From the one proceeds the first
great derived realitly, Nous, the Divine mind which is also
the world of fé:;éfor Ideas and so the totality of true
being in the Platonic sense. The Absolute as the one is
the first cause, as the good it is the final cause of all,
that is, Plotinus is quite explicit in asserting the causa-
1ity of the Absolute., Plotinus makes distinction between
the Absolute and the Knowable God. He deals with the
Absolute One as an exclusive unity to which we rise by

negation of all finitude and difference and which from this
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point of view is opposed to everything else, while yet it
has to be conceived as the source from which everything
else flows., He was the last great exponent of Greek
dualism, In the Fourth Chapter we show how this problem is
dealt with by the Mediaeval philosophers._ The important
theme of Mediaeval thought is the relation of theology to
philosophy and that different thinkers adopted different
attitudes in regard to this question. The great work of
the Mediaeval philosophers was to realize the idea of a
philosophy which while it was in harmony with Christian
theology and led up to it, was nevertheless independent
of it in being based entirely on human reason, 1In the
Fifth Chapter, we discuss the views of some modern philo-
sophers namely, Dr, Radhakrishnan, aurobindo, Bradley and

Wm
Spinoza, 1In the sixth Chapter, we discuss the views of

————
datkara, sarkara's interpretation is paradigmical in
nature and all solutions of this problem, including modern

ones, come near his solution, damkara never clainmned to have

+given an altogether new view, but he always insisted that
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he was expounding the truly Vedantic view which was already
embodied in the Upanisads, In the Seventh Chapter we discuss
the views of Rushdall regarding this problem. According to
e

him, the Absolute cannot be identified with God, so long

as God is thoﬁght of as a self conscious Being. The Absolute
must include God and all other consciousness, not as isola-
ted and unrelated beings, but as intimately related to Him
and to one another and as forming with Him a system or
unity. In Chapter Eight we have brought together all the

conclusions of our study and we have suggested a possible

solution to the problem,
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CHAPTER - I

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introductory s

The problem of the relation between God and the
Absolute is the subject-maéter of our inquiry, It is an
important problem, Since, the Absolute is the ultimate
reality from the philosophical point of view and God is
the ultimate reality from the religious point of viéw. a
question arises whether we identify the God of religion
with the Absolute of metaphysics or we maintain a distinc-
tion between them, The idea of the Absolute is generally
associated with a transcendent being divested of all
concrete content and beyond all categorical determina-
tions principally spatial, temporal and causal., such a
transcendent being is an abstract universal, unchanging

and unchangeable, not an object of thought or discursive

reason, but one of unique experience or intuition, It is



either an indeterminate unity which discourages all plura-
lity and defferentiations or harbours, we know not why,
contents within itself not as they empirically are, but
only as transformed and transmuted in the whole of experi-
ence., "We may, in fact, conveniently define the Absolute
as that structure of the world system whicb any and every
internally consistent purpose must recognise as the condi-
tion of its own fulfilment, To deny the existence of an
Absolute thus defined, is in principle to reduce the world

and life to a mere chaos.,"l

Again the Absolute may be conceived as a concrete
individuality, which is at the same time a concrete univer-
sal encouraging reality of all that is experienced)of matter,
life and spirit in their relations and inter relations., It
allows no gap among these different elements, each of which
is directed towards the realisation of values that are
embodied in the Absolute Matter, Life and Spirit are thus
no appearances, but are different levels of ;elf-express-
ion in the life of the Absolute., Another feature which
distinguishes this conception of the Absolute is that on
it the individual selves instead of being appearances have
heen given a scope for approximation to the unity and tota-
lity of absolute values. In this approximation lies the
progressive personality of the individual self which grows

out of an antagonism between the self and the world setting



up his rights and duties. The antagonism between the self

of man and his not-self pursues him, and he is in the
struggle so long as the ideals or values he will be striv-
ing after will be held out to him as so many external goals,
This happens so long as he regards himself as a self centred
moral person., The inward realisation of the presence of the
ideal by man within himself may be said to constitute the
true significance of Divine Immanence of the sphere of
religion. In religion therefore the horizon of human ideals
is so widened as to merge into the wider sphere of the
objective values and perfection which are embodied in the
being of God. In religion antagonism between the individual
self and the Absolute reaches the vanishing point though
such a state does not mean annihilation but rather enrich-
ment of the individual self in the Absolute. Religion thus
conceived leaves a very thin line of distinction between
God and the Absolute, But on the whole, the standard concept
of the Absolute in metaphysics and the concept of God in
popular theisms are or appear very different indeed and

pose a serious philosophical problem.

l.2 What 1s the Absolute 7

The Absolute is an entity, an iﬁiﬁESQEL_something

that is, inm the very fullest and highest sense permitted
by Ontology. An Absolute is the sort of entity which not

only occupies a prime ontic category, but also occuples it
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necessarily and unconditionally. Other prime category enti-
ties could be dislodged from ontic rank, and leave gaps in

their places, but an Absolute is immune from such a possi-

bility, whatever was the case., An Absolute is plainly such
as to admit of no alternatives, If there is an Absolute of
that essential sort, then it meaningless to suppose that
there might instead have been an Absolute of someother some-
what different nature or essence. When we make inquiry with
our imperfect insight into modality, we find that there are
alternative Absolutes, but with our perfect insight into
modality all such alternativiiy would vanish. The Absolute
may be érticulated into a number of members, each of which
requireé and so includes all the others, It may even be
articulated into members belonging to different logical
types, none of which has any absoiute ontic preference over
the others., From the standpoint of Absolute theory, contin-
gencies of existence or relation which the Absolute neither
determines nor explains, are in a sense rival Absolutes
alongside of itself. And, if we are venturing on Absolute
it seems better to have Absolutes which guide and shed light
rather than Absolutes which allow us to expect practically
anything. An Absolute must be taken as containing within
itself the source of the absoluteness =-- claiming realm of
values, it must be such as to embody all such values and to
explain their detailed content. And if the Absoluteness and
the claim of values can be shown to rest on a confusion,

then there are and can be no Absolutes.



The Absolute which is self~existent of prime category,
without alternative as closely knit as may be in respect of
its essential features. An Absolute is intrinsically capable
of displaying itself in alternative contingencies, whether
of existence, characterization or relation., In fact, the
Abéolute is capable of displaying itself in all such contin-
gencies external to itself and embodying in the highest
conceivable perfection of all the values that are intrinsic
and mandatory., These requirements are all purely formal;
they express what it is to be an Absolute, but they do not
tell us how such requirements are to be met and how they
are to be incorporated in the Absolute, Our procedure in
putting our Absolute to work in the field of philosophical
difficulties continues, a long philosophical tradition, God,
or a personally pictured conscious Absolute has always been
an incredibly hard-worked notion in philosophy. "The Abso-
lute contains all finite-~ existence and contains it as a
perfectly harmonious system, And therefore all finite aspir-
ation must somehow be realised in the structure of the
Absolute whole, though not necessarily in the way in which
we, as being of.limited knowledge and goodness, actually
wish it to be realised. The Absolute whole is thus, as
nothing else can be, the concrete individual reality in

which our ideals have actual existence,"2
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For us many accounts of an Absolute seem at first
entertalnable, But we must be guided by the pragmatic
refusal to accept as an Absolute not only anything that has
alternatives -- this is an analytic consequence of Abso-
luteness, but also anything which has disconnectedly co-
existent Absolutes alongside itself. There can, we are
compelled to suppose, only be a single maximally unified
Absolute. An Absolute necessarily involves a synthesis of
all values., The Absolute is like some entity which is postu~
lated in scientific theory, and we accept it because It
allows us to predict empirical details which would other-
wise have been anything but predictable. The finished exam-
ple of the Absolute we find in the philosophies of éﬁnyavéda
and Advaita Vedanta in the east and in the philosophies of
Spinoza and Bradley in the west., Apart from the differences
in details, their conceptions are essentially the same,
Hence the mark of an Absolute as conceived as Brahman,
§Gnyam, Substance or the Reality is that it E;_;;;;;;;:ﬁjf
forms and qdalities, it is beyond conceptions, It is truly
a transcendent existent, It is a category by itself., As
reflected in human nature -- it is such that its denial iﬁ*

logically self-contradictory., Hence it is the Ultimate

Reality, the Absolute. The world may or may not be, the

— —_—

Absolute 1is.



1.3 What is God ?

The belief in God is as old as man's relation to
the world, In his transactions with the world he often finds
himself so placed that his wishes, desires and activities,
his coming into being and passing out of it, his good for-
tunes and i1l fortunes, his health and disease, are often
beyond his control. Happenings in nature like the wind and
rains, floods and famines and seasons of the year, also
appear to him puzzling and mysterious. They create in him
the conviction that he is too small and helpless., He thus
comes to believe in a power or powers, which, seem to con-
trol the destiny not only of his own but also of the world
at large. "The idea of God is associated with exaltedness,
sublimity, ineffable majesty, holiness (in the original
Hebrew sense of tapartness'), transcendence, superhuman
power -- what theologians have called God's 'Metaphysical!

"3 1t is not

as distinguished from His 'ethical' attributes.
within our province to detail all the stages and circums-
tances in the evolution of man's consciousness of God, but
only to trace the main conditions and forces that determine
its origin., These conditions and forces that have been
classified under the two main heads, viz,, -- Anthropolo-
gical and Psychical, By Anthropological conditions we mean
those which arise out of man's relations to his external
environment, material-objects, plant-kingdom, animals and

his fellow beings. By a psychical conditions of God-cons-

ciousness, we mean those mental functions of man, such as



his impulses, his motives, his instincts, his thoughts and
his higher experience that rise from his spiritual nature
and make up his inner psychical life., Again, according to
Tillich, in the notion of God two elements can be distin-
guished : the element of ultimacy or the Being of God which
is not a symbol, and the other element of consciousness which
is borrowed from our EEEEEQE_ngifigﬂgg‘and is symbolically
applied. Yahweh or Cgrist or Ram or Krishna have both the
elements : the ultimate concern and a concrete image of what
concerns a believer ultimately. "God as the ultimate in
man's ultimate concern is more certain than any other cer-
tainty, even that of oneself. God as a symbolized in a divi-

ne figure is a matter of daring faith, of courage and risk."4

There are theistic proofs in religion which try to
prove the existence of God. Firstly the cosmological Argu-
ment for the divine existence is based on the contingency
of the cosmos or the world as we know it, and tries to
prove that God must exist as the Infinite First cause of
the finite world, because nothing finite can explain its
origin, For if we take any other finite cause to be the
origin of that finite then it will lead us to suppose ano-
ther finite and so on ad infinitum. So to avoid infinite
regress we must fall back upon an infinite cause. Hence
God must be the Infinite First caJ;;—EE—EEE~25§53§T Secondly

the Teleological Argument or Physico-theological arqument

as Kant calls it, tries to prove God as the intelligent



and purposive cause of the Universe on the analogy ot a
designing artificer producing a work of art, Just as adap-
tation of parts of a machine and the end or purpose tor
which it is produced arque the existence of an intelligent
mechanist, even so the adaptation of parts and department
ot the Universe to one another and its harmonious process
prove that the maker ot this Universe must be an intelli-
gent being, Thirdly, the Ontological argument is another
instrument at the hands ot the rationalist tor establishing
our beliet in the existence ot God, But we see that in the
cartesfan form the Ontological argument first assumes the
existence in our mind of an idea of a perfect being and
then passes from such idea to the existence and has become
chargeable by Kant With dogmatic assumption both as to the
necessary existence of the idea in our mind and as to

objective existence of God of which it is the idea,

Hegel's version of the Ontological argument does not
stick to the process of the finite mind from its idea of
God to the existence of God as Descartes did, but makes the
argument to yield to us, by dialectic necessity, the exis-
tence of God as the logical postulate of all our ideas and
of the existence of all things, Thus instead of proving the
existence of God as the conclusion from the premise of our
idea of God, it really inverts the order and proves the
existence in our mind of our idea of God as also his

existence as conclusion from God or Thought or Idea as a
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ﬁecessary assumption, But empirical philosophy of Hume

which makes Knowledge to consist wholly of sense - feelings,
cannot justify man's belief in God's existence, According
to him, God certainly does not come within the purview\ of
sense experience, because He cannot be sensed as other
‘objects are. "If we . admit that all the arguments for the
existence of God are invalid, this does not, of course prove
that God does not exist, The fact that there is no evidence
of the existence of a mountain thirty thousand feet high on
the back of the Moon does not prove that one does not exist.
In the same way there might be such a being as God, even
though there is no evidence of the fact available to us,

It is impossible to prove the non-existence of God., You

can only say that there is no evidence of his existence,"5
Kant better than any other philosopher has also shown that
pure reason fails to comprehend God. He, therefore, must be
believed in as a moral governor adjusting reward and punish-
ments to the human agents in future life according to their

deserts .

Again, the arguments do not aim at scientifically
proving any actual being; they aim at expressing formally
the unshakable conviction of the religious believers in
God's existence. "The religious believer finds himself
unshakably convinced of the divine existence; his vision
of the Universe engages his imagination so powerfully that

he can not envisage the non-existence of God as a genuine
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possibility."6 Hence we can come to the conclusion that at

the root of the very consciousness -that there is a Supreme

e —

Being which not only evolves the world but turns the indi-~
vidual self towards the attainment of his fuller being,
there is that internal urge under which the human mind feels

that it has to rise above the ordinary levels of experience
and reason to the realm of faith in which God as the Supreme

objective truth reveals Himself.

1.4 The Upanisadic and the Greek Tradition :

It has grown into a custom in Indian philosophical
circles to hold the view that the Upanisads to all intents
and purposes are monistic in their import, advocating the
doctrine of an Imperscnal Indeterminate (Nirguna) Brahman,
indescribable and indefinable in terms of the logical cate-
gories unapproachable by the sense organs, intellect and
mind. But a close and first hand study of the Upanisads
themselves shows that both monistic and theistic currents
are available in them, Theism became the characteristic
doctrine of the later Upanisads. In the earlier Upanisads
it is found interwoven with monism but in the later ones,
it is received a well defined character. Thus we have here
all the necessary ingredients of both absolutism theism,
Brahman, the world and Jiva are distinguished from one
another in terms of the controller and the controlled and
Brahman becomes personal God possessed of infinite perfect-

ions, entering into social intercourse with man,
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In Greek philosophy Thales thinks that the world is
full of Gods, For Anaximander the primitive infinite matter
is the divine essence and living divine spirit, the former
of the Universe, It is infinlte, eternal and imperishable.
Anaximenes like his predecessor, declares the primitive
matter air, to be divine., Pythagoreans exalted Deity above
the opposition of principles and derived the principles from
Deity, Parmenies, the Eleatic, philosopher, speaks of being
as One and only Being, We can call it God, It is identical
with thought and there is nothing outside being. According
to Heracleitus, the Deity is the law of Universe and is not
separate from the primitive fire, the essence of all things.
All things are subordinate to Deity. It is Xenophanes who

for the first time preached monotheistic doctrine in Greece,

According to Xenophanes, God rules over Gods and men
for the Deity is the highest and the highest cannot be but
one, This God is uncreated nor is the subject to change.
Again for Empedocles, Gods are spoken in many different
ways, He mentions the Gods who are formed out of the com-
bination of primitive substances, He occasionally gives to
the six primitive absolute, eternal, essences, the predicate
divine. He alsg calls Deity as invisible, unapproachable

and as ruling the whole world., Anaxagoras assumes an inco-

poreal, thinking essence which has moved and ordered matter,

Socrates believes in One God, who is all wise and

all good ruler of the Universe., God's existence is proved
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by the providential order of nature and the universality
of belief in God and His revelations in dreams, signs and
oracles, According to Plato, God did not create every
thing but only that what is good., The ideas are constitu-
ents of His essence, Ultimately there is only God or the
good to whom the ideas are adjectival. Plato's God did not
create the world, but rearranged pre-existing material.
Among the forms, Plato accords a special place to One of
the forms, the Form of the Good., It is the source of other
forms. There is a world soul and this seems to be the soul
of the creative God, God in this goodness desired that
everything should be as much as possible like Himself, For
Aristotle, God is a living heing, God is actuality and
actuality of thought is life. God is one. He is eternally
existing as pure thought, as happiness, complete self-
fulfilment and without any unrealized purposes. God is the
centre towards which all things strive. He is the unifying,
principle of the Universe., Again, God of Plotinus is abso-
lute and refers to no number, He is the source of all num-
bers., The 'One stands Supreme spirit comes next and then
comes soul. The One is called God at times and at time the
Good., It is transcendental and has no attribute., His God 4

is in everything but still is above anything.

—

1.5 Under the scrutiny of astute metaphysicians ;

According to Prof. Radhakrishnan, God with whom

the worshipper stands in personal relation is the very

-~



14

Absolute in the world coniext and is not mere appearance

of the Absolute, As creator, God is personal while Absolute

is impersonal. God can only be a creative personality acting
on an environment which though dependent on God is not God.

While Absolute is the transcendent divine, God is the cosmic

SEZEEE:—EES—}S the spirit above time and is attempting for
timeless values on the plane of time when the non-being is
reduced fully to being, the dualism between God and the
given environment ceases, The distinction between the crea-
tor and the created vanishes, God lapses into the Absolute,
F.H. Bradley speaks of the Absolute as Knowable by finite
beings. It is a harmonious system which 1s immanent in the
world., For Bradley Absoclute is not God. God has no meaning
outside the religious consciousness and that is practical,
for Absolute is related to nothing. If reality has only one
sense, God is not real., Nothing except the whole Universe
is real. If a degree can be held in reality, God is more
real than individuals like ourselves, God's personality is
valid though not necessary for every religion. For Spinoza
God is absolutely infinite substance with thought and exten-
sion and other infinite attributes, His idea of God is pan-
theistic, God and the world are one but He is also more

than that. Spinoza's God has neither personality nor cons-
ciousness intelligence, will and feeling. He is not affected
by any emotion of pleasure and pain. God is the in-dwelling

and not transient cause of everything, All the ideas in the
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Universe added together constitute the thinkiﬁ‘“éflcod God

and nature mean the same substance but He is more than every-
thing, Dr. Rashdall thinks as an idealist that cause 1is inter-
preted as activity and this activity in individual causes our
individuasl will and that what is not caused by divine will,
Again Idealism means matter cannot exist apart from wmind and

as Universe is prior to man, the Universe needs must exist in
some mind other than ours. This is God's mind. Dr. Rashdall
also proves the moral theory by saying that it is not subjec-
tive but objective and Absolute, As the prjority of us is of
opinion that selflessness is better than selfishness and such

other ethical ideas, we need must believe in an objective

ground of morality, God as an Absolute mind is the only

possible postulate of the Absolute Morality. For explaining
<_ —

.any superficial or relative morality one need not refer to
thelAbsolute Mind, but one cannot consistently explain an
absclute morality without postulating God as its logical
presupposition, "A moral ideal can exist nowhere and nohow
but‘in a mind, an absolute moral ideal can exist only in a
mind from which éll Reality is derived, oOur moral ideai can
only claim objective walidity in so far as it can ratioA§lly
be regarded as the revelation of a moral ideal eternally

existing in the mind of God.“7

But absolute morality does not belong to any indi-
vidual mind or to material things. So it needs must rest

on an Universal mind or God. God cannot be identified with
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the Absolute, since God is thought of as a self-conscious
Being. The Absolute must include God and all other cons-
ciousness not as isolated and unrelated being but as inti-
mately related and unrelated beings but as intimately rela-
ted to Him and to one another and as forming with Him a
system or unity. According to Samkara in an absolute view
-~ point there is no place for God, But He is accepted in
the world of relations, so creation is real too, Brahman

is the ultimate truth, It is onep, The world has no reality
apart from Brahman and all others are mere appearances, It
is Brahman that is real and true behind, the appearances of
this microcosm and macrocosm. The same absolute Brahman is
called Isvara who is the creator, governor and destroyer of
the Univérse. In this point of view He is the qualified
Brahman, iévara, according to Samkara is the first cause

of the phenomenal world, from the practical point of view.
For Samkara, God is the Omniscient, all powerful, eternal,
all pervading cause of the world, He is the material as
also the efficient cause of the world. He creates without
any implement and does so with an aim which is not selfish,
Brahman conditioned by Maya becomes Isvara. He is conscious-

ness reflected on Avidya or nescience.

1.6 In the religion :

God is basically a religious concept. It is the

ultimate reality from the religious standpoints. Great

=.
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religions of the world have felt the force, which 1is shown
in history by the way in which they have inevitably tended
to credit their various 'Gods! with creatorship of the
Universe., The God of the Hebrew Religion, as at first pre-
sented to us in its earlier records, is represented as
limited in power by the existence of other divine beings,
and temporarily changeable and mutable. But in the later
0ld Testament writings, the New Testament, and the subse=-
quent constructions of ecelesiastical theology, we see the
gradual development from these Hebrew beginnings of an idea
of a God who is 'all in all' and limited neither by the
existence of other divine beings with opposite aims and
interests nor by the inherent resistance of "matter" to

His purposes,

The Zoroastrian religion, in which the limitation
of the power of the good being Ahura Mazda by the existence
of a co~ordinate bad thing, Angro Mainyus, was originally
a fundaméntal tenet, is said to have become among the

mbddern Parsis a pure Monotheism,

"It should be noted that this inevitable tendency
of Religion itself to identify its object with ultimate
Reality, conceived in its timeless perfection as a complete
and infinite individual whole leads to the difficult meta-
physical 'problem of evil', For if God is the same thing
as the Absolute, it would appear that evil itself must be,
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like everything else, a manifestation of this nature, And
if so, can we say that God is strictly speaking "good" or
is, the complete realisation of our ideals? It is this
difficulty about evil, more than anything else, which has
led many philosophers in both ancient and modern times to
distinguish between the Absolute and God, and to regard God
as simply one, though the highest and most perfect, among

w8 5o

the finite individuals contained in the Absolute.
Plato suggested in the second book of the Republic that
God is not the cause of all that happens to us, but only

of the good things that befall us, However, Plato is here
consciously adopting his expression to current theological
doctrine of which he did not fully approve. A modern defence
of the same conception of a finite God, is found in

Dr. Rashdall's essay in Personal Idealism, Other reasons
which have often led to the same view, such as the desire

to think of God as a mutable heing like outselves, capable
of being influenced in this attitude toward us by our atti-

tude towards Him, seem to rest too much upon idiosyncrasies

of private feeling to be of serious philosophical weight,

The problem of evil and a finite God is a burning
issue in the philosophy of religion. The doctrine of the
finitude of God does not appear in any way to remove the
difficulty about evil, For, evil must now appear in the
universe‘in a double form, On the one hand, it admittedly

is taken to exist outside God, as a hostile factor limiting
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this power of shaping the world to His purpose. But again,
as we have seen, every finite individual, fall short o
complete internal harmony of structure and thus contains
an element of defect and evil within itself., Thus, evil
must be inherent in the nature of a finite God, as well as
in that of the existence supposed to be outside Him, In
fact, we have one more illustration of the principle that
all limitation involves self limitation from within, It is
only by forgetting this fundame:z;I—Z;:;;—;;;Z_;;‘can CON-

ceive the possibility of a being who is perfectly good and

yet is less than the Absolute,

Now from the religious standpoint, a question arises,
can we worship the Absolute? This is a question which needs
some careful examination before we can venture on a positive
answer., "We cannot worship the Absolute whom no one hath
seen or can see, who dwellth in the light that no man can
approach unto. The formless (nirakdram) Absolute is conceived
as formed (akaravat) for the purpose of worship. Worship of
God is not a deliberate alliance with falsehood, since God
is the form in which alone the Absolute can be pictured by
the finite mind. The highest reality appears to the indi-
vidual who has not felt its oneness with his own nature as
possessing a number of perfections, The conception of a
personal God is the fusion of the highest logical truth with
the deepest religious conviction, This personal God is an

object of genuine worship and reverence and not a non-ethical
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deity indifferent to man's needs and fears."9 The problem
is not strictly psychological., Experience shows that indi-
vidual man can derive religious support from belief in the
most varied and most defective conceptions of the nature
of Deity. The Absolute contains all finite existence and
contains it as a perfectly harmonious system., "And there-
fore all finite aspiration must somehow be realised in the
structure of the Absolute whole, though not necessarily in
the way in which we, as beings of limited knowledge amrd
goodness, actually wish to be realised. The Absolute whole
is thus, as nothing else can be, the concrete individual
reality in which our ideals have actual existence. As all
our ideals themselves are but so many expressions of our
place in the system and our relation to the rest of it, so

the system itself is their concrete harmonious embodimento"lo

Now we may say whether the Absolute or whole is known
in Metaphsysics to be "good", The answer depends upon the
precise meaning we attach to the statement., In the sense
that it is the really existing embodiment of the ideals
which we are trying amid our ignorance and confusion to
realise, we must say "yes", But if we use the word "good"
in a narrower sense, 10 mean "ethically good" we can hardly
say without qualification that the whole is good. For
"ethical goodness" belongs essentially to the time-order
and means the process of the gradual assertion of the ideal

against aparent evil. To be morally good is to have an ideal
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that is not realised in the events of the time - order as
they come to us in our finite experience and to mould those
events into confirmity with the ideal, The moral life 1is
from first to last a struggle and whether the struggle is
absent it is misleading to speak of morality. Hence the

Absolute qua Absolute has to be beyond good and bad in the

human sense,

The Absolute is the conceptual Absolute and this
highest conceptual is 'God!' or févara, the determinate real,
the object of pious meditation and of the highest form of
devotion, para-bhakti, while Brahman 1s the eternal object
of pure indeterminate knowledge., The general tendency among
human beings is to feel the necessity for a Supreme Ruler
who would dispense justice and apportion, the fruits of
their thouqghts and actlons. [he feellng demands a merciful
and loving God who will respond to its expressions and
liberate<;:Bfrom sorrow, God is a magnified Man, the cosmic
person who has all knowledge and all power, He is the crea-
tor, the preserver and the destroyer of the Universe, who
in His unexcellable majesty lords over the earth and the
heaven, who fashions the Sun, the Moon and the Stars, who
extends for beyond the limitless space, Again, "In the
higher religions, too, God is regarded as the Ultimate
source not only of values but of power, not only of right
but of might, and the relation of God to man is thought of
not only as that of son to Father, but as that of creature

to the Uncreated.“ll
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God is unlimited in every sense. He 1is the Supreme

Purusa, the Father of the entire creation, He is the Virat,

S—. —_—

the Universal King, the absolute unifying form in which

all beings ares \strung together like beads in a thread;
‘He is Hiranyagarbha, the inner animating, like principle
of everything. He excludes none, all are within His Super-
human body. He is Isvara, the Universal consciousness
that sustains all manifestation, There is none beside Him,
Isvara is the manifested Form of Reality, He is the Saguna
-~ Brahman, the Absolute endowed with all glorious attri-
butes. This qualified Reality, though the highest open to
.any of us, is not the highest in itself, But, as long as
the Real in itself is of no practical utility in our pro-
cesses of thought, life and action, it is immaterial, so
far as life is concerned, whether the highest Reality is
qualified or not. As long as we live within the boundaries
of the rational intellect, the llighest in itself cannot be
taken as a part of life's considerations, and we are bound
to be satisfied with what is highest from our own stand-

point.

1.7 The philosophical problem

The Absolute is the all -- comprehensive identical
world - ground, all - consistent experience, the ultimate
explanation of the World experience in space and time. The

particulars of experience depend, as instances, upon their



23

universal laws from the scieﬁtific point of view, and, in
wider philosophical reference there is one Universal prin-
ciple upon which all particulars, actual and possible depend.
The intellectual necessity of explaining and understanding
the significance of the world - process leads to the con-
ception of the Absolute Experience of the Idealistic philo-
sophy. When we consider the Absolute or this ultimate Reality
from the point of view of emotion, when we adore the Highest
as the home of our values and try to establish a personal
relationship with the infinite, the Absolute of philosophjcal
reason turns out to be the God of religion. Thus Absolute

or God is the same ultimate reality looked at from different
points of view, But this identity of the God of religion

and the Absolute of philosophy is not admitted by all, The
Absolutists like Bradley and Samkara believe that the
Absolute of phiigggﬁﬁi]is the highest Reality and God 1is

only a phenomenal manifestation of the Absolute to the reli-

gious consciousness, God, therefore, is not the highest
reality hut is real only from the lower or finite point of
view, The God of religion is necessarily a personal being
but personality cannot be the highest category of existence,
The attribute of personality of a human type cannot be
ascribed to the Absolute. Reality, as personality involves
self-consciousness and therefore the duality of self and
not-self, whereby the personal self, will be limited by the

not-self ., Absolute Experience being all comprehensive cannot
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be a person; for personality is true only with reference

to the non-human, impersonal nature.

To Bradley, Absolute is neither personal nor imper-
sonal but 1s a supra-personal, all inclusive experience,
The personal God of religion is only the appearance of the
Absolute Experience which is one. Samkara being an abstract
monist believes in the reality of the one and in the unrea-
lity of the differences. Consciousness is the only self-
certified reality and th{Z7I;—;;_;EQEEZZZ’;;;;;I;I;‘;;~——'
consciousness as such and not a personal being having cons-
ciousness as his quality. Absolute is bare consciousness
which is unitary. Religious experience assumes the differ-
ence of the worshipper and the worshipped and is thus illu-
sory from the highest point of view. God is real from our
point of view but not from the point ot view of One Ahsolute
Reality (Brahman) which is the highest. The Absolutists in
regarding God as a reality of lower category make religion
impossible for nothing short ot the Absolute reality can
be worshipped as God, Further the Absolute experience of
Bradley or the Universal consciousness of Samkara is an
abstract experience wnicn seems to be impossible, An
experience which is not the experience ot any person is
inconceivable. Hence Ramanuja believes that the Absolute
consciousness implies an Absolute personality of God, The
Apbstract One of the Absolutists rejecting all the differences

and plurality makes the world of man and nature an illusion,.
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Abstract One, at the expense of the many, cannot be the
highest reality. Reality must be a concrete unity, an
identity-in-difference or a system, Such systematic
experience which is the highest reality, may be regarded

as an expeirnce of personal type amd the duality of the
self-and not-self, necessary for personality, may be regar-
ded as holding between two different aspects of the same

reality.

Thus the Absolute of philosophy does not necessarily

cancel the world of plurality. The particular things of
experience are finite and relative to each other. They
depend upon one another as parts of an all comprehensive
system, This system is Absolute and not relative to any
other thing which is outside of it because il is all inclu-
sive, But the true Absolute must include the relative and
the true infinite must include the finite and go beyond it,
This concrete point of view 1s consistent with theism and
seems to be the right point of view., If the Absolute is not
a total blank, if it be an identical experience systematic-
ally organising diversified finite experiences as its,
materials, then the Absolute can be regarded as the Supreme
Person or the God of religion. Absolute and God are, there-
fore, the same reality from the intellectual and emotional
point of view respectively. "The supreme in its absolute
self-existence is Brahman, the Absolute and as the Lord and

creator containing all and controlling is iévara, the God."12
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In current philosophy, the word Absolute is frequently
used to signify ultimated Reality, the reality which 1is all-
embracing, harmonious and complete. Those who adopt this
view commonly try to show that, if we loyally follow the
pathway to reality, we inevitably reach the Absolute as the
goal of our journey. Experience at its different levels, we
are told, is beset by contradictions. We pass from one form
of experie;;;_;;§;;323357’5;1y to find that no form can be
thought out consistently. Each phase of experience is there-
fore condemned as an appearance, or at least shown to come
short of reality, when we apply the principle of non-contra-
diction and we are farced to go further in the quest for
Reality which is perfect, satisfying and internally harmo-
nious. The principle of non-contradiction is thus madé to
give the steps of the proof which carries us triumphantly
forward to the Absolute. Under the solvent of this all-
powerful principle even the identity of individual yields,
and they are merged in the one identity which persists and
maintains itself, the concret whole., The Absolute what we
are immediately concerned to point out is, that the Absolute
so conceived ought not to be identified with God, for all
reality does not fall within the Divine Being., God is not
the whole, but all things depend on God, If, we use the term
Absolute, we should be careful to point out that we do not
do so after the manner of a pantheistic idealism where it

coincides with the idea of‘God° In other words, the Universe
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as a system is the Absolute, and God is not identical with

the Universe, Hence the conceptual line of demarcation is

drawn already. The Absolute is Absolute 222,92E—i2—929' and

—

yet there cannot be two ultimate realities, from the point

of view of. There are strong points in favour of the Abso-~

lute or also God. To accept or to reject any will need

</;;;;;;;;§ philosophical daring., Yet, as we have shown in

v 7

this chapter, which is only a kind of mapping of the issues

involved or showing the parameters of our problem, there are
philosophers and religious thinkers advocating one or both
the realities. 1In the next chapter we shall take up the

problem as it is in the Upanisadic philosophy.
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CHAPTER- 11
GOD AND THE ABSOLUIE IN THE UPANISADS

2.1 Introduction 3

The Upanisads are the first recorded attempt of the

ean at systematic philosophising. These ancient

documants constitute the earliest written presentation of
their effort to construe the world of experience as a
raticnal vhole. Furthermore, they have continued to be the

generally accepted authoritative statements with which every

subsequent orthodox philosophid formutation has had to show
itself in accord. Even the materialistic @arvakas, who denied
the Vedas, a future life and almost every sacred doctrino of
the orthodox, Brahmens, avowed respect for these Upanisads,
That interesting later epitoms of the Veddnta, the Vedantae
gsara shows how these Cirvakas and the acherents of the
Buddhistic theory and also of the ritualistic Purva Mimamsa
and of the legical Nyaya appealed to the Upanisads in
support of their varying tl’usu:zc'i.es.‘l Even the dualistic
Samkhya philosophers claimed to find sc¥iptura1 authority

in the Upahisads. . ’
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| The word !Upani§ad"1s derived from Upa (near), ni
(down) and'sad (to_sit); iqé.. sitting down near. Groups
of pupils sit hear the teacﬁer to learn from him the éecret’
"doctrines. In the quietude of forest harmitage fhe Upani sad
tninkers pondered on the problems of the deepest concern
and communicated their kﬁowledge to fit bupils near~them.2
The Upanisads contain the account of the mystic‘signifi-
cance of the syllable Aum, explanations of mystic words
like téjjalanlwhichﬁage 1nfelligibie only to the initiated
and sacred tcxts éﬁd esoteric doctrines. Upanigad became a
lnamefor 'myste-ry,‘ a secret,omuniﬁated only to
.the‘iesféd'few.i“The‘Upani§adé give in sdmé detail the bath
}of the 1;1ner ascent, the inward jéurney.by which tﬁe indi-

vidual souls get at the Ultimate Realif.y."3

Samkara derives the word Upanisad as a substantive
from the root'sad, "to0 loosen®, "to reach", or “to desttoy".
with Upa and ni as prefixes and kvip as termination, If
this derivation‘is~ggcepted Upanisad means brahma - knowe
ledge by which ignorance is loosened or destroyed. The
treatise that deal with brapma knowledge are qalied the

Upanisads and so pass for the Vedénta.é The different
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derivations together make out that the Upanisads give us

both spiritual vision and philosophical argument.

The word Upanisad occurs with three distinct meaning,
as (1) secret word, (2) secret text, (3) secret import.
(1) Certain mysterious words, expressions and formulas
which are only intelligible to the initiated are described
as Upan1§ad. These contain either a secret rule for action
and behaviours as the na yacet of Kaush 2.1.2. or secret
information on the nature of Brahman when the latter is
described as satyasya satyam or tadvonam (the final goal
of aspiration), there is added "thou hast been taught the
upanisad.” Of a similar nature are secret words like
tajjalan, "in him (all beings) are born, perish and brea-
the® or neti neti. And when the worship of Brahman under
such formulas is enjoined, it is not implied that Upanisad
signifies ®worship®”; but only means that meditation in
Brahman J{2)The extent text themselves as well as the older
texts underlying them are called Upanisads. Accordingly,
in the Taittiriyaka school especially a section often ends
with the words -- iti Upanisad. (3) very frequently it is

not a word or a text, but the secret allegorical meaning
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of some ritual conception or practice which is described
as Upanisad; e.g., in chand. 1.1.10. - "for that which
is executed with knowledge, with faith, with the Upanisad.
(Knowledge of the secret meaning of Udgitha as Om), that

7

is more effective.®

Modern studies in the Upanisads have lent additional
support to the view, we have taken, respecting the nature
of their teachings. Radhakrishnan, for ins}apcp, does not
accept the interpretations of the Upanisadic Philosophy on
abstract lines. He discredits Deussen's monistic interpre-
tation of Upanisads. The language and the drift of Radha-
krishnan's view in regard to the Upanisads reveal that
they teach that (1) Brahman is not an abstract unity but
an organic whole, the simple identity differentiating
Himself in this inseparable diverse manifestations in Man
and Nature, (2) The world is real though its reality is
not the same as that of Brahman. In other w9rds, it has
an existence, distinct from Brahman though just because,
in point of fact, it is inseparable from Brahman, it must
be supposed to be unreal in the sense that its reality is

derived frdm Him. (3) Brahman is both determinate and
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indeterminate in the sense that while the negative termino-
logy5 aims at establishing Brahman's freedom from imper-
fection, the positive attributes emphasis His perfection.
He goes the length of asserting that the impersonality of
the Absolute is not its whole significance, that impersone
ality and perscnality are not arbitrary constructions or
fAictions of the mind. Radhakrishnan has repudiated Samkara's
acosmic interpretations of the Upanisads. He disallows the
Upanisadic nama-rupa as interpreted by Samkara to mean
nothing more than name and form and, therefore, its indi-
cate that the world is unreal.7 He explicily heralds the
proposition that their Philosophy is not so much monism

as advaitism.8 Although Radhakrishnan would sometimes
admit that ISvara is only a symbol’? of the Absolute and
that he has less of reality than the Absolute Being,lo

yet he affirms in his writtings in many places that such
distinction between the Absolute and god are only logical

11 aye call it Absolute to indicate

and not chronological.
our sense of the inadequacy of all terms and definitions.
We call it God to show that it is the basis of all that

exists and the goal of all. Personality is a symbol and
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if we ignore its symbolic character it is likely to shut

us from truth."l2

At last we can say "The Upanisads did
not draw any hard and fast line of distinction between the
simple of intuition supposed by Samkara and the concrete

whole of Riménuja.13

2.2 General Philosophical views of the Upanisads

The Upanigadé occupy a unique place in the deve-
lopment of Indian thought. It has been customary among
commentators of Upanisadic philosophy to regard the varie-
gated philosophical texts as constituting one systematic
whole. As we shall see in the course of the chapter, the
Upanisads supply us with various principles of thought and

may thus be called the Berecynthis of all the latter systems

A Y

14

of Indian{philosophy. Just like a mountain which form
its various sides gives birth to rivers which run in differ-
ent directions similarly the Upanisads constitute that lofty
eminence of philosophy which, as they progress onwards
towards the sea of life, gather strength by the inflow of
innumerable tributaries of speculation which intermittently

join these rivulets, so as to make a huge expanse .of waters,

at the place where they meet the ocean of life, It is thus
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we see in the Upanisads roots of Buddhistic as well as Jaina
philosophy, of Samkhya as well as yoga, of Mimamsa as well

as Séivism, of the theistic mystic philosophy of Bhagavadwa
gita, of the Dvaita, the Visistld.dvaita as well as the Advaita
systems. "There is no important form of Hindu thought hetero-

dox Buddhism included which is not rooted in the Upan1§ads.“15

The philosophers of the Upanisads speak to us of the
one Reélity behind and beyond the flux of the world. The
_Vedic deities are the messengers of the one Light which has
burst forth into the universal creation. When we pass from
qfhe Vedic hymns to the Upanisads we find that the interest
shifts from the objective to the subjective, from the brood-
ing on the wonder of the outside world to the meditation on
the significance of the self, The Real, at the heart of the
universe is reflected in the infinite depths of the soul,
The Upanisads give in some detail the path of the dinner
ascent, the inward journey by which the individual souls
get at the ultimate Reality. In the Upanisads we find a
criticism of the empty and barren ritualistic religion,

Sacrifices were relegated to the interior position. They

do not lead to final liberation, When all things are God's
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there is no point in offering to him anything, except one's

will, one's self.

,

Discontent with the actual is the necessary precondit-
ion of every moral change and spiritual rebirth, The pessimis@
of the Upanisads is the condition 6f all philosophy. Discontent
prevails to enable man to effect as escape from it. The pessi=-
mism of the Upanisads has not developed to such an extent as
to suppress all endeavour and generate inertia. In theowords
of Barth' : "The Upanisads are much more instinct with the
spirit of speculative daring than the segse of sufferimg and

w16 Again in the words of €ave ; "Within the

weariness.
limits of the Upanisads, there are indeed few explicit
references to the misery of the light caught in the ceaseless
cycle of death and birth. And its authors are saved from
pessimism by the joy they feel at the message of redemptibn

they proclaim."l7

The Upanisads contain -the elements of a genuine philo-
sophical idealism, insisting oﬁ the relative reallity of the
world, the oneness and wholeness of spirit and the need of
an ethical and religious life. We shall deal with the philo=

sophy of the Upanisads under the two heads of Metaphysics
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and Ethics, We shall present their views of ultimate Reality,
the nature of the world and the problem of creation under
Metaphysics. And under Ethics we present their views with
regard to the analysis of the individual, his destiny, his
ideal, the relation of Karma to freedom, the highest con-

ception of mukti or release and the doctrine of rebirth.

In solving the question of the nature of ultimate
reality, the Upanisadic thinkers seek to supplement the
objective vision of the Vedic seers by a subjective one.
The highest conception reached in the Vedic hymns was that
of the One Reality (Ekam Sat), which realises itself in all
the variety of existence. This conclusion is strengthened
in the way of a philosophical analysis of the nature of the
self which they call the Atman, The word 'atman' is derived
from 'to breathe'. It is the greath of 1ife.18 Gradually
its meaning is extended to cover life, soul, self or essen-
tial being of ‘the individual. Samkara derives atman from the
root which means ®to ocbtain', *'to eat' or enjov or pervade
a11.%1? Ztman is the principle of man's life, the soul
that pervades his being, his breath, Prana, his intellect,

Prajna and transcends them, There is nothing in the Universe
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which is not involved in the infinite self in us. This self
which embraces all is the sole reality containing within
itself all the facts of nature and all the histories of
experience, Our smali selves are included in it and trans-"
cended by it. All our states of consciousness revolve round
this central light. Without a subject there will be no flux,
no order of sensations in space or sequences in time., It is
hidden in all things and pervades all creation. The Upanisads
refuse to identify the self with the body or the series of
mental states or the stream of consciousness. The self cannot
be a relation which requires a ground of relations nor a
connection of contents which is unintellegible without an
agent who connects., We are obliged to accept the reality of

a universal consciousness whiéh ever accompanies the contents
of consciousness and persists even when there are no contents.
This fundamental identity, which is the presupposition of
both self and not self is cglled the Atman. "There is no
second outside it, no other,distinct term“%o "As breathing
he'is named breath, as speaking speech, as seeings eyes, as
hearing ear, as understanding mind, all these are but names

for his operatiori."21
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In the early Upanisads, atman is the principle of the
Individual consciousness and Brahman the super personal
ground of the cosmos. When we define the ultimate reality
from the objective side, it is called Brahman, But the dis-
tinction diminishes and the two are identified. God is not
merely the transcendent numinous other, but is also the
Universal spirit, which is the basis of human personality
and its ever-renewing vitalising power. Brahman, the first
principle of the Universe, is known through atman, the inner

self of man. In the Satpatha Bréhmaq22

and the Chandogya
Upanis}ad,23 it is said : "Verify, this whole world is Brah-
man® and also "This soul of mine within the heart, this 1is

Brahman,®

The transcendent conception of God held in the Rgveda

is here transformed into an immanent one. The infinite is

~

—

not beyond the finite but in the finite., God is both the

-~

wholly other, transcendent and utterly beyond the world and

man and yet he enters into man and lives in him and becomes

the inmost content of his very existence.24

When we identify
the Atman with the self-conscious individual, Brahman is

viewed as the self-conscious Tévara with a force opposed to
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him, The conception of Isvara is the highest object of the
religious consciousness. When the Atman is identified with
the mental and‘vital self of man (manas and prana) Brahman
is reduced io the Hiranyagarbha or the cosmic soul, which
cames between the Isvara and the soul of mans.The Hiranya-
garbha is looked‘upon as related to the Universe in the same
way as the individual soul is related to its body, We see
here the influence of ﬁhe Rgveda- in the Upanisads. The world
in which we live, has.its own mind and this mind is Hiranya-
garbha. This conception of the world-soul appears in the

Upanisads under vard ous names and forms. It is called Karya

Brahma or the effect God, the Brahma of Nature Naturata as

distinguished from the Karana Brahma or the causal God of
févara or the Natura naturans. The effect God is the tota-
l1ity of created existences of which all finite objects are

partss

We may say that the Brahman of the Upanisads is no
metaphysical abstraction, no iq@eterminate identity, no void
of silence., It is the fullest and the most real being: "The
syllable 'Aum' generally employed to represent the nature

of Brahman; brings out its concrete character: It is the
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symbol of the supreme spirit, the 'emblem of thé-mcst high.*
tAum! is the symbol of'concreteness as well as completeness,
It stands for the three principal qualities of the supreme
spirit personified as Brahma, Visnu, Siva in later litera-

ture._ﬁﬁl_iiuggﬁhmé the creator, 'U*' is Visnu the breserver
25

and 'M' i{s Siva the destroyer.”

It is not only aﬁ abstract monism that the Upanisads
offer us. There is difference but also identity.‘Brahman is
infinite not in the sense that it excludes the finite, but
in the sense that it is the ground of all finites. Accord-
ing to the Upanisads the world is the creation of God, the
active“Lorda The finite is the self~limitation of the infi-
nite. No fiﬁite can exist in and by itself. It exists by
the infinite. The dependence of the world on God is explained
in different ways "In the Chandogya Upanisad, Brahman {s
defined as tajjalan all that (tat), which gives rise to (ja),
absorbs (1i) and sustain (an) the world.”26 The‘Bgihadérapya
Upanisad argues that Satyam consists of three syllables, sa,
ti, yam, the first and the last being real aqd the second

unreal, madhyato angtam.27

According to the Upanigads the creation is the express-

ion, It is not a making of something out of nothing. It is
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the self-projection'of the supreme, The Svetasvatara Upani-‘
sad describes God as mayin, the wonder-working powerful ‘
Being, who creates the world by His powers. Maya is the
power of Isvara from which the worid arise, While the world
is treated as an appearance in regard to Pure Being, which
is indivisible and immutable, it is the creation of Isvaras,
who has the power of manifestation. In Brh. 1.2,14., it is
found that a personal God, Prajapati tired of solitude draws
forth from Himself everything that exists, or produces the
world after having divided himself into two, one half male
and the other half female., We have something similar ¢to
this in the Chinese doctrine of Yang and Yin. The primeval
chaos is said to have been broken up by the antagonism

of these two principles of expansion and contraction. The

Yang is the male force in all creatures and Yin is the

female.

Deussen holds that the idealistic monism of Yajnaval-
kya is the main teaching of the Upanisads and the other
doctrines of theism and cosmogonism are derivation from it,
caused by the inability of man to remain on the heights of

Pure Speculative thought. Deussen who has done much to
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popularise Vedantic lore in Europe, points out that four
différent theories of creation occur in the Upanisads,
They are -~ (1) that matter exists from eternity indepen-
denily of God, which He fashions, but does not create;

(2) that God creates the(Universe out of nothing, and the
latter is independent of God, although it is His creation;
(3) that God creates the Universe by transforming Himself
into it; (4) that God alone is real, and there is no crea-
tion at all. The\last, according to him, is the fundamental
view of the Upanisads. The world in space and time is an
appearance, an illusion, a shadow of God, To know God, we
must reject the world 6f appearance, What inclines Deussen
to this view in his own belief that the essence of every
true religion is the repudiation of the reality of the

world,

The naive mind of the natural man is likely to consi-
R —
der the forces of nature as ultimate realities; but a deeper
speculation and a greater insight into events show that the
phenomenal forces cannot be taken to be the ultimate reali-

ties. A passage‘of the Taittirlya Upani§ad declares that-

behind the cosmos there mi@st be an existence which must be



regarded as responsible for its origin, sustenance and

absorption : “that fram which all these beings, come into
existence that is by which they live, that into which they
are finally absorbed, know that to be the eternal variety,

the Absolut.e."=28

When once an eternal Unity behind the cosmos has been
postulated, the Upanisadic philosophers have no hesitation
in making it the front and source of all power whatsoever.
They consider it to be the soiice of infinite power which
is cnly partially exhibited in the various phenomena of
Nature. Accordingly, all creatures are Brahman, "This
(consciousness, i.e. the'ﬁtman)‘is Brahman, this is all
the Godsj it is the five elements, earth, wind, ether,
water, lights, it is the tiny living creatures and whatever
is similar to them; it is the seed of one and another kind;
it is that which is born of an egg or the mother's womb,
of sweat or from a shoot; it is horses, cattle, men, ele=-

phants -= all that lives, all that walks or flies, all that

is motionless.? (Afts 3.3.).27

There are passages in the Upanigads which make out

that the world is an appearance, Vacarambhanam vikaro
e e e
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namadheyam while the Reality is Pure Being. There are
others which grant reality to the world though théy main-
tain that it has no reality apart from Brahman, Samkara
tells us that the former is the true teaching of the Upani-
sads while the latter view is put forward only tentatively
as a first step in the teaching t¢ be later withdrawn., The
reality conceded to the world is not ultimate. It is only

empirical.

The Upanisads make out that of finite objects, the
individual self has the highest reality. It comes nearest
to.the nature of the Absolute, though it is not the Abso-
lute itself. There are passage where the finite self is
looked upon as a reflection of the Universe. According
to the Taittiriya the several elements of the cosmos are
found in the nature of fhé individual. In the Chandogya
Upanisad (vi. II 3 and 4) fire, watér and earth are said
to constitute the jivatman or the individual soul, together

with the principle of the infinite,

The insistence on the unit{lof the supreme self as
the constitutive reality of the world and of the individual

souls dces not negate the empirical reality of the latter,
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The plurality of individual soul is admitted by the Upani-
sads. The individual donot resolve themselves in the Uni-
-————-————-"_——“——-Q_‘-_.

versal Absolute so long as the world of manifestation is

functioning.,

The individual, is, in 2 sense created by God after
His own image and in RHis own likeness, but He has his crea-
turaly form. The individual ego is subject to avidya or
ignorance when it believes itself to be separate and
different from all other egos. When the individual shakes
off this avidya he becomes free from all selfishness,
possess all and enjoys all, Man is not perfect as He is,
.that there is something higher than the actual self which

has to attain to secure peace of mind.

2.3 The Brhadaranyaka Uparnisad :

The thad-éranyaka Upanisad contains six chapters,
of which the second, the third and the fourth are of great
Emilosophical consequence, the others containing philoso-
phical matters interpersed with much Miscellaneous reflect-
ion. In the first chapter, we have a good description of
the cosmic person considered as a sacrificial horse, then

we pass to the theory of Death as the "archi® of all things;
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and then we have a parable in proof of the supremacy of

Prana which is followed by a number of creationist myths put
together at random., In the second chapter we have the famous
conversation between Gargya, the proud Brahmin, and Ajatasatru
the quiescent Kshatriya king, It is in this chapter, we are
introduced for the first time to the great sage Yayhavalkya,
who is making a partition of his esgtate between his wives,
The sage Yaynavalkya to whom we are introduced in chapter

two becomes the prominent figure in chapters three and four
and just as in chapter two we see him discussing with his
wife Maitreyi, similarly in chapter three., we see him dis-
coursing with a number of philosophers in the court of king
Janaka and in chapter four with king Janaka himgelf, The
king Janaka figures largely in the third and fourth chapters
of this Upanisad, in the third chapter being only a specta-
tor of the great controversy in his court and in the fourth
taking the liberty to learn personally from Yaynavalkya him-
self, It is this king, who is also introduced for a while in
the fifth chapter of this Upanigad, which many other things,
besides, such as a number of miscellenous reflections on

ethical, cosmological and eschatological matters; wﬁile
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the sixth and the final chapter of the Upanisad contains
the celebrated parable of the senses and we are introduced

to the philosopher Pravahana Jaivali,

The Brhacd-aranyaka Upanisad maintains that the ulti-
mate Reality is being, Sanmatram ni brahma, Since nothing
is without reason there must be a why something exists. The
world is not self-caused, self=-dependent, self~maintaining,
All philosophical investigation presupposes the rsality of
being. The theologian accépts the first principle of being
as an Absolute one; the ghilosopher comes to it by a process
of meditation, We cannot'have a rational life without assume

ing the reality of being. »

In the Brhadaranyaka it is said that the Brahman has
two forms; that which is visible and that which is invisible
and we know that it is said in the Taittiriya that Brahman
is both consciousness and that which has no consciousness.
So the view that it is the Brahman that constitutes the
entire reality finds its expression in the Brihadaranyaka
Upanisad consists in the emphasis that it gives to the fact
that the self is the deareét of all dear things. Thus it

says that the innermost self is dearer than the son, dearer
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than riches, dearer than everything else and it is only by
regarding the self as the dearest that one can attain the
true bliss. The same idea is repeated in the well-known
dialogue between MaitreyI and Yaynavalkya, where Maitreyl
said to her husband that she did not want anything by which
she could not be immortal, and Yaynavalkya in an eloquent
speech explains to her that everything is true to us because
the self is true to us and that it is this self that has to
be meditated upon and realibed; that by the rpealisation of
this self everything else becomes known, Jus; as a lump of
salt when thrown in water loses itself in it and it cannot
be separated out of it, and in whatsoever part the water is
tested it appears as saline, so is this infinite universal
consciousness and all the diverse forms and nam;s that arise
out of the Universe around us are ultimately merged amd

lost in it, None ;f their specifications, individualities
or separate existences can be further differentiated in
this ultimate Reality. it is only in the reign of duality
that there is the perceiver and the perceived, the hearer
and that which is heard, the thinker and the object of

thought, the knower and the known. The ultimate reality
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being the self of all, who is there to smell anything, who
is there to perceive anything, who is there to hear anything,
who is there to know anything, who is there to think anything,
how can the ultimate perceiver which is the essence of all
be perceived by anything else? This self is further desc=-
ribed in another passage where it is identified with the
experience of dreamless sleep as beyond all desires of sins
and of fear; it is a blissful experience through which one
forgets all else that one knows, and it is the essence in
which all the reiations of father, mother, gods, ascetics,
sinners and worldly man cease, which is beyond sin and
virtue, wherein the heart transcends the realm of all
sorrows. No one can perceive this self, for there is no
percelver when it is perceived, because the pure perceiv-
ing illumination of this supreme essence never ceases to
shedits eternal light. All the senses of the man ceases to
operate here, but yet the underlying consciousness of all
knowledge remains jusi the same, It is only by the realise
ation of this reality that we exist, and it is through its
ignorance that we die. It is the great self of man, the
Brahman and he who knows Brahman becomes Brahman, Yajnae

valkya says to his wife, Maitreyi in this Upanisad that
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not only this world, but all the worlds proceed from the
Self or Brahman, In answer to Uddalala Aruni also, Yajna-
valkya says that the Self is the puller or ruler of the

sky, the heaven, the sun, the stars and the Gods.

The question arisés what are the sources from which
the knowledge of Brahman is to be derived? In Brhi o it is
said -~ just as when a fire is laid with damp wood, clouds
of smoke spread all around, so in fruth from this éreat
Being have been breathed forth the Rgveda, the Yajurveda,
the Samaveda, the (hymns) of the Atharvans and the Angirases,
the narratives, the histories, the sciences, the mystical
doctrines (Upani§ads), the poems, the pro;rerbs, the para=-
bles and expositions «« all these have been breathed forth
from him. The general view that lies at the basis of the
Upanisads is that Brahman, 1.e. the atman is an object of
knowledge. The Atman, in truth should be seen, heard, come
prehended and reflected upon. Thg experimental knowledge
which reveals to us a world of plurality where in reality
only Brahman exists. In Brh¢ 7 £he world of names, forms
and works is defined as amrtam satyena channam, "the immore

tal (Brahman) veiled by the (empirical) reality. The word
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Satyam (reality) is used precisely as Sat with a twofold
meaning, while 4t denotes Brahman in the section chand 6
~- tat satyam, sa atma, tat tvam asi and is found with this
meaning in Brh. 5.4., in the same Upanisad Brh. 2,1.20
saty‘am is on the contrary the reality of experience and
Brahman is contrasted with it as satyasa satyam, that which
alone in this reality is truely real. Satyam denotes the
real in an empirical sense == "It is the immortal veiled
by the reality (amrtam satyena channam), the Prana, that is
to say, is the immortal name and form are the reality by

these that Prana is veiled,"3°

Since the opposits of satya
(true) is usually anrta (untrué), it is perhgps conceivable
that the formula in another recension took the form amrtam
satyena channam, Thig would explain the cyrious play upon
the word satyam wﬁich is carried out in this Upanigad -
"This satyam consists of thre; ;y¥lab1es. The first sylla-
ble is sa, the second ti, the third yam. The first and the
last syllables are the truth égatyam), in the middle is the
untruth (anrtam); this untruth is enclosed on both sides by
thre truth (an;taé ubﬁayataq satyena Parigrihitam), by this

means it becomes an actual being."31
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In this Upanisad Vidagdha S3kalya attempts to define
Brahman as forming the climax of all that' the word atman
denotes (sarvasya atmanah parayanam) . After having eight
times in succession propounded a one-sided view that repre=-
sents the earth love, forms, ether etc, as its basis, he is
corrected by Yajnavalkya who points out to him that, that
which he explains as the climax of all the word atman deno-
tes (Sarvasya atmanah parayanam yam attha) is on the con-
trary, only a subordinate Purusiy) that rules in the bodily
forms, in love the sun, sound etc., All the view put forward
by Yajhavalkya in the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad centre in the
conviction that Brahman, the atman is the knowing subject
within us, In Brh. 3.4. he is invited by Ushasta to exp-
lain, “the immanent, not transcendent Brahman that as soul
is within all.® For answer he refers to the soul, which by
inspiration and expiration, by the intermediate and the
upbreathing manifests itself in experience as the vital
principle. To the objection that, not to give an explana-
tion of it, he rejoins -~ "Thou canst not see the seer of
seeing, thou canst not hear the hearer of hearing, thou

canst not comprehend the comprehender of comprehension,
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thou canst not know the knower of knowledge, he is thy soul,
that is within all.,” And to confirm the ascertain that the
knowing subject here characterised by him constitutes not
only the essence of the soul, but in and with that the
essence of Godhead, he adds, "whgtever is distinct from
that is liable to suffering."” He concludes his descripte
ion of the all mighty being who sustains and pervades space
and with it the entire Universe, by saying that this imperish-
able one sees but is not seen, hears but is not heard, com=
\
prehends but is not comprehended, knows but is not known.
Besides Him there is none that sees, beslides Him there is
none that hears, beside Him there is none that comprehends,

beside Him there is ncne that knows. In truth, in this impe~

rishable one the space inwoven abd interwoven.

There 4s a passage in the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad,
where in his conversation with Wis wife MaitreyI, Yajna-
balkya said that all this Brahmana-hoed, all this Kashatriya-
hood, all these worlds, all these Gods, all these heings,
in fact, everything that exists is Atman. Just as when a
drum is being beaten, one is not able to grasp the extere

nal sound, but by grasping the drum or the beater of the
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drum; the sound becomes grasped; just as when a conch=shell
is being blown one is not able to grasp the external sound,
but by grasping the conch-shell or the blower of the conch-
shell, the sound becomes grasped; that just as when a lute

is being played, one is not able to grasp the external sound,
but by grasping the lute or the player of the lute, the sound
becomes grasped. Similarly in the case of the knowledge of
the external world, if one is not able to grasp the external
world as it is in itself, by grasping the mind or by grasping
the Atman, the)external world becomes grasped. This latter
statement, is only implied in the above passage and not
explicity stated, but it cannot be said that the Atman is
here compared to the lute player or the drumebeater or éhe
conch=blower, while the mind by means of which the Atman
perceives compared to the lute or the drum or the conch,
while the external world i1s compared to the sounds that
issue from these instruments. This is verily an idealistic
monism in which the active part is attz:ibuted to the Atman,
whiie the mind serves as the 1nstrumegt for its activit;.
In apother passage of the same Upanisad, YEjﬁavalkya tells

MaitreyI that the Atman is the only knower and that he could
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not be known by anyone except himself. "It is only when
there seems to be a duality that one smells the other, that
one sees the other, that one hears the other, that one speaks
about the other, that one imagines about the other, that ope
thinks about the other; but where the Atman alone is, what
and whereby may one smell, what and wherby may one perceive,
what and whereby may one imagine, what and whereby may one
think? He who knows all this, by what may anybody know Him?

He 1s the external knower, by what may be known 2732

Such a doctrine takes Yajnavalkya perilously near the
position of an Absolute solipsism from which he tries to
" extricate him;elf in his conversation with King Janaka in
a latter chaptgr of the same Upanisad when he tells us that,
"when it 4s said that such a one does not see, tha real
tr;th is that he sees and yet does not see; for never is
the vision of the seer destroyed, for that is indestructible,
but there is nothing besides him ahd outside him, which may
be said to be seen by him, When 1t is said that such a one
does not smell or taste or speak or hear or imagine or touch

or know, he does all these things and yet does not do them,

for never are the olfaction, the taste, the speech, the
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audition, the 1maginat10n, the touch or the knowledge of .

thim destroyed for they are indestructible° there is, how-
ever, nothing outside him and different from him which he
may smell or taste, or speak or hear, or imagine, or . touch. .

or think "33

In this way, Yajnavalkya extricates hﬁmself
from the absolutely solipstic position 1n which his Absolute
nonism has landed him. The outcome of these passages 13,'
that for the absolutist there is nothing different from or
outside the Atman,sthat knowledge_of any part of him is the
tnowledge of the nhole that all causation\is ultimately due
to him. that everything beside him is an appearance, that
-he is the only external knower and that is only when he
becomes entangled in the phenomenal acts of perception and
knowledge tnat ne_maf be‘said to nerceive and‘know_and yet
the truthais that'ne dges’not nerceive and know. |
According to Yajnavaikya, in the stage of oneness,»
when duality has ceased to exist, when the individual
Brahman are found to be one and the same thing;no question
of knowing arises, because the knower and that which is to
be known have coalesced, In the stage, the different between

'thou' and *that' has disappeared, the one alone remains,
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Human knowledge ordinarily consists of a knower and a thing
to be known, the subiéct and the object. In that stage of
knowledge, when the subject and the object are found to
have coalesced, that is to say when everything is found to
be in the one and the one in everything, the distinction
between the gnower and that which is known does not arise,
for it is found not to exist, Of this ultimate stage, we
can certainly form some idea, and it is not therefore
altogether incapable of comprehension. One element of truth
in vajnavalkyam's discourse is that so long as a person is
in the stage of duality, he cannot fully realise the stage
of oneness, though he can form some idea of it, just as
Yéj%hvalkya had done, The other element of truth in it is
that the stage of duality, which precedes the stage of
oneness, is also real, for it is out of the one tha{ many
had sprung. As every one of us is a potential Brahman, it
is only a question of time when we will have perfect knowe
ledge like Brahman, or become knowledge itself, when 'thou’

will become 'that'.

Even though metaphysical philosophy may require such

a rigoristic conception of the Absolute, for the purpose
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of religion and for the explanation of the phenomenal exis=-
tence of the world, a God is necessary. There is a passage
in the Brhadaranyaka which tells us that God is the Antar-
yamin of the universe; He lives inside and govern the
universe from within., The doctrine of the Antaryamin, which
is advanced in that Upanisad in the conversation between
Uddalaka Aruni and Yajnavalkya, constitute the fundamental
position of the plhilosophy of Ramanuja when ge calls God
the soul of Nature. Uddalaka Aruni asked Yajnavalkya two
questions == (1) what is the thread by which this w;rld and
the other world and all other things are held together? and
(2) who is the controller of the Thread of this world and
N .
the other world and all the things therein? Yajnavalkya
answered the first question by saying that Air might be
regarded as the Thread and all other things therein are
held together. The second question he answered by saying
that He alone might be regarded as the inner Controller
"who dwells in the earth and within the earth does not
know, whose body ‘the earth is, who from within controls the
earth. He 1s thy soul, the inner Controller, tpe immortal,

He who dwells in the waters and within the waters, whom the
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waters do not know, whose body the waters are, who from
within controls the waters, He is thy soul, the inner
Controller, the immortal, "Thus Yajnavalkya went on to tell
uddalaka Aruni that the inner Controller is the who is imma-
nent likewise, "in fire, in the intermundia, in air, in the
heavens, in the sun, in the Quarters, in the Moon, in the
stars, in space, in darkness, in light, in all beings, in
Préga, in all things and within all things, whom these things
do not know, whose body these things are, who controls all
these things from within, He is thy soul, the inner Contro-
ller, the immortal, He is the unseen seer, the unheard hearer,
the unthought thinker, the understood understander; other
than Him, there is no seer, other than Him there is no hearer
other than Him there is no thinker, other than Him there is
no understander; He is thy soul, the inner Controller, the
immortal, Everything beside His is nought.“34

Thus Yajhavalkya declares the immanence within and
the inner control of the Universe by the all-pervading God,
We are told in the Brhadaranyaka by the help of a simile,
how is God, the soul of souls, ®Just as the spokes of a
wheel are helé together in the navel and felly of a wheel,

similarly in this supreme soul are centred all these beings,
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all Geds, all worlds, all the individuals souls -- the

Supreme Soul is the King of them a11.0%°

In another passage,
the same Upanisad tells us, by a change of metaphor, that,
fJust as little sparks may come out of fire, even so from
the Supreme Soul all pranas, all worlds, all gods, all beings
came out. This is to be mystically expressed by saying the
Supreme Soul is the varity, of verities; the Pranas as well
as other things mentioned along with them, are verities, of
whom the Universal soul is the supreme verity.”36 In these
passages we are told ne& god may be regarded as the soul

of souls, and we are also unmistakably told that the supreme
soul is the Real of the Reals, the varity of verities; the
individual souls and the world being themselves varities,
Both the moving and the stationare are the forms of God;
this is the soul of organic as well as inorganic nature,

He fills the souls as he fills the Universe, and controls

them both as their inner governor,

The Upanisadic @hilosophers went by the theological
approach to the conception of reality. They began by inqui=-
ring how many Gods must be supposed to exist in the Universe.

They could not rest content untill they arrived at idea of
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one God, who was the ruler of the whole universe. Ultima=-
telf. they identified the god with the inner self in man,

In the controversy which took place between vidagdha §ékalya
and the sage Yajnavalkya as reported in the Brhadaranyaka,

we are told that the former asked Yajnavalkya how many god
must be regarded as existing in the world, to which the first
answer of Yajnavalkya was, "three and three hundred”, Yajna=-
valkya closely following upon this by saying that there were
"three and three thousand”, Not satisfied with the answer,
éékalya asked again how many Gods there were, Yajnavalkya
replied there were thirty-three Gods. éékalya was again
dissatisfied and aiked again, Yajnavalkya replied there

were six Gods. In a;swer to further inquiries from gﬁka;ya,
Yajnavalkya went on to say that there were three Gods and
then two Gods, and even one and a half Geod and finally that
there was only one God without a second. Yajnavalkya was
merely testing the insight of $3kalya as to whether he would
rest satisfied with the different answers that he first gave,
and when gékalya did not seem satisfied he finally said that
there was only one God. By mutual con;ent, éékalya and Yajna-

valkya came to the conclusion that He alone is the Ged of
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the Universe, "whose body the earth is, whose sight is fire,
whose mind is light and who i{s the final resort of all human

souls.”37

2.4 chandogyopanisad ;

The Chandogya is another philosophically significant
Upanisad. Particularly chapter six, seven and eight are very
important., The first and the second chapters are merely a
Brahmanism redivivus. The third chapter of this Upanisad
contains the famous description of the Sun as a great bee-
hive hanging in space. It also contains a description of
the Gayatrl Brahmana-wise, the bon motes of §%qqily, a des=
cription of the world as huge«chest, the all=too disconnected
instruction of Angirasa to Krishna who was the son of Devaki
and finally a piece of heliolatory, with the myth of the
emergence of the Sun out of a huge egg. The fourth chapter
contains the (philosophy of Raikva, the story of Satyakama
Jabala and his mother, and the story of Upakosala; who in
his turn obtains Philosophical wisdom from his teacher

Satyakama Jabala. The fifth chapter contains the eschato=-

logical teaching of Jaivali; it also contains the famous
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synthesis of thought effected by Asvapati Kaikeya out of

the six cosmological doctrines advanced by the six Philo-
sophers who had gone to learn wisdom from him. The sixth
chapter is evidently the best of all the chapters of the
Chandogya, we have here the Ghilosophy of Aruni who estab-
lishes an absolute equation betwgen individual and Universal
spirit, for whom, in other words, there is no difference
between the two at all, Krugi is the outstanding personality
of the Chandogya, as Yajnavalkya is of the Brhadaranaka.

The seventh chapter of the Chandogya contains the famous
discourse between Narada and Sanatkumara, And finally the
eighth chapter of this Upanisad contains some very excellent
hints for the practical realisation of the Atman as well as

the famous myth of Indra and Virochana,

The general view that lies at the basis of the Upani-
sads is that Brahman, i.e., the Atman is an object of know-
ledge, And the aim of allhthe Upanisad texts is to communi-
cate this knowledge of Brahman.‘gt come to be realised that
this knowledge of Brahman was essentially of a different
nature from that which we call "knowledge"™ in ordinary

1ife. For it would be possible like Narada in Chandogya 7.l1.2
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to be familiar with all conceivable branches of knowledge
and empirical science and yet to find oneself in a condition
of ignorance as regards the Brahman. This thought, origi-
nally purely negative, become in course of time more and
more positive in its character, It was negative in so far,
as no empirical knowledge led to a knowledge of Brahman, and
it was positive in so far as the consciousness was aroused
that the knowledge of empirical reality was an actual hinde
rance to the knowledge of Brahman. The empirical knowledge
which reveals to us a world of plurality where in reality
only Brahman exists and a body where in reality there {is
only the soul, must be a mistaken knowledge, a delusion, a
maya, It is sam; which Parmenides and Plato took:when they
affirmed that the knowledge of the world of sense was mere
deception, which Kant took when he showed that th: entire
reality of experience is only apparition and not reality
(®thing in itself"), It is of the greatest interest to
follow up the earliest foreshadowings of this thought in
India and to trace how the term avidya passed from the
negative idea of ignorance to ti> positive idea of a false
knowledge, Again Chand 6.1.3 teaches that the "transfor-

mation® of the atman into the manifold world of phenomena
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is merely vaarambhanam "a matter of words" or namadheyam
"3 mere name® and that "in reality" there exists only the
one Being, i.e,, the Atman. It is only of him therefore

that a real knowledge is possible,

The Chandogyapanisad connects the philosophy of Not-
being with the myth of Universal Egg. We are told in this
Upanisad that, "#hat existed in the beginning was Not-Being
It then converted itself into Being. It grew and becéme a
vast egg. It lay in that positioﬁ for the period of a year,
and then it broke open. Its two parts were, one of gold and
the other of silver. The Silvery part became the earth and
the golden part became the heaven, The thick membrane of the
egé became the mountainsj the thin membrane became the clouds;
the arteries of the egg became the rivers of the world; the
fluid 16 its interior became the oceanj while what came out
of the egg was the sunj when the sun was born, shouts of
hurrah arose.“38 ?This Upanisad says that everything that
we find around is Brahman, everything is produced out of it
and everything returns back to this Brahman, and this Brahe

man is the self which is the subtlest of the subtle, dwell-

ing in the inside of the heart, and it is that which is
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bigger than the world, bigger than the sky and bigger than
the entire universe, which is the source of all cur deeds,
desires sensations and experiences. Referring to this sub-
tle spiritual éssence'ﬁrugi says to his son SQetaketu, "It
is this subtle essence, which is identical with the universe,
the ultimate reality, and thou art that essence, Oh Svetaketu,®
Taking the example of a.bid tree,'Krﬁqi says that if anyone,
strikes it with a weapon and cuts down a branch it will dry
up; if a second branch is cut that also dries upj when any
part of it is dissociated from life it dies but the life
itself never, dies; it’'is the subtle essence and it alone

is ultimately real and this is the self and that are thou,
oh §?etaketu. Taking a seed of a fine banyag tree, Kbgqi
asks his son to split it up into parts and also ask him
ewhat do you find in it?? Then he spoke to him. "Though you
do not find anything in this fine seed yet it isiguf of this
subtle essence that the big banyan tree grows. Believe,
therefore, that the entire universe and the ultimate reality
is nothing but the subtle essence which is the highest self.
"Throwing a lump of salt, in the water he asks his son,

SGetaketu, to see him again in the morning, and when he cames
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in the morning he asks him to “"get the salt that you threw

in this water last night out of it, ;’and Svetaketu said that
he did how know how to do it. K}uéi told him "Just as vyou
cannot perceive the salt with your eyes, yet you can per=-
ceive it by tasting the water, so the ultimate reality also
exists just the same though, it cannot be perceived by the
senses. And this ultimate reality, the fine essence, is thus
the entire universe, and that again is nothing.but the highest
self.® So here we find the old teaching strongly emphasised
that the ultimate reality is the subtle spiritual essence of

man.

A passage from the Chandogyapanisad tells us directly
that Being ;lone existed at the beginning of things. It
takes to task those who suppose that the Primeval Existant
must be regarded as Not-Being, and that Being .mnst be
regarded as having been produced thereform: "How could it
possibly be so*" asks the Upanisad, "how could Being came
out of not, Being, existence from non-existence 7?7 It is
necessary for us to suppose that at the beginning verily
all this was Being and it was aione and without a second.
This Primeval Being reflected let me be many, let me pro-

ducej having be thought thus to itself, it produced fire,



69

Fire thought, let me many, let me produce and it produced
water, Water thought, let me be many, let me produce, and
it produced the Earth (food or matter)."39 The Primeval
Being then thought, verily I am now these three deities,
Let me enter into them by myself and unfold both Name and
Form. Let me make each of them three fold and three fold."4o
It this comes about that what we call the red-colour in a
flame belongs really to fire, Its white colour is that of
water and its black colour belongs to the earth. Thus does
vanish the flame-ness of a flame. The Flame is indeed only
a word, a modification and a name, while what really exists
is the three colours, what we call the red colour in the
sun, is really, the colour of fire, its white colour is the
colour of the water, its black colour is the colour of the
earth, Thus verily vanishes the suneness of tne suns The
Sun is only a word, a modification and a name, What really
exists is the three colours. Thus likewise does depart the
moon=ness of the moon and the lightning-ness of the light-
ning. What really exists is the three colours only.°4l
It is interesting to note in these passages, in the first
place that the Primeval existent is regarded a Being and

is described as Being one without a second. In the second
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place, we see how from this primeval Being is produced the
three=fold Prakrti, which we might call, "tejobannatmika®
Prakrti, that is consisting of fire, water and earth,
Thirdly, it must be noted that the Chandogyapanisad’) teaches
us definitely the doctrine of “triv;ti!araﬁ;“ which is the
Upanisadic prototype of the "Panchikarana® of later Vedanta,
Just as in the Vedantic theory of "Panchikarana®, out of
the five original elements, fire, air, water, earth and
space, half of each element was regarded as being kept
intact;, while the other half was regarded as bheing divided
into four equal different parts, four such parts from the
different elements one after another going to make up a
half, which T cémbination with the half of the original
element made up one transformed evolute of the original
element. Similarly, in the case of the Upanisadic trivrit
Karana, each of the three original elements, namely fire,
water and earth is to be regarded. as being divided into
two equal portions, one half being kept intact, while the
other half is divided into two equal portions, the two
quarters of the two other elements in combination with the

one=half of the original element making up a transformed
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evolute of the original element, In the spirit of an
extreme nomination, the Chandogyapanisad tries to reduce all
later produé£$ to mere semblance or appearanée, while 4t
keeps the door open for the real existence o% the three
elements, all) of them having been born from éhe Primeval

I Beingo

In the Chandogyapanisad we are told that the gods and
demons were, once upon a time, both anxious to learn the
nature of final reality and they therefore went in pursuit
of it to Prajapati. Prajapati had maintained that, "that
entity, which is free from sin, free from old age, free from
Aeath and grief, free from hunger and thirst, which desires
nothing and imagine55nbfhing, mpst be regarded as the ulti-
mate self.” The Glods and demons were anxious to know what
the self was. So the Gods sent Indra and the demons Viroe-
chana as their emissaries to learn the final truth from
Prajﬁpati. Prajapati book certain tests of the candidates
for kmowledge and found only Indra as suitable for this. He
then instructed Indra about the highest knowledge. Prajapati
said, ;vGrily, O Indra, this body is subject to death, but

it is at the same time the vesture of an immortal soul. It
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is only when the soul is encaged in the body, that it is
cognisant ofééieasure and pain, There is neither pleasure
nor pain for the soul once relieved of its body., Just as
the wind &nd the cloud, the lightning and the thunder are
without body and arise from heavening space and appear in
their own form, so does this serenc being, namely, the self,
arise from this mortal body, reach the highest light, and
then appear in his own form, This serene Being, who appears
in his own form is the highest person." There is here an
indication of the true nature of ultimate Reality’ as being
of the nature of self=consciousness. According to the
Chandogyapanigsad, the final reality is reached in that
theoretic, ecstatic, self spectacular state in which the
self is conscious of nothing but itself. The(ghilosopher
of the Chandogya Upanisad arrives at the conception of °
self-consciousness as constituting the ultimate Reality.
They regard God as identical with this Pure self-conscious-
ness. Self-consciousness to them 1s the eternal variety.
Ged to them is not God unless he is identical with Pure
self-consciousness. Existence is not existence if it does

not mean self-consciousness. Reality is not reality if it
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does not express throughout its structure the marks of Pure
self-consciousness., We do not find any difference between
God and the Absolute in this Upanisad. God is the theolo-
gical conception and the Absolute is the philosophical con-
ception, God is identical with the Pure self-consciousness,
the ultimate Reality. This Upanisad declares, "Sarvam Khalu
Idam Brahma%; "All this indeed, is Brahman." Ultimately,
there can be no illusion, unreality, Maya, error or any
objective concept or knowable principle but only consciouse
ness, Absolute Nothing else than consciousness can‘éVer be.
This is the truth. Since even degrees in Reality would mean
objectivily and duality therein, they would reduce it to a
phenomenal appearance Reality as it is in itself, can only
be the Absolute free froq all diving elements, including
the so~called degrees. The Absolute is ever Itself, never

an object, never a subject and so eternally indivisible.

2,9 The Taittiriya Upanisad :

The Taitﬁiﬁlﬁéﬁ is divided into three chapters.'In
the first chapter occurs the famous physiological descript-
ion of the "nipple~like" gland which hangs downwards in the

brain and which is regarded as the seat of Immortal Being.
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In this chapter likewise occur two famous ethical descript-
ions, as well as the mystical utterances of Trisanku. The
second chapter is a collection of miscellaneous points con-
taining among other things, the first mention of the so-called
"Doctrine of sheaths" ag well as a description of the Beatific
calculas, The third chapter takes up the question of the
sheaths from the second chapter and exhibits these as a ladder
of metaphysical existence and ends witn that famous mystical
monologue in which subject and object and the subject-object

relation are all described as being ultimately one,

There are certain passages in the Upanisads which teach
that Not-being was the primary existent. The Taittiriya Upani=
gad tells us that, “at the beginning of all things what exise
ted was Not-Being., From it was born being. Baing shaped itself
of its own accord, It is thus that it is called well made or

self—made.“43

Commentators on this; passage who do not want
a privative conception like Not~Being to be the "archi” of
all things, rightly understand this passage to signify that
at the very beginning of things it was "as if” nothing exis=
ted and not that not-Being was verily the first concrete

existent and that it was from such a semblance of non-exise

tence that Being was created. The author of TaittirIya tells
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us that, Pat the time of crsation, God entsred overything
that he created and after having entered,‘became both the
This* anté/h?i’hat. the Defined and the Undefined, the supported
and supportlaess, knowledge and noteknowledge, Reality and
Unreality -~ yea, he became the Reality; it is for this
reason that all this is gerily called the Beal.“44 This
passage declares the immanence of God in 3ll things whatso-

ever, even in contradictories, and tells us that whst thus

comos to exist 4s the real.

There is & passage in the Chandogyapanisad where
three 3tmans are distinguished, the corporeal, individual
and supreme, but in a paragraph)) of the Taittiriyas which
occupies a more advanced and developed position assumes five
atmans (or Purushas) by further division of the intermediate
individual atman into the principles of life, of will ond
of knowledge. Thus are constitited the dtmans, annamaya,
pranamdya, menomayd, vijnanamadya and 3nandamayad which are
manifested alike in mankind and in mature as a whole. The
fizst four of these, like sheathes or husks {termed later
KoSas) surround the fifth as the true kermel. Stripping off.

these sheaths one by one and gradually penetrating desper
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we finally reach the inmost essential being of a man and

of nature., (1) The annamaya atman, "the self dependent on
food”, is the incarnation of the atman in the human body
and in materjal nature, the bodily organs are its consti=
tuent parts, (2) Within this is contained the Pranamaya
atman, "the self dependent on the vital breath®, fhe atman
as the principle of natural life, Its constituent parts are
the vital breaths in man (inhalation, interhalation, exha-
lation), but also in a cosmical sense, the whole of space
is its body, the earth its foundation, By stripping off
this atman also as a sheath we reach, (3) the monomaya
atman, "the atman dependent on manas® (volition), whose
constituent parts are stated to be the four vedas with the
Brahmanas (adesa), According to this definition we are to
understand by it the principle of the will (manas) embodied
both in men or in<§ods, l.e., of purpose directed to selfish
ends, (4) Deeper self is found in the Vijnanamaya atman,
“the self~dependent on knowledge,®™ which as the accompany-
ing verse declares, offers knowledge in place of sacrifice
and works, while recognising and worshipping the deity as

a separate and independent being. This position also we
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must abandon like a sheath, in order finally to pemetrate,
(3) to the anandamaya atman "the self-dependent on bliss,”
as the innermost Kermel of man and of nature as a whole.

This @tman, dependent on bliss, is no longer an object of

knowledge, It is in contrast with the realiyy of experience,
which 1ies\beyond on .the¢' othersside, unutterable, unfatho=
mable an unconsciousness, a not reality, In the Taittirlya
Upanisad, a distinctive marks of Brahman is given,: "That,
in truyth, out of which there beings, arise, by which they
when the have arisen live, into which they at death again
enter, that seek to know, that is Brahman." 1In this passage
the reference is solely to the descent of individual beings

into Brahman, not to that of the Universe.

In the TaittirIya Upanisad the pupil approaches the
father and asks him to explain to him the nature of Brahman.,
He is given the formal definition and is asked to supply the
content by his own reflection, "That from which these 'beings
are born, that in which when born they live and that into
which they enter at their death is Brahman®. What is the
reality 'which conforms to this account ? The son is impre-

ssed by material phenomena and fixes on matter (anna) as
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the basic princiﬁle. He is not satisfied, for matter cannot
account for the forms of life. He looks upon life (Prana)

as the basis of the world.\Life ;annot be the ultimate
principle, for conscious phenamena are not commensurate with
living forms. There is something more in consicousness than
in 1life. So he is led to believe that consciousness (manas)
{s the ultimate principle. But consciousness has different
grades., The instinctive consciousness of animal is different
frcm the intzllectual conseiousness of human beings. So the
son affirms that intellectual consciousness (vijnana) {s
Brahman. Man alone among nature’s children has the capacity
to change himself by his own effect and transcend his limit-
ations. Even this is incomplete because it is subject to
discords and dualities. A deeper principle of conscious-
ness must emerge if the fundamental intention of nature,
which has led to the development of matter, life, mind and
intellectual consciousness is to be accomplished, The son
finally arrives at the truth that spiritual freedom or
delight (ananda), the ecstasy of fulfilled existence {is

the ultimate principle. The Upanigadlsgggests that he leaves

behind the discursive reason and contemplates the one and
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is lost in ecstasy. It concludes with the affirmation that
Absolute Reality is satyam (truth}, jfianam (consciousness),

anantam (infinity).

The conception of tri-suparna is developed in the
fourth seciion of the Talttiriya Upanisad. The Absolute is
conceiv;d as a nest from out of which three birds have
emerged, viz,, Viraj, Hiranya-garbha and I$vara. The Abso=
lute ;onceived as it is in itself independent of any creation,
is called Brahman., When it is thought of as having manifested
itself, as the universe, it is called viraj; when it {is
thought of as the spirit moving everywhere in the universe,
it is called Hiranya-garbha; when it is thought of as a
personal god, creating, protecting and destroying the

Universe, it is called Isvara,

The text of the Taittiriya Upanisad conceives of Brah-
man in the masculine gender and attributes to Him the desire
to be born into the many. It further teaches us that He per-
formed austerity following which he created all this, whate
ever there is and indeed even entered into it. The entrance
of the supreme into the things of the world surely brings

home to our mindsGod's immanence and His inner rulership
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which Ramanuja advocate;. The ultimate has gesires and He
creates, The fact of His belng conceived in masculine gen-
der even supports His personal character. The character of
Brahman as well as described here is understandable only

" on the supposition that He was thought by the author of

those passage to be the personal Universal will.

The Upanisadic philosophers generally regard God as
identical with this Pure self-consciousness. The philoso-
pher of the Taittiriya Upanisad gives us certain character-
istics of this final reality which enable us to regard his
argument as almosé an ontp%pgical characterisation of rea-
lity. "The Absolute® he séiz, %ys Existence, consciousness
and infinity." Existence to that philosopher means conscie
ousness, God to this is not God, unless he is identical with
self=consciousness, Reality is not reality if it does not
express throughouf its structure the marks of Pure selfe
consciousness, There is not any distinction between Abso=-

lute and God in the Taittiriya Upanisad. God is only a

form of the Absolute.
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2;6'. The'Kaﬁhopani§ad H

The Kathopanisad ls more or less a metaphysical work .
Tne katha has its natural termination at the end of the first
Adhyaya~ as may be seen from the repetition of words at the
end of the Adhyaya, as well as the "Phalsrutl“ which is also
given at the same place. The second AdhyayaﬁthuS'seems to
be tacked on to the original reduction of the Upanisad and
Aeven though this latter Adhyaya seems to furnish a sequal ‘
to the Nachiketas - Death story as may be seen from the |
.last verse of that Adhyaya,.as well as from the repetition
' of words even here, still, as may be seen by reference to
Kathopanisad II,‘ .6.. Yama Seems - at this place just to be
Supplying an answer to the querry of Nachiketas 1n 1. l 29.:
which suggests that all the intervening positlon is a 1ater
addition. Two of the most prou&nent features of the Katha
are the description of the “charlot of the body and the
Adeath ahd dream approaches to the problem of reality. The
whole 01 the Katha ls sucharged with ‘ofty 1dea about the
Immortality of the souls as well as_suggestions_for the
practleal attatnment‘of Ktman, In one passage, ihe Katha

brings out a distinction regarding the realisation of Atman
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in the various worlds, while we are dwelling in the bodf‘
on earth, we can visualise the Atman only as in a mirror
that is contrariwise, left being to the right and right
being to the left, In the world of the father, we visualise
the Atman as in a dream, the image leaving a pPsychical
impression, indeed, but unreal, In the world of the Gan-
dhavas, we are told, we see Him as one sees a pebble under
water, the image being true but refracted, It is only in the
Brahman-world, we are told, that we can distinguish the Atman
from the non-Atman as light érom shade, that is we can see
the Atman as in broad day-light, This is a valuable contri-

bution which the Kathopanisad makes to Upanisadic thought.

In a passage of the Katha Upanisad, we find that the
soul is no longer conceived as of the size of a mere grain
of rice or barley as described in th; Brihadaranyaka, but
as thought to be of the size of a thumb —an idea which
plays a very important part in the Upanisads, “The soul
who is the lord of all things that‘have been and that are
to be, and is therefore over-awed by none of them, is of
the measure of a thumb and dwells in the midpart of the

body (that is in the heart).“45
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In the Kathopanisad we have the description of, "The
eternal Asvattha tree with its root upwards and branches
doanwards, which is the Pure immortal Brahman, in which all
these worlds are situated and beyond which there is nothing

4% In this passage we are told that the Asvattha tree

else,"
is the Brahman itself and that it is imperishable. On the
other hand, the Bhagavadgita at the opening of its 15th
chapter, tells us that, "the Asvattha tree has its roots
upward and branches downwards. Its leaves are the Vedas, It
sends out its branches both downwards and upwards, which are
nourished by the gunas, The sensual objects are its foliage.
Yet again, its infinite roots spread downwards in the form
of action in the human world. It is not possible to have a
glimpse of that tree here in this fashiQn. It has neither
end, nor beginning, nor any stationariness whatsoever,

After having cut off this Asvattha tree, which has very
strong roots, we should then seek after that celestial

abode from which there is no return, and reach the Primeval
person, from whom all existence has spruné of old."47 There

is am agreement between the Upanisad and the Bhagavadgita

so far as the Asvattha tree is regarded- as having its root
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upward and its branches downwards. But, while the Upanisad
teaches that the Asvattha tree is real, and identical with
Brahman and therefore, impossible of being out off, the
BhagavadgIta teaches that the Advattha tree must be regar=
ded as unreal, and as identical with existence, and there-
fore that it is necessary to”cut of f this tree of existence

by the potent weapon of non-attachment.

In the Katha Upanisad in the development of principles,
the great self stands after the undeveloped and the Primeval
spirit, Hiranyagarbha, the world soul is the first product
of the principle of non<being influenced by the Eternal
spirit, Isvara. Hiranyagarbha is the great self, mahan-atm3,
which arises from the undiscriminated, the avyakta, which
corresponds to‘;he primitive material or waters of the
Bréhmanas or the Prakrti of the Samkhya. We have the supreme
self, the Absolute the supreme self as the eternal subject
observing the eternal object, waters or Prakrti and the
great self which is the first product of this interaction
of the eternal subject and the Principle of objectivity.

The supreme Lord Isvara, who eternally produces, outlasts

the drama of the Universe,
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The Kathopanisad tells us that the form of God does
not fall whthin the Ken pf our vision "Never hgs any man
been able to visualised God by means of sight, nor is it
possible for one to realise Him either by the heart or by
the imagination or by the mind, It is only those whp #now

48 Later writers

this sublime truth that become immortal.®
have translated the above passage in a different way. They
tell us that even though it may not be possible for us to

“visualige™ the form of God, still it "may be possible for
us to realise Him by means of the heart, or by the imagina-
tion or by the mind."” There is another verse in the Katho-
panisad which makes it quite clear that it is "not possible
to realise God either by word of mouth, or by the mind or

by the eye., It is only those who know that God is, to them

alone, and to none else, is God revealed."49

we are here told that it is not possible at all to
realise God by means of the mind, that one can realise God.,
It is also noteworthy, ffom the later vefse from the Katho-
‘panisad that the nat;re of God realisation is like that of
a "fact®, The value of a fact can never be disturbed by any

probings into its pros and cons, by logical manipulation
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about its nature, or by any imaginative or highly strung
intellectual solutions. It thus becomes clear that neither
sense nor thought enables us to realise God., But a further
question arises, if God can be realised at all, as man got
any Faculty by means of which he can so realise Him ? To
that question, anot@er verse from the Kathopanisad supplies
an answer.? "The Atman who is hidden in all beings is not
potent to the eye of all, It is only the subtle seers who
can look with the one=pointed and piercing faculty of Intui-
tion (Buddhi) that are able to realise God."so "He is not
easy to be known when told by an inferior person, though.
(He may be) expounded about manifoldly; unless declared by
another (who is supremely wise), there is no way (of attaine
ing Him); for He is inconceivably subtler than what is very
subtle, and unax:guable."m‘ Even the proud Indra and the
great Narada became humble before their teachers. This
speaks Qf the majestic transcendentness of the Absolute,
not knowable through easy means., Aow innocent and simple

was that Satyakﬁma who said to. his teacher, when asked.
about his (parentage, "Sirs, I do not know this, of what
family I ;mi I asked my mother, She told me in reply: "I

begot you in my youth, when I was much busy in service,
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and I, being such do not know this, of what family you are,”
Then the teacher inferred that Satyakama must be a Brahman,
telling him that "a Non-Brahmana will not be able to speak
thus (the truth), and accepted him as disciple, Narada bows
down and says, "0 Lord, I am in sorrows; may the Lord take
me across sorrow,” "Not by reasoning is this knowledge to
be attained; instructed about by another, it is easy to

be known."52

These make it clear that self~knowledge can-
not be attained by an individual striving for himself in
his ignorance independently without a teacher, None can

reach it by his own personal effort, without a proper guide;

very mysterious and subtle is it,

It is not merely that all the power in the world is
ultimately Que to Brahman; the very resplendence and
illumination that we meet with in the world are also to be
regarded as manifestation of the great unmanifest luminosily
of the Absolute. "Does the sun shine by his own power ?2
Asks the Kathopanisad "Do the moon and the stars shine by
their own native light ? Does the lightening flash forth
in its native resplendence - ? ==~ Not to speak of the

Paltry earthly fire, which obwviously owes its resplendence



to something else 2" Shall we say that all these so=called
resplendent things are resplendent in their own native ;
light, or most we assert that they desire their power of
illumination from a primal eternal verity which lies at the

back of them at all and whose illumination makes possible

the illumination of the so-called luminous objects of nature?"

“Before Him the sun does not shine, before Him the moon and
the stars do not shine, before Him the lightening does not
shine; far less this eartﬁly fire. It is only the Absolute
shines first, that all these objects shine afterwards, It

is by His luminosity that they become luminous."53

In this
Upanisad we are asked to suppress speech and mind, merge
the latter in the knowledge self, that in the great self,
that ih the tranquil self, the Absolute. The highest stage

is attained when the five senses, mind and intellect are

at rest.,

Brahman is not described in the early Upanisads in
sufficiently personal terms, but the later ones like the
Kathopanisad and the Svetadvatara look upon the supreme
as personal God who bestows grace., Devotion to the personal

God is recommended as a means for attaining spiritual
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enlightenment. There is not any distinction between the
Absolute and God in the Katha Upanisad, since it teaches

that God is the personal aspect of the Absolute,

2.7 Conclusion :

The Upanisads, though remote in time from us, are
not remote in thought. They disclose the working of the
primal impulses of the human soul which rise above the
differences of race and of geographical position. At the
core of all historical religions there are fundamental types
of spiritual experience though they are expressed with di-
fferent degrees of clarity. The Upanisads illustrate and

illuminate these primary experience.

The Upanisads undoubtedly have great historical and
comparative value, but they are also of great present-day
importance, No one can thoroughly understand the workings
and conclusions of the mind of an educated Hindu of today
who does not know something of the fountain fram which his
ancestors for centuries past have drunk, and from which he
t00 has been deriving his intellectual life. The imagery
under which his philosophy is conceived, the phraseology

in which it is couched, and analogies by which it is
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supported are largely the same in the discussion of today
as are found in the Upanisads and in SAmkara's commentaries
on them and on the Sutras. Although some elements are evi-
dently of local interest and of past value, it is evident

that the monism of the Upanisads has exerted and will cone
tinue to exert an influence on the monism of the west, for
it contains certain eiements which penetrate deeply into

°

the truths which every philosophers much reach a thoroughly

grounded explanation of experience,

The Upanisads have shown an unparalléled variety of
appeal during these long centuries and have been admired
by different people for different reasons at different
periods. They are said to provide us with a complete chart
of the unseen Reality, to give us the most immediate, inti-
mate and convinciﬁg light on the secret of human existence,
to formulaie, in Deussen's words, "Philosophical concept-
ions unequalled in India or perhaps anywhere else in the
world.® The ideal which haunted the thinkers of the Upa=-
nisads, the ideal of man's ultimate beautitude, the per-
fection of knowledge, the vision of the reai in which the

religious hunger of the mystic far divine vision and the
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philosopher’s ceaseless quest for truth are both satisfied
is still ideal. A metaphysical curiosity for a theoretical
explanation of the world as much as a passionate longing

for liberation is to be found in the Upanisads, Their ideas

do not enlighten our minds but stretch out souls,

Taking the Upanisads as a whole we find that there are
at least two different ways of 1looking at the infinite. One
of the trends describes bBrahman as a homogeneous NON=compo=
site consciousness that is, perfeétion without a second, It
1s negatively described as neti-neti and the finite has no
place in it. It is described as unlike all that we know,
The world of matter and souls are described as its appear=
an¢e, There is no other Reality‘than Brahman. The relation
between Brahman and other appearances is one-~sided. The
appearance is dependent on Brahman, but Brahman is in no
way touched by the impurities of appearance. The Upanisadic
seers trace all that exist to Brahman, They do not admit
that the existence of the world of things or human experi=-
ence is an inexplicable datum. Nor do they admit that the
universe is self-complete. They examine in turn several
phenomena ag the proposed roofecauses of the world, e.g.,

Time, Nature, Necessity, change, the Elements stc. and £ind
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all of them unsatisfactory. So they posit the infinite
spirit as the cosmic principle to account for the Universe.
They examine the phychic principles and submit them to
intense analysis. This is explained in tha celebrated dia-
logues between Prajdpati on the one hand, Indra and Virechana
on the other and betﬁeen Brigu and Varuni. The individual
soul's essence is neither‘the body, nor a bundle of quali-
ties, nor is it mere state of mind:s It is of the ess;ncé as
Brahman. The Upanisads, according to éamkara,_adopt the
"synthetic” method and establish the identity of the ;ndi-
vidual soul with Brahman, The principle underlying the world
as a whole and that which forms the essence of man ar; ulti-
mately the same, This explicit identification is declared

in the celebrated words of Uddalaka to his son a number of
times, "All this is, is of the nétuxe of the self. That is

the truth that thou art,?®

According to the Upanisads, plurality, succession in
time, co-existence in space, relations of cause and effect,
oppositions of subject and object, are not the highest
reality. But this is not saying that they are non=existent,

-

The Upanisads support the doctrine of mayd only in the semse
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that there is an underlying reality containing all elements
from the personal God to the objects of the world. Samkara
says == That Atman is in the hearts of all living creatures,
from Brahman to a reed, The different grades of indivi-
duality a#e all broken lights of the one Absolute, The
particular things are and are not. They have an intermediate
existence, Measured 5; the perfection of the Absolute, the
unlimited fullness of the one reality, the world of plura=-
lity, with all its pain and disruption, is less real., Com=
pared with the ideal of the supreme one, it is wanting in
reality. Though the.things of the world are imperfect rep-
resentations of the real, they are not illusory semblances
of it., The oppoéitions and conflicts which are in the fore-
ground are relative ﬁodes of the Absolute unity which {is

in the background.

According to the Upanisads the Absolute is not a
metaphysical abstraction or a woid of silence. It is the
Absolute of this relative world of ‘manifestation. What is
subject'to change and growth in the world of becoming rea-
ches its fulfilment in the world of the Absolute. The Beyond

is not an annulling or a cancellation of the world of becoming
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but its transfiguration. If the world were altogether unreal,
we cannot progress from the unreal to the Real. If a passage
from the empirical to the Real, the Real 1sxto be found in
the empirical also. The ignorance of the mind and the senses
and the apparent futilities of human life are the materials
for the self-expression of that Being, {or Its un%olding.
Brahman accepts world-existence, The ultimate Reality sus~
tains the play of the world and dwells in it. That is why
we are able to measure the distance of the things of the
worid from the Absolute and evaluate their grades of being.
There is nothing in this world which is not 1lit up by Ged,
The changelessness of the supreme does not mean that the
Universe is a perfectly articulated mechanism in which
everything is given from the beginning. The world is real

as based on Brahmanj it is unreal by itself.

The highest religion of the Upanisads, which insists
on meditation and morality and worship of God, in spirit
and in truth is not encumbered by such traditional dogma
and miracles as still hang upon the skirts of ot;er reli-
gions. Its central principle that there 1s one supreme

reality that manifests itself in the Universe is not
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asserted as a dogma, It is the ultimate truth at which it

is possible for human understanding to arrive. The progress
of science and philosophy does.not conflict with It but only
confirms It. The Upanisadic religion is the feeling of reve-
rence and love for the great spirit. Man as finite self is
incapable of grasping the Absolute Reality. He makes an
object of It set over against himself. The Absolute becomes
a personal God. Though it is not the final truth, ordinary
religious consciousness requires it., God is the friend and
helper, the father and creator, the governor of the Universe,
He 1s said to be the supreme person (Purosottama), but He
does not role the world from without. In that case there
would be no organic connection between Him and the world.
He is the inner guide or the antaryami. All things are of
Him, in Him and unto Him. Though God of religion is a limi-
ted expression of the Absolute, It is not a mere imagina=-
tive presentation. In the development of the Absoluté into
the Universe conceived by the finite mind, the first exis-
tent being is the God or the Uhivergai> soul possessing
self-consciousness. He is the Absolute personified.,Accord-
ing to the Upanisads, the Absolute and God are on;; we call

It the supreme Brahman to emphasise Its transcendence of
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the finite Its unknowability, Its all-comprehensiveness;

we call It Isvara to emphasise the personal aspect sorece~
ssary for religious devotion, The relation between the two,
the Absolute Brahman and the personal Isvara, may be like
that of the true Lord to the idol, Yet the two are one. The
Absolute is both personal and impersonal, The individual
100ks upon God as something@fﬁﬁécendént, and feels acutely

the need of grace,

However, to come to this well-defined relation between
the impersonal Absolute and the personal God, philosophy ha&
to wait for several centuries. In the Upanisads, we find
only the germs of the problem. The actual golution starts
emerging as late as the time of Samkara who squarely bases
his philosophy on the Upanisads. Whatever the logical cons=-
istency of the mpani§ads; their value as tAmes of spiritual

wisdom is assured in the history of human civilization.
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CHAPTER- III

THE GREEK PHILOSOPHERS AND THE PROBLEM

3.1 Introductory :

Greek philosophy is one of the finest products of
human civilization. In terms of its antiquiky, depth, width,
and subtlety, it ranks second to none in the world. It is
an important constituent of European intellectual life, the
development of which cannot be understood apart from it, But
from this purely historical point of view, the history of
philosophy appears merely as a part of the history of civi-
lization. From Greek philosophy, the whole of European
philosophy has descended., For, the ideas which the Romans
express in their philosophic literature were not original,
but were taken over from the Greeks, clothed in the Latin
language and passed onto the mediaeval and modern world,
The systems built up by the Greek philosophers are not to
be regarded merely as a preparation for modern philosophy.
They have a value in themselves also, as an achievement in
man's intellectual life, It was the Greeks who won for man
freedom and independence of philosophic thought who pro-

claimed the autonomy of reason and gave it a two=fold



theoretical explanation of the world but also a definite
practical attitude to 1life, By the history of Greek philo=-
sophy we mean the intellectual movement which originated

3

and developed in the Hellenic¢ world.

The religious life of the Greeks is of peculiar
importance for a study of the history of their philosophy.
But the relation between religion and philosophy in the
Greek world is complicated. The interplay between Greek
religion and philosophy is complicated by the fact that

Greek religion has two major aspects

(1) In the first aspect, it is the anthropomorphic reli-
gion of the Gods of Olympus, made familiar by the Homeric
Epics in which the Gods exhibit although on a most majestic

scale, human passions and a concern for.the affairs of men,

(2) The second aspect of Greek religion, which becomes
prominent in the religious revival of the sixth century
B.C. is associated with the so-called mystery cults, Greek
religion in its anthropomorphic aspect undergoes a long and

refining development from the earliest times until tlre
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culmination of Greek Civi;isation in the fifth and fourth
centuries é.C. and this development is intricately related
fo that of philosophy. The religious spirit of a certain
period is frequently expr;ssed as much in its philosophy

as in the utterance of cult or myth. Greek religion, because
it lacked a highly organized and séecialized form, often

expressed its theology in art, poetry and philosophy,

Greek philosophy begins with an inquiry into the
essence of fhe ocbjective world. From external nature it
gradually turns its eye 1Award, on man himself. The shifte
ing of interest from nature to man leads to the study of
the human mind and of human conduct, of logic,ethics,
psychology, politics and poetics, What is ihe Highest Goéd
and what 1s the end -gnd aim of 1ife -- these are the chief
questions for ethics and philosophy., In the course of this
1nve§tigation the study of metaphysics and of human know=
ledge becomes indispensable. Finally the problem of God
and man's relation to him, the theological problem is pushed
into the foreground and Greek philosophy ends as it began

in religion.
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The first great problem that of external nature was
taken up in ‘the pre-Sophistic period. The philosophers of
the naturalistic period were concerned with two independent
problems regarding external nature. The first was the pro-
blem of substance, what is the basic substance or substances,
of which the natura%\objects are constituted and from which
they originate and ;he second was the problem of chéenge,
i,e., what is the nature of the process by which the basic
substance or sub;£ances, changes into the familiar objects
of s;nse. Among the earliest nature the philosophers of the
Milesian School -« Thales, Anaximander, and Anaximenes and
among the Phythagoreans, the two problems are scarcely dise
tinguishable. But the problem of change emerges in a radi-
cal form in Heraclitus and in the Eleatic school of which
Parmenides is the chief exponent. Later in the naturalistic
period, in the philosophies of Empedocles and Anaxagoras,
the problem of substance and change both receive attention
The entire period is naturalistic in its almost exclusive
concern with external nature. The second phase of the
development of Greek philosophy, the period of Sophists

and Socrates, turns away from ontological and cosmological

speculations regarding the constitution abhd origin of the
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external world and devotes its attention almost exclusively
to the problem of man -~ to human knqwledge and conduct. The
systematic period of the.two great philosophers of antiquity,
Plato, Aristotle is characterized by a concern for all the
problems of philosophy, the metaphysical problems concerning
reality and the humanistic problems relating to man's knowe
ledge, conduct and place in the world order. The theological

rise
movement which took its/ in Alexandria resulted from the

of
contact/Greek philosophy with oriental religions, In Neo-
platonism, its most developed form, it seeks to explain the
world as an emanation from a transcendent God who is both

the source and the goal of all being. Among the Neo=Platow

nists we shall discuss the views of Pletinus,

3.2 Different philosophers'® views :

| The pragkam of God and ;he Absolute, as such, is
not properly formulated by any Greek philosopher. They have
their concepts of the ultimate reality, whiech, in keeping
with the strength of their temperament, either fall on the
side of God or on the side ;f the Absolute. Only in Plotinus

we have a clear formulation of this problem. To come to any

conclusion, however, we have to make a brief survey of the
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prominent Greek philosophers,

3.2.1 Thales :

Thales was not only the first great Greek philoso-
pher, he was the first great western philosopher., His impore
tance lies in his having put the philosophical question
clearly and in having answered it without reference to
mythical beings. According to Thales, watér is the primary
substance. Thilly says that Thales may have been influenced
by the myth of Oceans and Tethys.1 This suggestion has some
plausibility in view‘gf the emergence of Greek philosophy
from Greek mythology and religion. Waters has the capac;ty
of assuming solid, liquid and vapcious forms and thus seems
to be in process of transformation before bne's eyes; Water
evaporates in the heat of the Sun and this 1is readily 1ﬁter-
-preted in Thales' view as the transformation of Water into
fire; Water comes down aéain in thd fomm of rain agd is
absorbed into the ground. This could be regardéd as the
transformation of Water into earth, Finally Water is nece=
ssary to life. Out of water everything comes. Thales does
not tell us how, most likely because the transformation of

one substahce into another was accepted by him as a fact of
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experlence. This was not a problem for him at all. Apart
from the fact that he assumed all things teo be full of Ged,

we do not know his religious views.2

3.2.2 Anaximander : ’

-According to Anaximander, the essence or principle
of things is not water as Thales supposes. He agrées wi th
Thales that the ultimate principle of thinés is material,
but he does not name {t water, does not in fact believe that
it 4s any particular kind of matter, It is rather a formless,
indeterminate and absolutely featureless matter in general.
The Boundless or Infinite of Anaximander is conceived as an
eternal, imperishable substance out of which all things are

made and to which all things return.3

By this he most
likely meant a boundless space~filling, animate mass, the
nature of which he did not define specifically, because he
regarded all qualities as derived from it, Among a number
of conflicting interpretation of Anaximander's Boundless
enumerated by Burnet are4: (1) that ;he Boundless is a
mixture from which things arise by ségération == an inter-

pretation which rest on a somewhat questionable passage in

Aristotle, which contrasts Anaxagoras' first principle with
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the mixture of Empedocles and Anaximander, (2) that the
Boundless is an indeterminate, indefinite and qualitatively
undifferentiated matter -= an anticipation of Aristotle's
"jndeterminate potential matter®, (3) that the Boundless
is 'something intermediate between the oObservable elements,

for example, between air and water or air and fire,

The first living beings arose out of the moist element
according to Anaxipander. His speculations on the origin of
living creatures, like his cosmological speculations have an
astonoshingly modern flavour.,Accordiﬁg to Anaximander's
doctrine of cyclical recurrence, innumerable worlds presume
ably succeed one another in time but are not co-existent,
There is an eternal cyclical recurrence of the processes
of separation from and return to the primordial substance.
"The teaching of Anaximander exhibits a marked advance
beyond the position of Thales. Thales had taught that the
first principle of things is water, The formless matter of
Anaximander is, philosophically, an advance on this, show-

ing the operation of thought and abstraction."5
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3..2.3 Anaximenes :

According to Anaximenes, the first principle of
things or underlying substance is one and infinite, but it
is not indeterminate; it is air, vapour or mist, One of the
teason for selecting air as the first principle is that it
is dry and cold and thus intermediate between fire, the
warm and dry element and water, the cold and moist element.
Anaximenas like Anaximender held the theory of ®"innumerable
worlds®, and these worlds are, according to the traditional
view, successive. But here .again Prof; Burnet considers that
the innumerable worlds may have been co~existent as well as
successive., Anaximenes consldered the earth toc be a flat
disc floating upon air. The teaching Anaximenes seems at
first sight to be a falling off from the position of Anaxi-
mander, because he goes back to the position of Thales in
favour of a determinate matter as first principle. But in
one respect at least there is here an advance upon Anaxie
mander, The latter had been vague as to how formless matter
differentiates itself into the world of objects. Anaximenes
names the definite processes of rarefaction and 9ondensa-

tion.
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3.2.4 Pythagoras and his school :

When we consider the philosophical teaching of
Pythagoreans, the first thing that we have to understand is
that we cannot speak of the philosophy of Pythagoras, but
only of the philosophy of the Pythagoreans., For it is not
known what share Pythagoras had in this philosophy or what

share was contributed by his SUCCesSOors.

The Pythagoreans are impressed by the fact of form and
relation in the world; they find measure, order, proportion,
and uniform recurrence, which can be ;xpressed in numbers,
vithout number, there can be no such relations and unifor-
mities, no order, no law; hence number must be lie at the
basis of\éverythiné. Numbers must be t?ye realities, the
grounds of things and everything else an expression of num-
bers. For the Pythaggreans numbers are the principles of
things not as being the stuff or substance of things in the
Milesian sense but rather as constituting their formal or
relati&ﬁal structure, Things are the coéies or init@étion
of numbers. The later distinction between number and form
which is central to the Platomic and Aristotelian systems
of metaphysics, was foreshadowed by the Pythagorean dise

tinction between numbers and things. In their delight over
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the discovery that there is numerical relation, for example,
between the length of the string and the pitch of the tone,
they called number, which is only a symbol or expression

of the relation, the cause of the relation and placed number
behind phenomena as their basal principle and ground. at
last we can come to the conclusion that according to the
_Pythagoreans the first principle of things is number. Number
is the world ground, the stuff out of which the universe is

6

made,

3.2, Parmenides :

Parmenides was %§eatly influenced by the Pythagoreans
He invented formal logic by applying their mathematical méthoc
of proof to the philosophical problem of the natures of bging
and not being., Presenting his argument in the form of an
epic poem, he used logic to show that being is unchanging and
uncreated. This conclusion denied the possibility of any
appearance of variety or change. His philosophy is comprised
in a philosophic didactic poem which is divided into two
parts. The first part expounds his own philosophy and is
called "the way of truth.” The second part describes »the

false opinion current in his day and is called "the way of
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opinion."

According to Parmenides, the world, as we know it, is
a world of change and mutation., All things arise and pass
away. Nothing is permanent. One moment it is, another moment
it is not., Hence, Parmenides tried to find out the etemmal
amid the shifting, the abiding and everlasting amid the change
and mutation of things. There arises in this way the anti-
thesis between Being and not-Being. The absolutely real is
Being, Not=being is the unreal., This not=being he identifies
with becaming, with the world of shifting and changing things
the world which is known to us by the senses. The world of
sense, according to Parmenides is unreal, illusory, a mere
appearance, Only Belng is true. As Thales designated water
as the one r?ality, as the Pythagoreans named number, so far
Parmenides the sole reality is Being, wholly unwixed with
not=being. He described the character of Being in a series
of negatives. There i; no change in it, it is absolutely
unbecome and imperishable. It has neither <beginning nor
end, neither arising nor passing away. If Being began it
must have arisen either from Being or from not-being. But
for Being to arise out of Being, that is not a beginning,

and for Being to arise out of mot-being §is impossible,
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since there is then no reason why it should arise later
rather than sooner. Again Being cannot come out of notebeing,
" nor something out of nothing. Ex nihilo nihil fit, This is

the fundamental thought of Parmpenides,

There emerges for the first time in Parmenides' philo-
sophy a distinction between Sense and Reason, According to
Parmenides the world of falsity and appearance, of becoming,
of not~being is the world which is presented to us by the
senses. True and Veritable Being is known to us only by rea=
son, by thought, The senses therefore are, for Parmenides,
the source of all illusion. Truth lies only in reason,

This 1s very important, because this, that truth lies in
reason and not in the world of.sense, is the fundamental
position of idealism, "It was not till the time of Plato
that the idealistic aspect of the Parmenidean doctrine was
developed. It was the genius of Plato which seized upmn the
germs of idealism in Parmenides and developed them, Plato
was deeply influenced by Parmenides. His main doctrine was
that the reality of the world is to be found in thought, in
concepts, in what is called "the idea." And he identified

the idea with the Being of Parmenides."7
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3.2.6 Zeno :

The last important thinker of the Eleafic¢ school
is Zeno, like Parmenides, was a man of Elea, Zeno did not
add anything positive to the teachings of Parmenides, He
supports Parmenides in the doctrine of Béingq In attempting
to support the Parmenidean doctrine from a new point of view
he developed certain ideas about the ultimate character of
space and time which have been of the utmost importance in
philosophy. Parmenides had taught that the world of sense
is iliusory and false. True Being is absolutely onej there
is in it no plurality. Morecgver, Being is absolutely static
and unchangeable. There is in it, according to Parmenides,
no motion. Multiplicity and motion are the two characteris-
tics of the false world of sense. Therefore, Zeno directed
his arguments against multiplicity ahd motion and attempted
indirectly to support the conclusions of Parmenides by
showing that m;ltiplicity and motion are impossible, Zeno
attempted to force multiplicity and motion to refute theme
selves by showing that, if we assume them as real, contra=
dictory propositions follow from that assumption. Two pro-
positions which contradict each other can not both be true,

Therefore the assumptions from which both follow, namely,
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multiplicity and motion, cannot be real things,

Zeno advanced four famous proofs in order to prove
the impossibility of motion, Of these arguments, the first
demonstrates the i@possibility of moving from a positien
to a goal because of the necessity of péssing through the
infinite number of points between the starting point ” and
the goal. The second proof, the paradox of Achilles and the
tortoise, demonsirates the impossibility of passing a moving
godl; Achilles, despite his greater speed cannot reach the
tortoise for, while Achilles is moving from his initial
starting point to the tortoise'’s initial starting point,
the tortoise has moved a certain distance beyond and the
same holds for all subsequent intervals. The third argument,
the paradox of the moving arrow demonstrates that the arrow
apparently moving to its target {s at any given instant in
a definite position in space ~= i,e,, it i{s at rest or has
zero motion, but no summation of zeros can yield motion,
Zeno also advances a fourth argument, which appeals to the
relativity of observed motions. The wvariable and conflict~
ing testimony of the senses, depending upon whether a move

ing object is observed from a position at rest or in motion
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at various speeds, undermines the wery possibility of motion

as such.,c—

The Eleatic position is that though the world of sense,
of which multiplicity and motion are essential features, may
exist, yet that outward world is not the iruve Being. Zeno
does not deny the existence of the world., What he denies is
the truth of existence. The Eleatic principle would ¢orres-
pond to a religion in which we said that "God is® but beyond
the fact that He "is", He has absolutely no character. But
this is a wholly barren and meagre conception of the Deity.
This conception of God is the conception of an absoclutely

empty being.

3.2.7 Heraclitus :

The philosopliical principle of Heraclitus is the
direct antithesis of Eleaticism., The Eleatics had taught
that only Being is and Becoping is not at all. All change,
all becoming is mere illusion. For Heraclitus,on the con=
¢rary, only Becoming is, and Being, permanence, identity,

these are nothing but illusion.
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The fundamental thought in the teaching of Heraclitus
is that the universe is in a state of ceaseless change. To
signalize the notion of incessant activity, Heraclitus chooses
as his first principle the most mebile substance he knows,
scmething that never seems to come to rest, the ever living
fire sometimes called by him, Vapor or breath == which is
regarded by him as the vital principle in the organism and
the essence of the soul. The fire of Heraclitus is not the
abiding substratum of his predecessors; It is that which
is constantly being transformed into other things. The
primal unity itself is in constant motion and change; its
creation is destruction, its destruction, creation when it
passes into something else, e.g., from fire into water, the
fire is lost in a new form of existence. There are no per-
sistent qualities and hence nothing remains permanent by
virtue of its qualities., Everything both is and is not,
the universal process is a transition from one conditign
to its opposite alone makes the world possible. The oppo=
sitions and contradictions are united and harmony is the
result. Indeed, there could be no such order without movee
ment dr change with its inherent oppositions and contra-

dictions. Ultimately the oppositions will all be reconciled
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in the universal principle, the world will teturn to the
original state of fire, which is also reason and the pro-
cess will begin anew. "In his religious opinions Heraclitus
was sceptical. But he does not, like Xenophanes direct his
attacks against the central ideas of religion, and the
doctrine of the Gods. He attacks mostly the outward obser-
vances and forms in which the religious spirit manifests

itself.“8

The Eleatics described all things under two concepts,
Being and not-being. Being has, for them, all truth, all
réality. Not being is wholly false and illusory. But for
Heraclitus both Being and not-being are equally real, The
one is as true as the other, Both are true, for both are
jdentical. With the Eleatics he distinguishes between sense
and reason, and places truth in rational cognition, The
illusion of permanence he ascribes to the senses, It dis by
reason that we rise to the knowledge of the law of becoming.
In the comprehension of this law lies the duty of man and

the only road to happiness.
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3.2.8 Xenophanes :

The reputed founder of the Eleatic school was Xenoe
phanes. Xenophanes {8 the originator of the quarrel between
philosophy and religion. He attacked the popular religious
notions of the Greeks with a view to founding a purer and
nobler conception of Deity. Popular Greek religion consisted
of a belief in a number of Gods who were conceived very
much as in the form of human being. Xenophanes attacks this

conception of God as possessing human form,

Xenophanes is a speculative theologian than a philo=-
sopher. He attacks the prevailing polytheism with his anthe-
ropomorphism, and proclaims the unity and unchangeableness
of God, God is one, unlike mortals in body or in mind,
without foil he governs all things by the thought of his
mind. God is eternal, without beginning and without end.

He is unlimited in a sense that there is nothing beside him,
but limited in the sense that he is a sphere, a perfect form

and not a formless infinite.

Xenophanes is a pantheist, conceiving God as the
eternal principle of universe, as the one and all in which

everything is God, in other words, is the world, He is God,
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;n_other words he is not a pure spirit, but the whole of
animatic natur@. Xenophanes identifies God with the world.

In Xeqophanes' pantheistic identification of God and the
world, the emphasis is on the world, not on God. "The thought
of Xenophanes is therefore more properly described as pan-
theism rather than monotheism, God is unchangeable, immute
able, undivided, unmoved, passionless, undisturbed. Xenophanes
appears thus rather as a religious reformer than as a philo-
sopher’.’9 Xenophanes never resolved the incompatibility bete
ween the urpoved and the sensible world of constant change,
and this supposition in his Pantheism wa§ﬁa challenge to
his su;cessors. Nevertheless, in as much as he was the first

td enunciate the proposition, "All is one", he takes his

place in philosophy.

3.2.9 Plato :

Plato was the first person in the history of the
world to produce a great all-embracing system of philosophy,
which has its ramification in all department of thought and
reality. In doing this, Plato laid all previous thought under
contribution., He gathered all that was best in the Pythago-

reans, the Eleatic, Heraclitus and Socrates. Biit it is not
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to be imagineq? that Plato was- mere eclectic or a plagia=-
rist, who took the best thoughts of othefs, on the contrary,
" he Qas an original thinker. He takes them as the germ of a
new»deveIOpment. In his hand, all previous thoughts become
transfigured under the light of a new and original principle.
The central and governing principle of his philosophy the

theory of Ideas,

The ideas are for him not mere things of thought, but
reaiities. The ideas form a world which exists of itself,
is eternal and unchanging and can only be comprehended by
thought. In this pure and independent existence they have
their abode in a "Super Ceiestial" place, where the soul in
its pre-existence has perceived them. Fo¥ Plato, the ideas
or forms are not mere thought in the minds of men or even
"in the mind of God, the divine thought is itself directed
towards them. He conceives them as existing in and for theme
selves as having the character of substantiality. They are
substances, real or substantial forms, the original, eternal
transcendent archetypes of things, existing prior to things

and apart from them and thus uninfluenced by the changes to

which they are subject. The particular objects which we
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perceive are imperfect copies or reflections of the eternal
patterns. The ideas or archetypes, though‘numberless, are
not disorganizes and chaoticj they constitute a well-ordered
world or rational cosmos. The idegs are arranged in logical
order, and subsumed under the highest idea, the idea of the
Good, which is the source of all the rest, This idea is sup=-
reme, beyond it there 1s no other. The universe is conceived
by Plato as a logical system of ideas, an organic unity,
governed by a universal purpose, the idea of the Good and
it is, therefore, a rational significant whole. Plato's
ethics is based on a religion., This consists of a philoso=-
phic monotheism, which identifies God with the idea of the
Good, belief in providence with the conviction that the
world is work of reason and a copy of the world of ideas

and sees 1ts worship of God in virtue and knowledge. The
Good is for Plato something/absolute and in this sense he
answers Protagoras dictum, that man is the measure of all
things, with his own, "God is for us the measure of all
things.® It is the highest mission of a man's life to
strive with all his strength to become similar to the

perfection that is God., In his last works Plato attacks
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atheism in its various foms and puts forward a complete

theodicy.

Plato investigated the relations of the One and the
many, Being and notebeing, quite in the abstract. Whether
the Absolute is One or many, Being or not-being, can be
decided independently of any particular theory of the nature
of the Absolute, and therefore independently of Plato's own
thecory, which was that the Absolute consists of Ideas. "The
Absolute must therefore be neither an abstract One, nor an
abstract many. It must be a many in One. According to Plato
God is identical with the Ideas of the Good. But in that
case God is not a personal God at all; since the Idea is
not a person. The word God is merely a figurative term for

10

the Idea.,”“" God is for religion, according to Plato, what

the Idea is for philosophy.

3.,2.10 Aristotle :

Aristotle” was not only a philosopher in the modern
restricted'sense of that term, He was a man of universal
learning. There is no branch of knowledge which did not
receive his attention,_and upon which he was not the greae

test expert of his time, except perhaps mathematics.Aristotle
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was the greatest of all Platonists, since his system is
still fbunded upon the Idea and is an attempt to found an
idealism free from the defects of Plato's system, It is

in fact a development of Platonism,

Plato regarded only the ideas, the universal which
forms the content of our concept as the original and real.
The ideas therefore, he believed to exist for themselves
alone and independent of the particular things. This theory
was rejected by Aristotle, His most telling points are that
the generaf is nothing substantial, that properties cannot
be outside of things of which they are the properties, that
the ideas lack a moving force, without which they cannot
be the causes of phenomena. Aristotle for his part can only
be applied to something which is neither predicted of some-
thing else nor an accidental property of something else.
This is only true of the particular thing. All universal
concepts, on the other hand, express merely particular
qualities of substances and generic ideas merely denote
the common nature of particular substances, They can indeed
be called unreal and derived substances, but they may not
be regarded as something existing outside the things them-

selves,
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According to Aristotle, as the world process is a
continual elevation of matter into higher and higher forms,
there results the conception that the universe exhibits a
continuous scale of being. That is-higher in the scale in
which form predominates, that lower in which matter outweighs
form, At the bottom of the scale will be absolutely formless
matter, at the top, absolutely matterless form, That which
comes at the top of the scale, absolute form, is called by
Aristotfgf?bod is pure form unadulterated by matter; since
the first cause is ummoved, it must be form without matter,
pure form, for where there is matter, there is motion and
change. God thus constitutes the one exception to the prine
ciple that matter and form are inseparable. God is complete
actuality, i.e., he i3 the end or goa} toward which all
things are striving. He is substance par excellence, indeed,
in a significant sense of the word he may be said to be the
)only substance. Finally, God is thought-thinking~thought.
Thought alone of all human activities is ascribable to God.
It is the highest function of man, the one trait of man

which is truly divine.
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Aristotle rejects personally the popular religion on
account of its anthropomorphic ideas of the nature of the
Gods. To him God is the mind that thinks of itself is the
origin of all things and moves the world. When he endeavours
to give a philosophical proof of the necessity of the exis=~
tence of God as the first mover, he turns his attention to
religious experience, Not only does the cosmos demand a
final cause, but the soul too is aware intuitively of the
existence of God., Aristotle gives all the greater emphasis
to the unity and intellectuality of God and opposes the
Platonic dualism with the monarchy of the self thinking

mind,

3i2.11 Plotinus :

The philosophy of Plotinus is an account of an ordered
structure of living reality, which proceeds eternally from
its transcendent. First principle, the One or Good and dese
cends in an unbroken succession of stages fram the Divine
intellect and the forms therein through soul with its vari-
ous levels of experience and activity to the last and lowest
realities. "The system of Plotinus like that of Phile, pro=-

ceeds from the idea of God and concludes with the demand
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for union with God, Between these two poles lies all that
was taught on the emergence of derived being from God and

on the other hand its return to God,."i!

Plotinus insists repeatedly that ihe transcendent
first principle which he recognizes the One or Good is
beyond the reach of human thought or language. "The names
which he normally ‘employs for the first principle, the One
and the Good, to hen and to agathon, are both neuter in
Greek. But even in passages where these neuter terms are
used, Plotinus frequently passés over, in a way which he
apparently found quite natural, from neuter to masculine
pro;ouns and adjectives."l2 According to Plotinus, the
Good is ‘beyond being', that he cannot properly be even said
to exist =~ surely the extreme of negation. What Plotinus is
saying is that the unity of the Gocd is so absolute, He is
so completely one, single and simple that no predicates at
all can be applied to Him, not even that of existence; and
that as the source of being to all things, He is not a thing
Himself . Again, Plotinus insists that the One does not think,
because thought for him always implies a certain duality, a

distinction of thought and object of thought and it is this
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that he is concerned to exclude in speaking of the One and
to relegate to the second level of reality, that of Nous.
When he calls the One 'formless', he does so because He is
Infinite, without limits and because precisely as One, He
is the principle of form, of number, measure, order and
limit. "The One is not a God 'outside' the world (an idea
very fashionable %§%¢he early centuries of our era, as in
many later periods). Nor is He remote from us, but intima-
tely present in the centre of our souls; ar rather we are
in Him, for Plotinus prefers to speak of the lower as in
the higher rather than the other way round; body is in soul

and soul in Nous and Nous\in the One.”13

In his conception of the idea of God, Plotinus to the
extreme point thought of the infinity and supermundanity of
God, The prigpary being is without limit, form or definition,
it is the unlimited or the infinite. All activity is directed
towards something else, but the first must be a self-contained
unity. In order to think or to will or to be active, we nead
something as an object of this activity; but God requires
nothing besides limself. (8 does not stand in need of him-

self either and cannot distinguish himself from himself.
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Hence we may ascribe to him no self consciousness. No definite
quality can be ascribed to God. "God is indeed the source to
which we must trace all being and the force to which we must
trace all effects but of its nature we can know nothing
except that it is completely different from all that is
finite and known to us, God is the absolute One.__"14 From

the One proceeds the first great derived reality, Nous, the
divine mind which.is also the world of forms or ideas, and

so the totaiity of true being in the Platonic sense. Its
procession from the One is necessary and eternsl, as in
their turn are the procession of soul from Nous and the
forming and ordering of the material universe by soul.
According to Plotinus the reason for the procession of all
things from the One is simply that everything which is per-

fect produces something else.

For Plotinus the One is the source from which the
differentiation of unity and plurality proceeds, it is the
transcendence of separability rather than the negation of
plurality. The One is always perfect and therefore produces
everlastingly; and Its product is less than Itself., Nothing

can come from It except that which is next greatest after
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It. Nous is next to It in greatness and second to It, for -
Nous.sees It and needs It alone, but It has no need of .
Nous & Tha;zwhioh_der;yesof:qm something greater than Nous.
;s Nous ;tse;f, which is giea;er,than all things, because
ophoruth;ngs.come after It..So;squL is aa199°5‘a“4 a kind

of activity of Nous, as Nous is of the One. In so far as.
God is.thezprimary‘foroe, Iﬁ mgst produce,all-thgngs;,;tli4
is in Its nature exalted abovefeverything‘and stand in need
of nothing, It can neither communicate Itself substantially
to'anothogtnor‘méke the creation of the other Its aim.
P;oduct}on.cannot‘béjfegardedgas a division of, the divine
'boing por as an act of will. The emergence of -the derivative
from the primarf'boiﬁg takes place by 'a natural necessity,’
which does not however signify ony{compulgion for the pri-.
mary being or any cﬁange in it. The first production of the
Being is Nous, Thought, which is at tho same time the higheot
Being, just asvfoe pfedecesoors of Plotinus had characterised
~ the really existent, the Ideas, as the thoughts of God
—while Plato himself had ascribed reason and thought to the
existent. Plotinus arrived at his ﬂFirst' 1n passing beyond
all belng and thought. In the downward scale thought occu—
pied the nearest position to the First. The thought of the

First is not discursive, but timeless, contemplative thought
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that is complete in every instant. In so far as the Nous
is the highest being, it possess the five categories of the
“"intelligible®” which Plotinus borrowed from Plato's Sophists

-~ being, motion, immobility, identity and difference.

The Absolute as the One is the first cause, as the
Good It is the final cause of all, that is, Plotinus is éuite
explicit in asserting the causality of the Absolute."But it
must be remembered that the spiritual and phenomenal worlds
are coeternal with the One, so that causality means little
more than the assertion of a hierarchy in Reality, leading
upto an all embracing Absolute in which everything is con-
tained and which in the world of becoming is the primary
source and final consummation of every process. Plotinus was
well aware that it is not easy to show how plurality can
emanate from unity, Being from the super-essential. The
solution offered by Plotinus is that of creation. The
. Absoiute ﬁpes not cease to be the Absolute by creating a
world wholly dependent on itself, nor does spirit loss
anythiné by creating the soul world. Plotinus insists upon
the ﬁomplete independence pf the One,., According to him, the

Good is the principle on which all depends, to which all
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aspires, from which all proceeds and whiéh all needs, 1In
itself It is in need of nothing, sufficient in Itself, want-
ing nothing, the measure and the terp of all things, giving
out of itself spirit and reality. The necessity which causes
the real world to proceed from the first principle is akin
to the necessity for self-expression on the part of an artist,
it is, according to Plotinus, not a vital necessity of growth

or self-preservation,

In his presentation of the One, Plotinus mixes up the
two points of view, mystical and yetaphysical. On the one
hand, he speaks of the One as so transcendent that it {s
beyond the reach of mind and speech. It cannot be repre-
sented even in terms of the highest categories,.such as
Truth, Beauty and Goodness, Being and Consciousness., It
cannot be grasped even through intellectual contemplatbn.
It is realisable in mystical ecstasy only, through ccmmue-
nion with and absorption in it. On the other hand, he pre-
sents the One as the source and goal of everything, from
whom all oppositions and diversities emanate and as infinite
energy, from which everything emanates., All the objects of
experience can be looked at as unity from one point of view

and as multiplicity from another, In Indian philosophy
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Veddnta also speak of the ultimate principle, the Brahman,
as beyond the reach of senses, speech, mind and intellect
from the point of view of the final mystic experience, but

as the cause of creation from that of the metaphysics.

The ultimate metaphysic principle of Plotinus, on the
basi; of which hé explains the entire field of experience,
including both material and spiritual, is not a rational
principle, It is beyondfiga reach of discursgve reason, For
it is absolutely simple, it is to be reached by a kind of
spiritual intuition. Reality, as opposed to appearance,
according to Plotinus, consists in Nous, Noeta and Noesis;
or we may say, for lack of better expressions in English,
Spiritual world and Spiritual perception, Plotinus while
thus analysing the first manifestation af the One, main=-
tains that it is only our habit of dealing with sensible
phenomena that makes us prone to separate spirit, spiritual
world and spiriéual perception.from one another. They conse
titute unity in multiplicity. If we attempt an intellectual
analysis of Reality, we splii{ it up into subject, object
and means of knowledge as we are in the habit of doing at
the empirical level. We divide it into spirit, spirftual
world and spiritual perception, thougﬁ)ét is not so divi-

ded.
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In the conception of the first diregt‘emanation from

' the One, Plotinus was considerably influenced by Plato's
conception of the world of ideas. He, however, differs fr&m
Plato in one impecrtant respect that is, the conception of
individuality. According to Plato, the individuality both
subjective and objective, is not ideal and therefore, not
real, But for Plotinus individuality is real and indepen-
dent of the material c¢ondition. There are individual spirits
in the real world, of which the individual souls are the
images. "The object of experien?e of Nous is the spiritual
world, which is made up of ideas, forms, archetypes of every-
thing that can\possibly figure.as cbject in empirical expo-
rience. It is more than Platonic world of ideas in as much
as it contains not only universal ideas but the contains
not only universad ideas but the particular or individual

15

also,”™ According to Plotinus there is hierarchy of values

and existence, i is necessary that reality shall be ' actu=

alised not only in every manner but also in every degree.
The highest grade in the hlerarchy of existence is the
spirit and the lowest is the matter. Similarly the highest
grade in the hierarchy of values is the beautiful and the

lowest is the ugly.
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God is the source of all existence, all oppositions
and differences, of mind and body, form and matter, but is
himself devoid of all plurality and diversity. and absolu-
tely one., He is the One who in His infinity contains every-
thing; He i1s the first causeless cause from which everything
is produced,from which everything emanates, for plurality
always presuppo;es unity, unity is prior to 511 being and
beyond all being. Although the world proceeds from God, He
Adoes not create it, for creation implies consciousness and
will, i.e.,, limitation. The universe is an emanation from
God and inevitable overflow of his infinite power or actua=-
lity. Plotinus employs several metaphors to suggest the mean-
ing of . emanation, God is a spring fram whiqh the stream flows
without exhausting its infinite source or God is the Sun from

which the light radiates without loss to the Sun,

The principle stages may be distinguished in the pro-
cess of emanation : (1) Pure thought or Mind, (2) Soul and
(3) Matter. In the first stage, God's being divides 4into
thought and ideas, that is, God thinks thoughts, He cantem=-
plates the pure ideal cosmos., Thought and its ideas, subject‘

and cbject are one at this stage, not separate in time or
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space; in the divine mind @helthinker and his thoughts are
one and the s;mé. His.thought is not discusrsive, passing
from idea ég)idea, from premise to conclusion, but infini-
tive, static, as it were, contemplating the system of ideas
as a whole and all at once. For each particular object in the
sense world, there is an idea in the mind of God. The world
of pure thought is spaceless and timeless; it is a perfect
eternal and ha#monius intelligible world which provides the
model of the phenomenal world. The soul, the second stage of
the divine emanation proceeds from pure thought. It is super
Sensuous and\intebligible; it is active and has ideas; it
possess the power of thought, though, being Q§scursive, in
less complete form than pure thought, it is self conscious,'
though transcending perception and memory. There are two
phases of the soul, in the first it is turned in the direct-
ion'of pure thought; in the second, it is turned in the
direction of the world of sense. The first phase, Plotiﬁus
calls tﬁe world-soul and the second phase he calls nature.
The soul cannot realize its desire to exercise its power,

to act and to form unless it has something to act onj thus
it produces matter -= the third and lowest level of emana=-

tion. Matter as such, has neither form? quality, power nor
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unity, it .is absolute importance and privation, the
principle of evil, Plotinus concelves the emotion of the
world from the worid soul as a necessary consequence of

its nature. The emanation of the world soul from pure
thouéht, the‘creation of mﬁtter, the differentiation of
matter into bodies, constitute one continuous process which
abstract thought can analyse into phases, but which are one

eternal and indivisible act.

Plotinus makes distinction between the Absolute and
the Know{glﬁ_é;-) God. He deals with the Absolute one as an
exclusive unity to which we rise by negation of all finitude
ahd difference, and which, from this point of view, is
opposed to everything else, while yet it has to be conceived
as the source from which everything else flows. According
to Plotinus God,. the supreme unity as lifted above even
the contemplative activity of pure intelligence and at the
same time he explains how the Absolute being, whose activity,
so far as it is active,\has no object but, itself, should
yet be the centre from which all being and thought are
related. As the last great exponent of Greek dualism, he

finds himself unable to think of any outgoing or transeunf )
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activity of Gcé, because in his view such activity would
involve want and. imperfection in God. He is ready to repeat
Plato's words that the divine being can have no %hvy in him,
which should prevent the good that is in himself from flow-
ing out to his creatures; but it is impossible for Plotinus
to admit that God is occupied with them or with anything but
Himself, Hence for want of the conception of God gé a self
revealing spirit, Plotinus is obliged to falliback upam the
unexplained necessity, that the highest being should produce
an image or imperfect copy of itself, which again in its turn

gives rise to a still less perfect image until at last we

reach the lowest and most unreal of all existences.

The relation of the higher to the lower is represented
as one of form to matter. From this point of view the first
external product of the One is said to be an ideal matter
in the shape of a potential intelligence; and this, by
turning to the One, that is its source, becomes developed
into an active and actual intelligence, According to Ploti-
nus, the One being perfect, so that It seeks and needs
nothing, yet through Its very perfection overflows and Ifs

superbundance produces another than Itself, but that which
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is produced turns itself towards the One and being fulfilled
by it and contemplating it, it becomes intelligence. Thus,
while its permanent, relation to the One gives it being, 4its
contemplation of the One gives it intelligence. The inte-
lligence, as cne with the 1ntelliqib1e world, forms tie
first stage in the hierarchy of "degrees of reality" which
surround the divine unity. In the second place, the pure
intelligence with the intelligible world which is its
object, is declared to be too perfect not to produce another
like itself, though inferior to it, namely the world soul,
The world soul is the lowest stages of the ideal or spiri-
tual world and it is distinguished from the intelligence in
so far as in it the difference of one idea from another is
more definitely actualised Plotinus makes a change in the
earlier dualism of Greece, for while maintaining the divi-
sion of form and matter, he re%ers the matter as well as

the form to the One or what is the same thing, to same kind

of being that aprings from the One,

Plotinus begins with the absolute one, proceeds from
it to the pure intelligence, and ends with the animamundi
which, as the lowest grade of the intelligible world has

to discharge the function of connecting it with the pheno-

-

t
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menal world in time and space. Now it appears that the five-
fold hierarchy of Plotinus with the unknowable Absolute 2t
the top and the unknowable matter at the bottom of it —-
the one above and the other below knowledge -= is the nece-
ssary consequence of the failure of Greek idealism to recog-
nise that, in rising above the opposition of the pure inte-
lifigence and the consciousness of the world in space and
time, what we are really speaking is not some ultimate obs-
truction in which all difference disappears but rather a
principle of unity which transcends and explains that
difference, such a principle 4s represent8d in the philo-
sophy of Plotinus, as in that of Plato by the wor;d —
soul. We may gather the pecularities of the system of
Plotinus under three heads : first, it develops to its
extremest form the CGreek dualism of form and matter, of
the 1deal and the sensible, of the pure and permanent unity
of intelligence and the divided and chanéing world of sense.
Secondly, it thereby reduces the mediation between the two
by the anima mundi into an external and therefore acciden-
tal connexion; and lastly, in consequence of the inadequacy
of this yediation, it 1s obliged to seek its highest prin~
ciples not in that soul, but in a transcendent Absolute

which has no connexion with anything but itself, although
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as the highest prihciple, it must be conceived to be the

first and the final cause of all things,

., Now a question arises whether this Absolute can be
the object of worship, or of contemplation,;Without at once
descending into the sphere of Nogs; Plotinﬁé‘as'well'aware B
that Omnisdeterminatio est negatio, but one cannot worship
the a privative.AAccording fo-Plotinus, the God of practical
religion is the universal soul, the God of devout and thank-
ful contémplation, the great spirit, the God of our most
inspired maments, the Absolute. Again, "The Absolute does
not cease to be the Absolute by creating a world wholly
dependeht on itself nor does spirit lose anything by creat-
ing the soul. world. To say that the Absolute muét be God
plus the world seems tb‘me 1ike,;aying that the r@al Shakes-
peare is fhe poet plus the foiio edition of his wérk; A#"
to thé motive and manner of creation, it is obvious -that
we cannot be,expected to khow much, "How God creates the
Qorld we can never‘undérstand,“ s;ys P;of.‘Ward; and
many other philosophers_hgve urged that we canﬁot expect
to know, But if, with ngaclitqs, we assume that the'road

upf and the 'road down' must be the same and if we can show;
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as Plotinus has shown, that there is nowhere any salto
mortale in the ascent of the soul to God, it seems reason-
able to infeB that there are n6 unbridged chasms in the
creation of the various orders of being by the Absolute,
though we cannot understand the first stages, becahise we

are not God."16

To reach the unity we must transcend even
self-consciousness and become nothing in order that we may
find all things in God. For, in this case also, Plotinus
will not allow that we can attain to the higher, if we

carry anything of the lower with us and our intelligence

must expire in the love with which it grasp its object.

According to Plotinus, when the soul becomes intelli-
gence, it possess and think the intelligiblej but when it
has intuition of God it abandons everything else. While
Plotinus speaks of the soul divesting itself of all that
divides it from God; even of thought, he does not hold
that in doing so it is going out of itself to samething
strange or foreign; for God, in his view, is not far from
any one of us, but on the contrary, we iruly come to our-
selﬁes in Him, God, according to Plotinus, is external to
nothing and to no one, but is present even with those who

do not know Him; though they escape out of Him or rather



141

out of themselves and therefore, are not{able to see Him
from whom they have exitéd themselves. "As in Dante's vision,
the whole universe was gathered round a central point in
God, who yet at the same time was conceived as an infinite
circumference embracing all things, so in the 'worshipper's
heart God contains and yet transcends everything and the
double aspect of God as the one in whom all is lost and

yet the one in whom all is found, seems to be expressible

only by asserting the failure of all expression."l7

Plotinus
holds that the Absolute one does not go beyond Itself and
that Its activity,.so far as we can ascribe to It activity
is directed only to Itself. The inexplicable law that the
higher form of being always produces a lower form, though
without any action directed td the lower, is used by Plo-
tinus at once tc account for the existence of the lower and
yet to save the higher from any responsibility for it, Hence
we have a descending scale of degrees of Reality each of
which produces tie imperfect image of itself in that which
follows it, till ultimately we are carried beyond the
intelligible world into the region of matter, in which

defect turns into physical and moral evil, According to

Plotinus the highest unity is that which manifests {tself
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in thg\greatest differences and,antagon%sms and overcome
them; but in his view of the sensible world he practically
gives it up. Yet it really contains the solution of many

of his difficulties, For it éarries with it the consequence
that the Absolute must be conceived, not as excluding but
as including all differences and opposition. If we adopt
this principle, we must regard the Absolute not as an abse
tract unity, but as a unity in which all difference is

embraced.

3.3 Conclusion

It is essential to the understanding not only of
Plato but of Greek philosophy generally, to realise the
place held by 'the Good'."18 Three ideas are here insepa-
rable 3 (1) the Good is the supreme object of all desire
and aspiration, (2) The Good is the condition of knowledge;
it is that which makes the world inteliigible, (3) The
God is the creative and sustaining cause of the world;
Qur Good is that for which we would give up everything
2lse, Man is always a creative of means and ends; he is
a rational Qeing who lives for somethingt This explains

the cpnnection between reason and the Good: It has been
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said that Plotinus alters Plato's doctrine of the Good,

in as much as for Plato the Good is within the circle of

the ideas, while for Plotinus It is above them. In the
Republic Plato says éhat we must look at all other forms

in the light of the Form of the Good, which iz the starting
point of knowledge. The Good is beyond knowledge and being,
or at least beyond our knowledge of being, Beauty and Truth
are the Good under certain forms, The question has of ten
been raised whether in Plato the Form (or Idea) of the

Good is the same as God., This identification is not possible,
becausq: for Plato God is a soul, not a form, The Form of
the Good is rather the pattern which the creator copies in
making the world, It is undoubtedly true that Pletinus
exalts 'the Golod*to a more inaccessible attitude than Plato
has done, It is not for us only, but for the highest inte-
l1ligence, that the Good is 'beyond being', But if the Good
is t?e Absolute, the question at once arises whether wé can
rightly use such a name for it as 'the Good', Plotinus
insists that the Absolute cannot be 'the Beautiful'; but

Beauty or the source of the beautiful.

L]

"platonic philosophy is an ontology of intellectual,

moral and aesthetic value, It is concerned with bringing
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out the egsential nature of three values, universally re-
cognised by humanity, true, good and beautiful, They are
the constituents of reality. They are the attributes under
which the Reality is known to humanity. They are the highest
forms, in which Reality can be apprehended by spirit."19
The Good, for Plotinus is Unity, as the goal-of desire, He
says that this desire is Universal. The Good is the fulfil-
ment of the natural desire for self-completion and self-
-transcendence, which every finite centre of consciousness
feels? This unity which is the Good of all finite life is
also the source of all individual being, All things begin
and ends in the Good spirit flows over into soul, uncon-
sciously.- Soul returns to spirit, consciously, and spirit
is rooted in the One, ’

Good in relation to finite experience, is the per-
fection, to which each grade in the hierarchy aspires and
having attained which it passes into the next stage above,
True life and true spirit are identical and both come f£rom
the Good, The ideas, the spiritual worid and its contents

-- are Good but not in the Good. We cannot stop at the world

of spirit, as if the first principle was to be found there,

The soul does not aspire to spirit alone, spirit is not our
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supreme end, and all does not aspire to spirit, while aspi-
res to the Good, beings which do not possess Nous, do not

all seek to possess it, while those which do possess it are
not content to stop there, Nous is sought as the result of
reasoning, but the Good is desired before argument., According
to Plotinus, the fullest life is the fullest love; and the
love comes from the celestical light which streams forth from
the Absolute One, the Absolute Good , that supreme principle,
which made life and made spirit, the source and beginning,
which gave spirit to all spiritual things and life to all
living things. But w@ may ask, what is there in the idea of
absolute perfection, to kindle this passionate love and ador-
ation in the soul ? The best answer to this question we have
found in plotinus' conception of one. For it is unquestion-
able genuine experience of his own — this ecstatic love of
the Absolute., Moreover, the great number of m;(stics. Chrig-
tian and Muslims corroborate all that the great Neo-Platonist
describes to us, The'spirit in love' is the culmination of
personal religion; and the object of this adoration is not
the limited half human God of popular religion, but the in-

effable mysterious power to whom we shrink from ascribing

any human attributes whatever,
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CHAPTER- 1V

THE MEDIAEVAL PHILOSOPHERS AND THE PROBLEM

4,1 Introduction

There was a time when mediaeval philosophy was cone
sidered as unworthy of serious study because it was then
taken for granted ihat philosophy of the middle ages was
so subservient to theology that it was practically indis-
tinguishable therefrom. In other words it was taken for
granted that European philosophy contained two main periods;
the ancient period, which to all intents and purposes meant
the philosophies of Plato and Aristotle and the modern
period, when the speculative reason once more began to
enjoy freedom after the dark night of the middle ages. In
the ancient period and the modern period philosophy may be
considered a free man, whereas in the mediaeval period it

was a slave.,

If the speculative thought did not die out altogether
in this distressful peried it was largely because Augustine
continued to be read by a few, Augustine produced hardly
any purely philosophical works but Neo—platonisﬁ permeated

his whole outlook. Although his philosophy is intermingled
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with his theology, all the elements of a philosophical
system are there, The mediaeval thinkers were go farther
Pthan he did and to develop philosophical systems which,
while fully co-ordinatdd with Christian theology, wgre‘
constructions of pure reason logically 1ndependen£ of
theology. It is an interesting example, since Hegel's
dialectical idea of the history of philosophy obviously
demanded that mediaeval philo%pphy should be portrayed as
making an essential contribution to the development of
philosophic thought, while Hegel personally was no more
vulgar antagonist of mediaeval philosophy. According to
Hegel, mediaeval philosophy performed one useful function,
that of expressing in philosophic termms the'absoiute éon-
tent'of Christianity but he insists that it is only forma-
listic repetition of the content of faith, in which Ged is
represented as something 'external', for Hegel faith is
the mode of religious consciousness and is definitely
inferior to the philosophic or speculative stand:}oint.
the standpoint of pure reason, it is clear that in his
eyes Mediaeval philosophy can be philosophy only in name.
Accordingly he declares that Scholastic philosophy 1is really

theology. By this Hegel does not mean that God is not the
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object of philosophy as well as of theology. According to
Hegel mediaeval philosophy considered the same object as
is considered by philosophy proper but that is treated
that object according to the categories of theology, ins-
tead of substituting for the external connections of
theology, the systematic, scientific, rational and nece-
ssary categories and connections of philosophy. Mediaeval
philQ§ophy was thus philosophy according to content but
theology according to form and in Hegel's eyes the history
of mediaeval philosophy i3 a monotonous one,

The important theme of mediseval thought is the re-
lation of theology to phidosophy and that different thinkers
adopted different attitudes in regard to this question,
Starting with the endeavour to understand the data of reve-
lation, early mediasevals in accordance with the maxim Credo,
but intelligam applied rational dialectic to the mysteries
of faith in an attempt to understand them, 1In this way they
laid the foundation of Scholastic theology, since the appli-
cation of reason to theological data, in the sense of the
data of revelation, is and remains theology; it does not
become philosophy. On the other hand, theology gave an

impulse to mediaeval philosophy. The Fathers had already
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employed philosophical terms in discussing the meaning of
christian dogma, and such terms had naturally occurred in
the definitionsof the early councils about the Trinity and
the Incarnation. Augustine had more profoundly elaborated
that speculative part of theology which consists in the
application of philosophical notions to the exact interpre-
tation of the date of revelation. The great work of the
mediaeval philosophers was to realize the idea of a philo=-
sophy whichg while it was in harmony with Christian theology
and led up to it, was nevertheless independent of it in
being based entirely on human reason. The Mediaevals were
not content only to interpret theology in philosophic terms;
they wanted to know how much reason left to itself could
prove. On the authority of divine revelation they accepted
Christianity by which they meant the full catholic faith,
the religion of the Trinity and the Incarnation, of grace
and sin and redemption, of a single visible Church and the
communion of saints. But they wanted to do full justice to
the achievements of human reason, typified in the later
middle ages by the system of Aristotle. They sought to
delimit the spheres of faith and of reason holding at the

same time to a faith in harmony with faith,
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Out of many {philosophers of the middle ages, we shall
discuss the views of God of the three Pphilosophers namely,

St. Augustine, St. Anselm and St. Thomas Aquinas,

4,2 St. Augustine :

St. Augustine was the greatest constructive thinkers
and the most influential teacher of the early christian
church. In his system the most important theological and
philosophical problems of his age are discussed and a
Christian World-view is developed which represents the
culmination of patristic thought and becomes the guide of
Christian gﬁilosophy for centuries to come., Augustine
achieved a philosophy, which although not thoroighly sys-
tematic, touches on all the basic ph119§ophica1 problems,
At the heart of his philosophy is the doctrine of the Tri-
nity, which in his monumental work. On the Trinity, he
treats as the inexhaustible principle, accepted on faith,

which sheds intelligebly on the whole of reality.

The mingling of theological and philosophical themes
may appear odd and unmethodical to us but one must remember
thatgéhgustine, in common with other Fathers and early

Christian writers, made no clear distinction, He knew quite
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well that rational arguments can be adduced for God's
existence, but it was not so much the mere intellectual
assent to God's existence that interested him as the real
assent, the positive adhesion of the will to God, and he
knew tha£ in the concrete, such an adhesion to God requires
divine grace. Augustine did not play two parts, the part of
the theologian and the part of the philosopher who considers
the 'n;tura; man'; he thought rather of man as he is in the
concrete fallen and redeegped mankind, man who 1s able indeed
to attain truth but who is constantly solicited by God's
grace and who requires grace in order to appropriate the
truth that saves. Reason has its part to élay in bringing a
man to faith, and once a man has the faith, reason has its
part to play in penetrating the data of faith; but it is
the total relation &f the soul to God which primarily

interests Augustine.

Daminant concept in Augustine's theology is the
Neoplatonic conception of the absocluteness and majesty of
God and the insignificance of His creatures, considered
apart from Him, God 1s an eternal transcedent being, all
powerful, all-good, all-wisej absolute unity, absolute

intelligence and absolute will, that is absolute spirit.
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He is absolutely free, but his decisions are as unchange-
able as his nature, he i1s absolutely holy and c¢annot will
evil. In him willing and doing are onej; what he wills is
done without the help of any'intermédiate being or Logos,
In his intelligence are all ideas or forms of things, which
means that he proceeded rationally in creating the world

and that everything owes its form to him,

The central‘and favourite proof of God's existence
given by St. Augustine is ;hat frqm thought, i.e., a proof
from within, The starting point of this proof is the mind's
apprehension of necessary and changeless Truths. This Truth
is igperior to the mind, in as much as the mind has to bow
before it and aécept it; the mind did not constitute it
neé,can it.amend it; the mind recognises that this Truth
tr;nscends 1t:aﬁd rules its thought rather than the other
way round. The eternal truths must be founded on being,
reflecting the ground of all truths. Truth itself, ref-
lecting the necessity and immutability of God. This refers
to all essential standard. This argument to God as the

ground of eternal.and necessary truth was not only dccep-

ted by the 'Augustinian School’, but reappears in thé
thought of several eminent Philosopher, like Leibnitz,
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"Like all genuine mystics, St. Augustine stresses the
imperfect nature of this experience of God, It can never be
anything but a momentary rapture, which passes like a flash
of lightning, and this vision, he clearly sees, cannot be
confused with a direct apprehension of the very being of
God, This is beyond our poor earthly life, beyond this time
in which human history is wrought out in anguish; only in the
peace of the heavenly City will the soul of man rest for
eternity in blissful contemplation of God."l St. Augustine
does indeed prove the existence of God from the external
corporeal worldj but his words on the subject are rather of
the nature of hints or reminders or sugmary statements than
developed proofs in the academic sense., He was not so much
concerned to prove io:the-atheist that God exists as to show
how all creation proclaims the God whom the soul can expe=~
rience in itself, the living God. It was the dynamic atii=~
tude of the soul towards God which interested him, not the
construction of dialectical arguments with a purely theoree
tical conclusion., St. Augustine tries to show that creation
cannot give the soul the perfect happiness it seeké, but
points upwards to the living God who must be sought within,

"When he asserts in the De Civitate Del that *'the very order,
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di»spositio»n,' be\auty._~chan_ge-«';§nd motion of the world and of
all visible things silently proclaim that’ it could only
_have been made by God, the ineffably and 1nvisibly great
and. the ineffably and invisibly beautiful','he is tather
-reminding Christians of a fact than-attempting to give a

- systematic proof of God's existénce,™ .

According to Augustine, God created the world out of
nothing; it is hot aAneceésary evolution of His dwh‘being,
~as the Pantheistic Neoplatonists*hold,>for this t;anécends
‘the nature of His creatures. His creation.is a ;oﬁtinuous
creation (Creatio Continua), for unlegé it wé;e suét;ined
by God the world would dissolve. It is absolutely and con=
‘tinuously, dependent on'Him. Wchanﬁot'say that the World
was éréatéd in time or in space, for before God created thé
world, théfeywas,neithervtime nor space; in creating, ‘He

created time and space. He Himself is timeless and without

" space.,

Augustine insists that the ‘world of creatures refe
lects and manifests God, even if it does so in'a very
inadequate manner..Creatures tend 1ndeed to not being, but '

as long as they are, they possess scmefform’and ‘this is a
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reflectioﬁ of the Form which can neither decline nor pass
away. Thus the order and unity of Nature proclaims the unity
of the crgator, just as the goodness of creatures, their
positive reality, reveals the goodness of God and the order
and stability of the universe manifest the wisdom of God,
God, as the self existent, eternal and immutable Being, is
infinite, and as infinite, incomprehensible. God is his own
perfection, his wisdom and knowledge, His goodmess and
power, are His own essence, which is without accidents, God,
therefore transcends space in virtue of his spirituality
and infinity and simplicity, as He transcends time in
virtue of His eternity, From all eternit§ God knew all
things which he was to make; He does not know them because
He has made them, but rather the other way round; God first
knew the things of creation though they come into being{
only in time. The sﬁeéies of created things have their
ideas in God, and God from all eternity saw in Himself, as
possible reflections of Himself, the things which he could

create and would create.

The grand discovery is that the solution of the

rd
famous problem of the Supreme good, Summum Bonum, is none

other than God. If God is our happiness, it i1s because He
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is God, the being who is eternal, unchangeable, perfect,
infinite. The moment when man discovers what God is, then
in some degree he forgets himself, he gives himself up
entirelyland loses himself .in adoration of thisyinfinity.
In analysing his life, the life of a man, St. Augustine
discovers and makes us discover, in the very depth of his
being, the absence of God in sin, the need and capacity
for God in disquiet of soul, ;he coming of God in salvation

and the now recognized presence of God in the life of grace.

Predestination is the eternal regolve of God to confer
eternal life on this man or that by the infallible means of
grace. Pred;stination implies God's foreknowledge of man's
choice, but Augustine thinks that such foreknowledge is in
no way prejudicial to man's frecdom, Augustine is unwilling
to 1imit divine freedom in the slightest degree; God can
do as He pleases with man and He has settled from all
eternity what is going to happen to very individual,
Acecdrding to Augustine man in the person of Adam, has had
his chance, he abused, the privilege. God knew he woukd
abuse it; but since man was under no caompulsion to do
wrong, no individual has a right to complain if he is not

among the eleci. Nevertheless, if a man truly loves God,
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if he has the good will, he will be redeemed,

After experiencing all the implications of ancient
Skepticism, Augustine gave a classical answer to the probe
lem of the two Absolutes. "They coincide in the nature .of
truth, Veritas is presupposed in every philosophical argu=
ment; and Verites in God. You cannot deny truth as such
because you could do it only in the name of truth, thus
establishing tré;h, And 1f you establish truth you affirm
God, 'Where I have found the truth, there I have found my
God, the truth itself,' Augustine says. The question of
two ultimate is solved in such a way that the religious
ultimate is presupposed in every philosophical question,
including the question of God, Ged is the presupposition
of the question of God. This is he ontological solution of

the problem of the philosophy of religion,"3

4,3 St. Thomas Aquinas

The philosophy of St. Thomas Aquinas is essentially
realist and concrete. He adopts the Aristotelian statement
that first philosophy or metaphysic studies being as being;
but it is perfectly clear that the task he sets himself is

the explanation of existent being sc far as this is attain-

able by the human mind. In other words he does not presuppose


http://vd.ll

159

a notion from which reality is to be deduced; but he starts
from the existent world and inquiries what its being is,
how it exisfs. what i{s the condition of its existence.
Moreover, his thought concentrates on the supreme existence,
oen the being which does.not merely possess existence, but
is Its own existence.. His thought remains ever in contact
with the concrete, the existent, both with that which has
existence as something derived, something received and with
that which does not receive existence but is existent,

St. Thomas insisted on the f#ct that God is subsistent
existence, that this essence is not primarily goodness or
thought but existence, he was but rendering explicit the
implications of the Jewish and Christian view of the world's
relation to God. One of the chief characteristics of St,
Thomad's philosophy is‘its ‘objectivity' rather than itsA
Ysubkectivity', The immediate object of tﬁe human intellect
is the essence of the material thing, and St., Thomas builds
up his philosophy by reflection on sense experience, In the

proofs which he gives of God's existence, the process of

argument is always from the sensible world to God,

The relation between God and all other realities is

described by St. Thomas in the Aristotelian terms of final
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causality. St. Thomas explains this relation by means of
both immanent and transcendent elements. Among all the causes,
he says, that of finality is the chief and primary cause
because it denotes both the goal of any entity and the

reason for the I{nitiation of that entity. God is both the
reason for which everything comes to be and the goal towards

which everything is ultimately drawn,

Various references in the works of St. Thomas show
that there were views about God, current at his time, which
have quite a2 modern ring. One was to the effect that God was
within us and so can be immediately apprehended without the
need of argument. This, which has a perpetual appeal and
many different guises, can be called the argument from
experience God, according to Thomas, is first in order of
existence and causality, but he is not first for us in order
of discovery. He is by his nature first in intelligibility,
but it does not follow that He is the most easily understood
by us. Faithful to his theory of knowledge, St. Thomas holds
that we start with sensible reality, and that it is only
from finite existent being thus revealed that we can argue

to the existence of God,
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The metaphysics of St. Thomas centre 4in his analysis
of existence. He reluctantly puts on one side the ontological
argument of St. Anselm. That argument is to this effeqt, that
the notion is formed in the mind by whoever hears the nape
"God?, of one than whom nothing greater can be thought. Such
a being cannot be a notion merel&, for what is in the mind
and in reality is greater than that which is in the mind
only; but nothing is greater than God, therefore God can
not be merely a notion, but must really exist, St. Thomas
rejected the ontological argument, by which St. Anselm

sought to infer the existence from the nature of God,

According to Aquinas, since the primary object of the
human intellect is the being of sensible things, we have
naturally no direct knowledge of God nor is there any short
cut to his existence by a purely conceptual argument,\such
as that of Anselm. The existence of God must be the object
of a demonstration whose force depends in part upon the
existence of the things of experience. The foundations of
this demonstration are lald in the five ways., The first of
the five proofs of Gods existence given by St, Thomas 1is
* that from motion, which is found in Aristotle and was uti=-

1ised by Maimonides and St. Albert. "The first way is
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described in the~SﬂmmavTheologicalgas.especiallv¢dbvions;;
-{manefestio;).LThistep&thet_éhenld“probably bé,inte:preted e
in the,lighf of the mu¢h;1ength1er iormmiatlonfof thé‘p;oqf 3
‘in the Summa cantrafgentiles,.where AbqninaSLemploys all the
resources of Aristotolian physics to;conélnde~as;Aristptle¢“

had done, to:the~existence of the first unmoved mover.“a
"oThe seécond proof, which is égggééfea“b?*tﬁe secand-
‘book' of Aristotle®s Metaphysics and wﬁiéh‘héé“uéed by AVi-'
¢énna, Alan of Lille and St. Albert, also'starts from the
sensible world, but this time from the order ar series of
'éff!tieﬁt‘éau$es;°5 We o6$étve_1nstan;es of the relation
of cause and effect and we find that the .cause is itself
the effect of another cauSe;,This.seéiesncannot.be ihfinite.
far if nothing could can‘sé wi thout being caused, there would
be nothing to set the causal series going. Hence we must
vconcluﬁe;touthé;existence of an uncaused -cause. . .
fhe'third:pioqf’proééédé'frém‘thé'not16n3~6f necessity
and contingincy. 16 this proof, Aquinas reproduces the Suéges-
tidn‘of‘MaimOnides thaf,-ifjeVGrythiﬁgzweré:%aéablé'bf none
existence, there would actually be a time a£7whi¢h notﬁing

existéd, and'in”thai'caée,nbthiné could ever come to exist,
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Whatever may be thought of this, it is clear that the
ultimate source of the coming-to=be of the contingent must
be sought in the necessarily existent. If there were no

necessary being, nothing at all would exist.

The fourth proof is suggested by some cyservations
—-in-Aristotle's Metaphysics and is found substantially in
St. Augustine and St, Anselm, "The fourth way is taken from
the different grades we find in things. For we find in things
that which is more and that which is less good, true, noble
etc. But more and less are predicated of different things,
in so far as in different degrees they approach that which
is most; as a thing is warmer when it is more like that
which is most warm, Hence something exis3s that is the
truest, best, noblest and consequently also the greatest

being.,"®

The fifth proof is taken from the subjectfon of things
to guidance. We see that many things possessing no knowledge,
namely physical objects, act towards a goal, which follows
from the fact that they are always active in the same way
in order to attain that which is best., From this it follows

that they attain their goal not by accident but purposively.
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But that which has no knowledge tends towards a goal only
through guidance by a being. Hence an intelligent being
exists by whom all things of nature are directed towards

their goal, and this we call Ged,

Thomas Aquinas, "in setting forth his celebrated
'Five ways' of demonstrating the existence of God did not
mean by demonstrati;n what people now=a=days often suppose
he meant. He never c;lled them proofs. True, he taught that
the existence of God could be 'known by natural reason';
but he presupposed a certain intellectual climate, a God
centred way of thinking, within which he felt prepared to

exhibit or demonstrate the existence of God.n7

God is the end of all things, so as to precede all in
being. There is an end which, though it holds the first place
in capsing in so far as it is in‘the intension, is neverthe=~
less last in execution, There is an end which, just as it
precedes in causing, so also does it precede in being. Thus
that which one intends to acquire by one's motion or action
is said to be one's end. Accordingly, God is the end of

things as something to be obtained by each thing in its own

way. Again, God is at once the last end of things and the
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first agent. Now the end effected by the agent's action
cannot be the first agent but, rather is it the agent's
effect, God, therefore, cannot be the end of things as
though He were something effected, but only as something
already existing and to be acquired. The effect must tend
to the end in the same way as the agent acts for the end,
God, who is the first agent of all things, does not act as
though He gained something by His action but .as bestowing
something thereby. Sigce He is not in potentiality so that
He can acquire something, but solely in perfect actuality,
whereby He is able to bestow. Things therefore, are not
ordered to God as to an end to which something will be
édded; they are ordered to Him to obtain God Himself., All
creatures are images of the first agent, namely God, since
‘the agent produces its like. The perfection of an ipage
consists in rapresenting the original by a likeness to it,
for this is why an image is made. Therefore, all things
exist for the purpose of acquiring a likeness to God, as

for their last end,

St. Thomas certainly belief that it is theoretically

possible for the philosopher to work out a true metaphysical
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system without recourse to revelation, Such a system would
be necessarily imperfect, inadequate and incomplete, because
the metaphysician is primarily concerned with the Truth it-
self, with God who is the principle of all truth and he is
unable by purely human rational investigation to discover
all that knowledge of Truth itself, of God, which is nece-
ssary for man if he is to attain his final end. The Truth
that God is one §s not vitiated by the very fact that nothe
ing is said or known of the Trinity of person; the further
truth completes the first, but the first truth {is ﬁot false,
even taken by itself. If the philosopher states that God is
one and simply says nothing about the Trinity, because the
idea of the Trinity has never entered his headj or if he
knows of the doctrine of the Trinity and does not himself
believe it, but simply contents himself with saying that
God is one or even if he express the view that the Trinity,
.which he understands wrongly, is incompatible with the
divine unity; it still remains true that the statement

the God is one in Nature is a correct statement. Of course,
if the philosopher states positively that God is one person,
he is stating what is false; but if he simply says that God

is one and that God is personal, without going on to state
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God is one person then his statement is true.

According to St. Thomas, since there can be only one
infinite being, there can be only one God, and since all
pure perfections are contaimed in God, God must be the sup=
reme intelligence and will, God, therefore, is supremely
personal, and this is the real God of religion. The perfecte
jon of the infinite being must incencei%ély transcend our
finite conceptions, but we have a genuine philosophical
knowledge of God., As far as it does we know that he is
infinite heing, and that we can rightly attribute to him
in its supreme degree and without any admixture of limita-
tion, all that we find of perfection in the created world.
As we have an analogical knowledge of belng so we have an
analogical knowledge of God. With this insight St. Thomas
corrects the relatively agnostic attitude of Maimonides,
who tends to reduce us to mere negations when we come ¢to,
speak of God, In fact, "Anselm. says, in effect, that the
existence of God is self evident. Everyone really believes
in God though not everyone admit it even to himself. Every=-
one believes in God, thinks Anselm, because it 1s impossible

to do otherwise."8
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4,4 St. Anselm ¢

The thought of St. Anselm is rightly said to belong
to the Augustinian tradition. He opposes the nominalistic
heresles of Roscelin in a system of thought based on Plato-
nic and Aristotelian principles. He seeks to prove by
reason what has to be accepted on authority. In his attempt
to rationalize the faith, he includes in his theology not
only such general propositions as the assertion of the
existence of God, but the entire church doctrine of salva=-
tion, the Trinity, the Incarmmation and the Redemption of
man, St. Anselm would scarcely earn a place in the history
of philosophy, through his theological speculation and
developments,except as the application of philosophical
categories to revealed dogmas, necessarily involves same
treatment and development of those philosophical categories.
St. Anselm deserves a place in the history of philosophy
by contributing to the development of that branch of phi-
losophy which is known as natural theology: Whether his
arguments for the existence of God are considered valid
or invalid, the fact that he elaborated these arguments
systematically is of importance and gives his work a title

to serious consideration by the historian of philosophy.
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In the Monologium, St. Anselm develops the proof of
God's existence from the degrees of perfection which are
found in creatures, In the first chapter he applies the
argument to goodness, and in the second chapter to ‘greate
ness', meaning, as he tells us, not quantitative greatness;
but a quality like wisdom, Such qualitiés are found in
varying degrees in the objects of experience, so that the
argument proceeds from the empirical observation of degrees
of, for example, goodness, and is therefore an a posteriori
argument. But judgement about different degrees of perfecte
ion implies a reference to a standard of perfection, while
the fact that things participate objectively in goodness in
different degrees shows that the standard is itself object=~
ive. This type of argument is Platonic iIn character. "it
does not proceed from the idea of absolute goodness to the
existence of absolute goodness but from observed degrees
of goodness to the existence of absolute goodness and from
degrees of wisdom to the existence of absolute wisdom, the

absolute goodness and wisdom being then identified as God."9

In the third chapter of the Monologium, St. Anselm
applies the same sort of argument to being, whatsoever

exists, exists either through something or through nothing.
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St. Anselm goes on to introduce a Platonic element when he
argues that if there is a plurality of existent things
which have being of themselves, i.e., are self-dependent
and uncaused, there is a form of being-of itself in which
all participate, Again when several beings possess the same
form, there must be a unitary heing, external to them which
is that form. Therefore, there can be one self-existant or
ultimate being and this must be the best and highest and

greatest of all that is,

In the Monologium St. Anselm proceeds to give reasons
for the Trinity of persons in one Nature without giving any
clear indication that he is conscious of leaving the pro-
vince of one science to enter that of another., St. Anselm
gives a posteriori arguments for Ged's existence which are
of 2 much more systematic character than those of St, Augu~
stine and he also deals carefully with the divine attribu-

tes, God's immutability, eternity etc,

N

In the Proslogium, St, Anselm develops the so=called
ontological argument which proceeds from the idea of Ged
to God as a reality. According to him, this proof starts
from the idea of God as that than which no greater can be

conceived, i.e., as absolutely perfect; that is what is
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meant by God, If such a being had only ideal reality,
existed only in our subjective idea, we could still con-
ceive a grédater being, namely a being which did not exist
simply in our idea but in objective reality. It follows
that the idea of God as absolute perfection is necessarily
theidea of an existent being and St. Anselm argues that in
this case no one can at the same time have the idea of God
and yet deny His exfstence. If a man thought of God as,
for instance, a superman, he would be quite right to deny
God's existence in éhat sense but he would not really be
denying the objectivity of that idea of God. If, a man had
right idea of God, conceived the meaning of the term *Godt,
he could indeed deny His existence with his lips, but if
he reallise what the denial involves and yet asserts the’
denial, he is guilty of a plain contradiction. The abso-
lutely Perfect Being is a Being, the essence of which is
to exist or which necessarily involves existence, since
othexwise a more Prefect Be;ng could be conceived; it is
the Necessary Being and a Necessary Being which did not
exist would be a gontradiction in terms. St. Anselm wanted
his argument to be a demonstration of all that we believe

concerning the divine nature, and since the argument
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concerns the absolutely Perfect. Being, the attributes of
God are contained implicity in the conclusion of the argu=-

ment.

Again we have only to ask ourselves what i{s implied
by the idea of a Being than which mo greater can be thought,
in order to see that Good must be omnipotent, omniscient,
supremely just and so on. The argument given by St. Anselm
in the Proslogium was attracked by the monk Gaunilo in his
'Liber Pro Insipiente adversus Anselmi in Porslogie rati-
ocinationem?’, wherein, he cbserved that the idea we have
of a thing is no guarantee of its extramental existence
and that St. Anselm was guilty of an illicit transition ’
from the logical to the real order. The being of God in
the mind, he declares, is the same as the being of any

other thing in the mind, that is, so far as it is thought.

"The case of God, Anselm argued, is a special one,
In all other cases, such as the island, it is just as possh=
ble t¢ conceive of non-existence as of existence.‘In the
case of God, thinks Anselm, this is not so; it 4s not
possible to conceive of God's non-exiétence. For in this

case we are not thinking of an island or a horse or a school

N
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that is the greatest and most perfect of fts kind; we are
thinking of whatever it is that is the greatest and most

perfect of all kinds of beiqg.“lo

In the thirteenth century
this argument was employed by St, Bonaventure, with a less
logical and more Psthological emphasis, while it was
rejected by St. Thomas.Duns Scotus used it as an incidental

aid. Descartes adopted and adapted it, Leibnitz defended it

in a careful and ingenious manner, Kant attacked it.

4,5 Qbservations

Because of the preponderance of religion (theology)
over metaphysics (philosophy) in the middle ages, we do not
see the grgwth of ahsolutism. As any philosopher seldom rose
to the heights of metaphysical daring, there was no concep-
tion 6f an impersonal absolute. God was considered personal
all through, Mediaeval period is marked for its distinct
religious miliue where philosophy was almost a handmaiéeto

relicion,.

During the middle ages, the words authority, obedience
and subordination form important terms in the vocabulary of
life. In politics, religion, morals, education, philosophy,

science, literature and art-in every sphere of human activity
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-= the influence of brganized christianity 1s supreme, As
the representative of God on earth and the source of reve-
aled truth, the church becomes the guardian of education,
the censor of morals, the court of last resort in inte~
llectual and spiritual affairs. Since the church receives
the truth directly from God, what need is there of search-
ing for it; what need of philosophy except as the hand=-
maiden_of theology -- these questions arise in the fhinds.
The individual is subordinates to the church in his reli-
‘gious beliefs and practices, the church stands between him

and his God.

The Augustinian philosophy of history considers the
temporal and hisiorical pr;cess in the context of the eternal
nature and purpose of God and seeks a vindication of the wayéA
of God in dealing with men. Augustine realized that a philo=-
sophical interpretation of history must be based on an ade-
quate conception of time, "Eternity and time are rightly
distirguished by this, that time does not exist without
some movement and transition while in eternity there is no
change.“ll Change and time are thus inseparably joined and
the supposition that the world was created in a pre=existent

time is patently absurd : "the world was made, not in time,
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but simultaneously with timq."lz

God by an eternal act
created both the world and time and in the original creative
act God envisaged under the form of eternity the entire
succession of temporal and historical events which was denied
to unfold in time. The cause of creation is the goodness of
God, and consequently all created things which emerge 4in
time contribute to the goodness of the created universe,

:ﬁo nature of all is evil, and this is a name for nothing
but the want of good.“13 The essential features of the Augu-
stinian Philosophy of history are - (1) The conviction that
the entire historical process is a purposive or teleological
whole, the parts of which, down to the most minute detail,
contribute to the goodness and perfecticn of the wholej and
(2) The belief that the historical process moves in a direct-
ion which was predestined and foreordained by God in such a

way as to bring about the ultimate redemption of some men

and the destruction of others.

St. Anselms bases his celebrated proofs for the exis-
tence of God on the Platonic conception that Universals

have an existence independent of particular objects. In his

- - - e~
&
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Monologium he employs the cosmolégical argument, which had
been advanced by St. Augustine. In his Proslogium, he offers
another prﬁof, which is based on Platonic realism; it 4s
the so-called Ontological with whieh his hame has become
linked in the history of thought., This proof consists in
deducing £he existence of God from the concept of God, in
showing that the very idea of God implies his existence\
The idea of a being having existence is the idea of a more
perfect being than the idea of one having no existence.
Hence,.God as the mqst perfect heing, must exist. In this
way Anselm seeks to prove that the perfection of God impiies
his existence. This conclusion does not necessarily foll;w
from Anselm's premises, His reasoning proves no more tﬁan
that when we think of a being as existant, we are thinking
of a being that is more perfect than a non-existant being.
The notion of an existant being is the notion of a being
that has more qualities than a being conceived as not exis-
tant. He does not.prove that God exists, but merely tnat
the idea of an existant God connoies more than the mere
subjective idea of God. Of course, the idea of God includes
the idea of existence; but it does not necessarily follow.

from the notion of a perfect bheing, a notion which carries
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with it ‘the idea of existence, that such a being actually
exists. The ontological arg@@ent seems cogent to anyone,
who accept the realistic presupposition that universals have
an extra~mental reality; the realistic theory of universals

is thus an impligtipremises of .the ontological argument for

God's existence,

St. Thomas Acquinas does not advocate the intellect-
.ualist position in its most extreme form; indeed, in his
insistence on the importance of faith and love he has more
in common with Augustine than it has generally recognized.
St. Thomas.felt that it is better to love an dbject of the
. greater magnitude than to know it imperfectly. He sees love
of God as our highest function and considers faith, which
is a gift of grace, to be the mode of apprehension corres-
ponding to this love. In faith and in the love of God, the
will is the faculty which is most involved. However, we
have to close this chapter with a rather negative conclu=
sion. We shall repeat that religion being the dominant -
factor in even the intellectual pursuits in the west

(one might eveﬁ venture to say,that-was the case the world
over) -- metaphysics; free and lofty, could not throw up

concepts like the Absolute. As a result of this, we do not
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see the problem of God and the Absolute as far as the

madiaeval western philosophy is concerned,
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CHAPTER- V

THE PROBLEM AND SQME MODERN PHILOSOPHERS

5.1 Introduction :

The problem of the relation between God and the
Absolute is a vital problem in the philosophy of the East
and the West. There are many philosophers who have discu=~-

ssed the problem, In this chapter we shall make a study of

the views of some modern philosophers on this problem,

3.2 Some modern philosophers :
The problem of God and the Absolute has agtracted

many modern philosophers also. Idealists and absolutist
philosophers had to take recourse to the distinction bete
ween the metaphysical and religious ultimates. In this
chapter our thrust will be on those philosophers who have
welledefined views on this problem. Hence, naturally, we
shall start with Spinoza, the prince among early modemrn
western absolutists. Then we shall pass on to Bradley in

the west and Aurcbindo and Radhakrishnan in the East.

5.2.,1 Spinoza :

The doctrinal contribution of épinoza to philosophy

may be summarised in one word, that is, the concept of the

Iy
-~ = o~

7 ~
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Absolute. Spinoza may be said to have made this concept
complete and consistent. All other doctrines may be regarded
as the logical derivation of this, God, the supreme reality
was recognised to be the Absolute, but its logical impli-

cations were not noticed fully.,

The problem which exercised Spinoza's mind most was
the problem of purifying the concept of God. His studi of
great masters of religious thought had impressed upon him
that on account of the ingress of sentimentalism, many
inconsistencies had crapt into the concept of God, withh the
result that all other problems of philosophy also were
wrongly approached, Out of the many definitions of Ged,
Spinoza selects one which seems to satisfy all the condi-
tions of the definition of an uncreated thing. The essence
of a thing is that from which all its properties can be
deduced. The three special characteristics of a thing
uncreated are, (i) that the thing must not need expla-
nation by anything outside itself, i.e., should exclude
the idea of a cause, (ii) that the definition should
leave no room for dogbt as to whether the thing exists

or not, (4ii) that the definition must not conta{n
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abstrations. Keeping all these in view the only correct
definition of substance is "that which is in itself ard is
conceived through itself.” Two objection against Spinoza's
procedure may be anticipated. It may be said that Spinoza's
definition is not correct. But the correctness of it may
be demonstrated by showing that it contains, all that is

’ implicit in the notion of God as absolute being.

As self-evident being, substance is by its very
nature, prior to modes both epistemically and ontologi-
cally. Modes are known or conceived through God or subs-
tance which is self-conceived. Modes are not self-existent
but dependent on.God who alone i3 self-existent., As self-
conceived, i.e., absolutely unrelated, substance must be
one and universal. The unity of substance may be proved
dialectically. If there were many substances, they must be
either absolutely alike or absolutely different or partly
alike and partly differen;. If they are absolutely alike,
they cannot be distinguished one from the other, because
51stinction implies that they are not absolutely alike.

If the substances are absolutely different, then in what
seénse are they all substances? To be designated by the

same name substance, they must have alleast some common
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feature§ and if they do have, then they aré not absolutely
differen;t\lf, however, the substances- are said to be partly
alike and partly different, then both the above criticisms
apply. To the extent, they are different, tithey cannot all
be substances and to the extent the; are alike they cannot

be different or many. Hence the unity of substance must be

admi tted,

Since all determination is negation, substance cannot
be finite or determinate. It must be absolutely infinite and

1ndeterminate,l

capable of being infinitely determined,
f,e., it has infinite attribites® since there is nothing
else beside substance, all determinations will be subjective
and false. Since substance is ab;olutély infinite nothing
can be outside 1t.3 Substance is the sole and universal
reality.4 The appearance of plurality, does not mean that
substance is divided,5 for 1f the parts retain the nature

of substance, then there will be many substances, and if

o~
they do not, substance would cease to be.6

Substance transcends appearance. Even though substance
is indivisible, infinite, things in infinite modes follow

from 4t, because God being the sole reality. He is the sole
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cause, i.e., the cause of everything. Substance is imma-
nent. Being the sole cause God is also the free cause.'7
He acté merely according to His own laws, and is compelled
by nothing. God is the immanent and not the transeunt cause
of things, because there is nothing outside him. He is not
only the efficiént, effecting cause of the existence of

things, but also of their essence.8

All that is possible
is actual,9 because there is nothing to prevent God from

creatinge.

From the above discussion, it is seen that Spinoza's
description of the properties of substance generally agrees
' Qith the traditional conception of God. This is why he does
not hesitate to call hiis substance God. The only change he

introduces is regarding the causality of God. The tradi-

tional conception of creation is 'demiurgic', teleological
and volitional. These conceptions appeal more to cur reli-
gious sentiment than to reason. Spinoza was of the opinion
that in the philosophic pursuit of truth, religious senti-

ment should be kept at a distance,

Substance as indeterminate Béing cannot be said to

be self-differentiating or dynamic because that would mean
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evidently miiitate against the conception of substance as
pure Being, self-determination implies negation also, and
substance is free from all kinds of negation, Spinoza's
substance is conceived as the negation of all difference,
and hence it is not possible to retrace our steps from
substance to the world; Spinoza to be aware of this
difficulty, and this is why he introduces the doctrine
of aAttributes which makes the abstract unity of substance
a concrete unity capable of self-differentiation., sSince
subgtance is absolutely indeterminate, the attributes can
not be found in it, For the same reason the attributes can
not be of the samé status as the substance, Again, since
there is nothing determinate in substance it can lend
itself to infinite determination, It is only determinate-
ness that resists further determination, The indeterminate
cannot resist determination, in fact it lends itself
freely to be determined in infinite ways. Thus, we have
an infinite number of determinations or attributes, The
attributes are only the different ways of determining or

conceiving the self-conceived or the incoceivable. Such
attributes must be infinite though only relativelf S0,
infinite because it is supposed to express the essence
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of infinite substance, and relatively infinite because
only substance is absolute infinite. Again each attribute
must be exclusive of the real since each is independently
concelved to express the essence of substance., Each, is
equally infinite, the attributes may be reg;rded as parae
llel. The main prosiem regarding the Attributes is whether
they are products of the Entellect or something indepen=-
dent of the 1ntellec£. The concept of substance as indeter-
minate pure Being requires that the attributes must be
regarded only as ascriptions. The attributes méy best be
understocd as the upadhis of substance. An upadhi does
.not add anyéhing to substance, it only limits it or deter-
mines it in a particular way. Upadhis are ascribed to
Brahman or substance tn ogder to explain its relation to

The Absolute as such is not dynaml¢c or creative and
that in order to be dynamic¢ or creative.it has to be asso-
clated with its Attributes; that is to say that Attributes
make substance creative. There i3 no other purpose of intro-
ducing the attributes except that of bringing inva principle
of differentiation or dynamic entity. To explain Vyavahara

one has to admit change and difference., If substance could
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with its upadhis, the attributes the very purpose of intro-
ducing them would be defeated., Brahman assumes Mayaas it
is wanted to create. On the one hand the Attributes obscure
the indeterminateness of substance, that is, they make it
appear as determinate and on the other, they give rise to
modes. The attributes have thus both the powers (saktis),
namely, the power of obscuring (Avarana Sakti) and the
power of projecting (Viksepa Sakti). If the attributes had
merely the obscuring power and were nﬁt creative, there
would be no phenomenon. Hence~both the aspects of the
attributes, that is their relative deter;inateness and
their dynamic nature have to be recognised if the abso-
luteness of substance is to be kept intact.

The attributes of substance make it determinate and
dynamic but it still remains infinite, The question is how
do finite things proceed frontGod?'Spinoza says that, that
which is finite and has a conditioned existence, cannot be
produced by the absolute nature of any attribute of God., The
finite things therefore do not proceed directly from God but
indirectly through some intermediaries, Theée inter-

mediaries are called infinite modes and their purpose
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is to exﬁlain individuation. This infinite modes are of two
kinds 3 the jmmediate infinite modes and the mediate infi-
nite modes. then Sp&ﬁoza was asked to give examples, he
pointed out that infinite understanding and motion and
rest, are the immediate infinite medes of Thought and
Extension respectively. The mediate infinite mode is the
face of the whole universe, which slthough it varies 4n
infinite modes, yet remains always the same. It is true
that there must be an identity between cause and effect
according to 5pinoza but this does not mean that only the
infinite can proceed from the infinite. This is true only
of the absolute which is the immediate cause of only the
infinitec modes. As rogards the relative infinite or the

fmmediate mode, it can be said to give rise to finite

modes bocause it 1s already a medo.

fo sum up what has been sajd == (i) substance and
Attributes, the - two moments in Spinoza's conception of
God, involve the fusion of absolute unity and complete
varjety of characters. Spinoza merely states the togethere
ness of the Attributes in Ged as a fact; and again he
merely states as a fact that God comprehends in unbroken

unity, infinite variety of ultimate characters, (i11) And
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Spinbza's éo:nception of Atiributes, or again of substance,

renders the intelligible cocherence o{:the two moments of
his complete conception of God impossible, There is an inner
contradiction in his conception of God as at once excluding
all determination and comprehending an infinite diversify

of ultimate characters.

A mode is.according to Spinoza, the modifi;ation of
substance, or that which exists in and in cbncei;ea through
scmething other than itself'. Thus 2 mede 1s absolutely
dependent both in its essence as well as existence. The
modes are the modifications of substance and not something
over and above substance. A mode is empirically condi tioned
by other finite modes ahfl transcendentally conditionéd by

the Infinite. Infinite number of modes follow from God and
they follow necessarily. This does not mean that God is
compelled in any manner, but He creates freely though
necessarily. Further, “"God is the efficient cause not only
of the existence of things but also of their essence."lo
God is the- cause of modes not only in so far as they

simply exist but also in so far as they are conditioned

for operating in a particular manner.
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According to Spinoza, God as the Absolute must be -
both epistemologically and ontologically independent;
this is to say that God is self-comceived and self-exis-
tent. No other entity or existence can be posited without
at the same time tampering with His absoluteness. God must

be admitted to be the universal reality. Being universal,
Ged must also be absolutely indeterminate and infinite
because there is nothing which can set 1limit to or make Him
determinates All determination is negations And since the
finite or the conditions nécessaril} presupposes the infi-
nite or the unconditioned, the Absolute must also be regar=
ded as the cause or ground of phenomenaalrhe Absolute {is
not a hypothetical concept but the necessary existence or
the necessary implicate of the universe. This is not to
say that the Absolute is understood in relation to the

finite, it only means that the Absolute must be understood
as the negation of the finite. Since the conditioned is

not self-supporting and must be rejected, the affirma-
tion of the unconditioned is necessary. God is therefore
absolutely infinite and indeterminate, unique and univer-
sal, self-evident and necessary being.

The world of phegomena must be regarded as an appear=-

ance and not as real. Since the real is cnangeless, all
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change has to be understood as illusory or subjective,

Both Thought and Extensién, the modes of which make the
world of appearance should be regarded as subjective or as
intellectual ascriptions to the Absolute:; These attri-
butes to the extent they personate the Absoluté, ;bpear as
infinite and real. The Absolutely infinite is only a nega-
tion or dissclution of the relatively infinite, i.e., the
attributes. The Spinoza on the one hand, pulls down Thought
and Extensiocn from the status of substance to that of attri-
butes, and ¢n the other, he denies any difference of status
between the two attributes. Thought is not superior to

\ .

Extension. Though he speaks of the world as belonging to
imagination and opinfon, he does not elaborate the theory

behind it, as is done in the Vedantas
In his, treatment of the problem of creation,

Spiﬁyza realises that it is not logical to proceed imme-?
diately from the Absolutely indetermlnate to the utterly
determinate and hence he recognises different gradual
stages of determination such as ImmeA1ate infinite modes,
mediate infinite modes and finite modes. It is necessary
to show, this process of creation, if it is to be held,

that the world is nothing but a determination of the
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indeterminate that is immanent in it, The Absolute is imma-
nent in the world as the ground of it and transcedent to it
as indeterminate, In this connection a vedantin might like
to know the distinction between the Absolute, as such and
the Absolute as,modifiéd by Attributes, The Vedantins makes
this distinction by bringing in the concept of sSaguna
Brahman or Isvara and tries to harmonise religion and
philosophy; but spinoza seems to have altogethe£ dispensed
with the idea of a personal boa, perhaps because of his
contention that religion and philosophy are Absolutely

distinct,

5.2,2 PF.H, Brada2ey :

The vision which generates Bradley's
philosophy is the vision of Reality as a harmonious un-
divided whole of experience in which all aspects of
infinite experience are included, but are not parted and
related, It is generally akin to the root/concept of
spirit on which the Hegelian outlook has been seen to be
based, with two important points of difference, Firstly,
Bradley's ‘experience' is a whole, which is not simply

reason or thought, but also feeling and willing, all of
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which remain merged in one undifferentiated Absolute.
Secondly, this Absolute is not conceived by him in a rela=
tional form; though it contains all thoughts and things,
they are not split up into different elements. ®"Fully to
realize the existence of the Absolute is for finite beings
impossible®; but a limited idea of the Absolute, "secems
fully attainable by the finite intellect.“ll In "mere
feeling or immediate presentation, we have the experience
of a whole. The whole contains diversity, and on the other
hand, is not parted by‘relation." Such an experience,
"sexrves to suggest to us the general idea of a total
experience, where will and thought and feeling may all

once more be one."12

According to Bradley, everything is experience and
experience is a whole. Experience of every phychical
cgntre involves intellect wi;l and feeling and there is
an antagonism and outwardness amongst these aspect of
experience. The result of this entagonism and outwardness
amongst these aspect of experience is that things and
events, their attributes and relations as cognized by
the intellect and objects 8 volitions and emotions that

occupy H@ychical centres, appear as independent entities.
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Reality, however, being always the whole of experlence,
according to Bradley, these partial aspects fall short of
;eality as such and are therefore appearances. For Bradley,
the immediate experience is felt unity, not .yet parted by

any relation and distinction,

Bradley holds that the God of religion is an appear-
ance and in the Absolute, God and religion are equally lost,
Religion naturally implies a relation between man and God.
But a reiation always is selfw-contradictory. It implies
always two terms which are finite and which claim inde-
pendence. On the other hand, a relation is unmeaning,
unless both itself and the related are the adjective of a
whole. And to find a solution of this indiscrepancy would
be to pass entirely beyond the relational point of view,
Man is on the one hand a finite subject, merely standing
in relation with God, And yet, on the other hand, apart
from God man is merely an abstratlion. God again is a
finite object, standing above and apart from gan, and is
something independent of all relation to his will and
intelligence. Hence God taken as thinking and feeling
being has a private personality. But sundered from those

relations which qualify him, God is inconsistent emptiness
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and qualified by his relation to another, he is distracted
finitude. God is therefore, taken as transcending this
external relation., He wills and knows himself, and he
finds his reality and selfeconsciousness, in unicn with
man. Religion is a process with inseparable factors, each
appearing on either side., It is the unity of man and God,
which in var{bus stages and forms, wills and knows itself
tg;oughout. wglmay say that in religion God tends always

to pass beyond himself, He is necessarily led to end in

the Absolute, which for religion is not God,

The essence of religion, according to Bradley lies
in having communion with God, who is the embodiment of
all values. In religious experience one becomes one with
God and so in that moment of union, we seem to attain to
divine perfection. Hence, what we vainly seek in morality
appears to be attained in religious communion; In that
moment of union we feel as perfect as God is. But do we
attain to perfect unity ? Here once again the old dilemma
crops ups If the union with God is not complete the finite
self does not become the Absolute realityj and, if the

union is complete, then the possibility of devotion also
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disappears, since the individuality of the worshipper is
lost in the reality of God, So even in religious experience,
either we do notqattain perfection or else we go beyond
religion into a stage of supra-religion. Rel;gious rela-
tionship requires that God should understand, will and love
the worshipper. In other words, God is supposed to have
personality. But any personality remains sundered inter-
nally by diverse demands of feeling, yill and cognition,

So God having personality hecomes a finite being. Besides
God*'s personality will repel the impect of other finite
personalities of worshippers, with the result that the
total union with God and the religious experience remain
incomplete, inconsistent and so ultimately they are appear=-
ances and not tﬁgjg%?tibu identify the Absolute with God,
that is not the God of religion. If again you separate
them, God becomes a finite factor in the whole. And the
effort of religion is to put an end to, and break down,
this relation -- a relation which, nonetheless, it essen~
tially presupposes. Hence short of the Absolute, God can=

not rest, and having reached that goal, he is lost and

religion with him,®3
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God for Bradley has no meaning outside of the reli-
gious consciousness, and that essentially is practical, The
Absolute for him ‘cannot be God, because in the end the
Absolute is related to nothing, and there cannot be a pract-
ical relation between it and the finite will, whén we begin
to worship the absolute or the universe, and make it the
object of religion, we in that moment have transformed it,

Bradley did not lack religious conviction, but he
did not share religious belief called popular Christianity.14
The highest reality is the Absolute for Brad@ey and the
Absolute means that which im the end is related to noth-

15 But in religion the worshipper is related to God.

ing.
So the Absolute cannot be the God of religion, Nor can God
be the highest reality, for God has will and personality
and these marks of imperfection and finitude for Bradley.
fherefbre, God cannot be the highes§ reality,.

®The highest Reality so far as I see, must be super-
personal, At the same time to many minds practical religion
seems‘to call for the belief in God as a separate individual,

And, where truely that belief is so required, I can accept

it as justified and true, but only if it is supplemented by
other beliefs which really contradict it, AaAnd these other

beliefs, I must add are more vital for religion. A God who
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has made this strange and glorious Nature outside of which
he remains is an idea at best one-sideda16 The reality of
God means his own actual presence within individual souls,
and apart from this presence, both he and we are no more
than abstractions, Hence in genuine religion we have a
'Pantheism!, which is not less there because it expresses
itself by what in fact is an inconsistent Polytheism, And

we can break with this only by an individualism which

reduces God to one finite person among others, a person
whose influence remains utterly external. If, in short,
for religion we need a personal Ged, we must accept also

a creed which is not consistent.

Bradley is an advocate of different degrees ofv
reality. But in the conception of Reality ig relation to
“"appearabce® as given by Bradley, there is an apparent |
difficulty in making out the possibility of degrees 1n‘
such conception. To Bradley appearance as ;ppearance, is
an unreality but at the same time he is never tried of
warning us that an appearance is the appearance of
Reality or that Reality appears in appearances. But the

appearances can not remain issolated from and opposed to

one another, because they contain in thém, from their
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very nature of being appearances of reality the implica-
tion of their coherence, oOur knowledge of appearances
implies in the first instance isolation between one appea-
rance and another, but this isolation or contradiction is
at once transcended by any judgement in the unity which all
knowledge implies between its subject and predicate, From
this it appears that appearances have an implication of
unity or coherence in the act of our knowing them, But
our knowledge could not have achieved this unity or coherence
amongst appearances unless they were imbedded in the bosom
of Reality, our knwledge being a progressive discovery of
wider and wider coherence among appearances, and therefore
of higher and higher truths, The Absolute or highest truth
will mean complete conference among all the aspects or
appearances of Reality, PFrom this it follows that corres-
ponding to the different degrees of truth represented by
more or less limited systems of cqherEnce in the aspects or
appearences of Reality, there will be different degrees of
Reality as well, If reality is a coherent system and if
appearances stand transmuted and trangfigured in reality, ;'
then any system of appearances as more or less, giving

rise to what may be called different degrees of reality.

We see that here is the sense in which Bradley concede to

degrees of reality;.-



199

In the Absolutisi of Bradley there is a sharp con-
trast between God and the Absolute and, therefore, between
religion and philosophy and between practical and ultimatg
truth, To him, the Absolute is related to nothing because
all relation implies limitation and therefore, imperfection.
In religion the finite wills of men stand in practical rela=-
tion to God as in worship and prayer. Therefore religion,
likes to regard its object of God imperfect by the very
relation of the finite and the infinite wills which it
involves. Hence, the God of religion is a lower category
as it involves want of the comprehensiveness of the whole
of experience which is Truth. As Bradley puts it, "For,
if God is perfect, we saw that religion must contain
inconsistency and it was by seeking consistency that we
were driven to a limited God.’l7 Bradley here raises the
familiar question of personality and discusses its applie
cability to the God of religion, Personal idealists make
much of God's personality and the theists regard it as
one of the attributes of God. But Bradley takes a differ-
ent meaning of personality from what the personal 1dea-'
lists and theistic writers attach to it., Personal idea=-

lists emphasise antithesis and not union between finite
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wills and the will of God. But Bradley thinks that our
religious consciousness involves both antithesis and union
between the human will and the divine. So he is nol catego-,
rical in his assertion as to whether the God of religion
nmust be a person, All that he says is that in this double’
relation between the divine and the human will, one may
apply personality to God. But he adds that there is a far
more essential truth in religious consciousness in the fact
that we feel the presence of God's wkll in ours, and all

of us in our religious communion feel a feeling of satis-
faction in common, which should be denied us. In fact,

to Bradley the God of religion is a finite reality and
therefore different from the Absolute Reality which is

the universe,

Regarding the relation between God and the Absolute,
Bradley says : "If you identify the Absolute with God,
that is not the God of religion. If again you seperate
them, God becomes a finite factor in the whole. And the
ef%ort of religion is to put an end to and break down,
this relation -~ a relation, which, none the less, it
essantially presupposes. Hence, short of the Absolute,

God cannot rest, and having reached that goal he is lost
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and religion with him, It is this difficulty which appears
in the problem, of the religious self-consciousness; God

must certainly conscious of himself in religion, but such
self=consciousness is most imperfect. For if the external
relation between God and man were entirely absorbed, the
seperation of subject and object would, as such, have gone
with it. But if again the self, which is conscious, still
contains in its essence a relation between two unreduced
terms, where is the unity of its selfness ? In short, God
as the highest expression of realized good, shows the
contradiction which we found to be inherent in that prin-
ciple. The falling apart of idea and existence is at omce
essential to goodness and negated by Reality. And the
process, which moves within Reality, is not Reality itself.
We may say that God is not God, untill he has become all
in all, and that a God which is all in all, is not the
God of religion, Goed is but an aspect and that must mean

but an appearance, of the Absolute.“18

5.203 Sri AurObindO .

The metaphysical outlook of Aurobindo is basically

that of the Vedanta. He translated, annoted, reinterpreted

and expounded many of the creative and non-technical sources
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of Indian philosophy -- the Vedas, the Upanisads,y the
Bhagavadgita and the latter epics. He tried to grapple thus
with all the basic problems of Indian Culture, unravel the
mysteries and symbolisms and explore an integral point of
view which would harmonize the divergent trend of Indian
thought and syntgesize them also with the valuable elements
of western thought. Both Indian and western thought have
met in Sri Aurobindo.S.K. Mitra writes, "This meeting is

not mere handshaking, but that there is a real synthesis

of these two iypes of thought in him., There is even some-
thing more, a fulfilment of what each of them aims at but
has not been able to realise."19 "The west aims at a fuller
realisation of the evolutionary and cosmic character of its
thought. But it is hampered by its intellectualism and its

existential outlook what it requires is the acceptance of

a spiritual standpoint, leading to the abandonment of its
existential outlook and a modification of its extreme
intellectialism. Similarly, Indian thought is spiritual
but individualistic and static. It must break its narrow
walls of individdalism and acquire a dynamic and cosmic
character, There lies its fulfilment,. Sri Aurocbindo ful-

fils this function by dealing with three main problems of
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his philosophy : the problem of Evolution, the problem of
Yoga and the problem of the nature of Reality.

Aurobindo's philosophy of the Life Divine is known
as "Realistic Advaita”20
Advaita of Samkara. Of course, Sri Aurobindo, whose philo=-

as con-trashed with Illusionistic

sophy is in true with Upanisadic ) thinking, believes in
Sachidananda = Bliss - Existence « Consciousness = as the
ultimate truth. But the real import of the term Realistic
Advaita 1is thét; according to him, this creation is the
manifestation of that One Reality and, therefore, the mani-
fested world and all that has become is as real as Brahman,
"An Omnipresent reality is the Brahman, not an Omniprgsent,

cause of persistent ilJ.usionsr;.“z'l

According to Aurobindo, the Vedantic formula, 'One
without a second'! must be interpreted in the light of the
other truth "All this is Brahman.,"” The criterion of real-
ity is that, 'Truth has to be sought in larger and complete
affirgation." For him reality has two aspects, Non-Being
and Being, silence and word, the static and the Dynamic;
the former is the basis and support of the latter. There
is one Truth, One Reality, the Being and the many are His
becomings. This ?ruth behind all dualities, all contra-
dictions, all variations, seen in the Warious levels of

consciousness is Brahman the Omnipresent Beality,

Sri Aurobindo held that things and beings of this

universe are real., But in the event of the individual
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being real, the question has to be settled if — (i) the indi-
vidual is a separate unit, or (ii) he is an aspect of the
whole Brahman, or (iii) he is identical with the whole, The
first alternative cannot be accepted by Sri aurobindo as it

is repugnant to his monistic philosophy. There is one truth,
one Reality and the many are his becomings. The truth that
»prahman is the one Reality® has to be read in the light of
the other truth that "all this is Brahman,® So the idea that
the individual is a separate unit is quite foreign to the phi-
losophy of sri Aurobindo., It may appear that Sri Aurobindo is
inclined towards the second alternative, i.e., the individual
seems to ha§e been accorded the status of being an aspect of
the whole, the Sachidananda, when aurobindo talks of Involu-
tion and Evolution in the gradual steps of matter, life and
consciousness etec, are the different aspects of the same
Brahman who is unfolding Himself in this universe, But as a
matter of fact Aurobindo's notion of evolution is just the
reverse of the Absolutist notion of the unfolding of the Abso-
lute, Autobindo holds that evolution is a process through which
the involved Divine Being gradually emerges out of Hig
apparent opposites, first in matter, then in 1life and

mind, and He would finally stand fully manifested as the
spirit which will be the consumation of the evolutionary
movement, At last we can say that sri Aurobindo favours

the third alternative, i.2., the individual is identical
with the whole or with Brahman, But here also his posi-
tion is not without its uniquenegs, while declaring the
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equaltion of the Individual with Brahman, he is also
conscious‘of the integralism of the former, The history

of evolution, agcording to him, indicates that the preceed=-
ing elemenis ha; been taken up, transfigured and made the
basis of the next dominent principle. Aurob;ndo thinks

that the individual will find his true self, i.e, Divinity
in the erlutionary process, which will take him up and
transform the physical « vital = mental being into its

higher reciprocals.

Aurobindo says that Reality is integral, the cne
that becomes manifest in the individual and the cosmos,
that transcends and holds them. The main tenet of Auro-
bindo's philosophy of the life Divine is, "Brahman, Idvara
is all this by His Yoga = maya."Reality has three fundae
mental aspects, Atman, Purusa and Isvara with its cons-
ciousness force. Reality i1s Saguna in as much as it is
capable of manifesting qualities, and nirguna as it is
not limited by any sum of qualities. Aksara or silence’
or Ksara or movements are complementaries and transcen-
dent, but also capable of gradual creative self expression
by self-limitation and self-determination., "It is perfectly
understahdable that the Absolute is and must be indeter-
minable in the sense that it cannot be limited by any
determinations, or any sum of possible determinations,
but not 1# the sense thag it is incapable of self-deter-

22

mination."™" The Absolute cannot be defined with any

quality, property and power, not because they do not
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belong to it, but because it cannot be fully conceived and
expressed by these. It is immanent as well .as transcendent.
The Absolute.is described by the Advaitins negatively by
denying all determinations. Aurcbindo thinks that such
negation in another way limits the Absolute by denying it

even the freedom of self-expression and self-determination.,

Sri Aurobindo not only emphasises that all Reality
is consciousness, but he goes further and says that the
measures of Reality of anything is determined by the nature
of conscidusness that is revealed in it. The higher the
position of anything in the scale of Reality, the deeper
and more unified is the consciousness that is revealed in
it, His conclusion, therefore, is just the reverse of that
of Plotinus. The Absolute, far from being characterised by
the total absence of consciousness, is, the Highest conse-
ciousness. And the individual, if he is to attain union
with the Absolute must possess the broadest, deepest and
most unified consciousness., Unconsciousness is the chara-
cteristic of matter in its grossest fprm, Sri Aurobindo's
conception of Divine Descent has an outward simjlarity
with Plotinus' theory of Emanations. Like Plotinus, he
also looks upon creation as the emergence from God of a
hierarchically graded world, the emergents being of all
grades of Reality. But the whole conception of creation
and the relation of the created world to God are totally
different in his philosophy €fram what they are in the
system of Plotinus. In calling creation a descent of God,
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Sri Aurcbindo wants to emphasise its double significance.
First, that the created world, even in its lowest levels,
exhibits on its face the stamp of its Divine origin,
Secondly, that it is a descent for the sake of ascent, so
that the lowest order of existence has the promise and
potency of reaching the Divine status. "God, according to
him, does not descent directly into the human consciousness
or mind. A link is necessary between Absolute, the super-
consciousness, and Mind or ordinary consciousness. To this
link or intermediate Reality Aurocbindo gives the name of
supemind. It is only through the instrumentalety of the
supermind that Mind can rise to the Absolute and the

Absolute can descend to Mind.%2§

sri Aurcbindo's philosophy of evolution is the direct
outcome of his integral world-view, In ‘the Life Divine he
enunciates four main theories with their corresponding
mental attitude and i{deals in accordance with four differ-
ent conceptions of the truth of existence “These we may
call the supracosmic the cosmic and terrestrial, the supra-
terrestrial or other worldly, and the integral or synthetic
or composite, In this last category would fall Sri Auro-
bindo's view of our existence here as a Becoming with the
Divine Being for its origin and its object, a progressive
manifestation, a spiritual evolution with the supracosmic
for its source and support, the other worldly for a con<

dition and connection link and the cosmic and terrestrial
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for its field, and with human mind and life for its nodus
and turning-point of release towards a higher and highest
perfection. Our regard then must be on the first three to

see where they depart from the integralising view of life

24

and hor far the truths they stand on fit into its structure"
In the supra-cosmic view of things the supreme Reality is
alone entirely real. In the extreme forms of its world-
vision, human existence has no real meaning; it is a mis-
take of the soul or a delirium of the will to live, an
error of‘ignorance which somehow over-casts the Absolute
Reality, The cosmic-terrastrial view conside;s cosmic
existence alone as real., Its view is confined, ordinarily,
to life in the material unjlverse., God, if God exists, is

an eternal Becoming; or if God does not exist, then Nature
is a perennial Becoming.Earth is the field or it is one of
the temporary fields, man is the highest possible form or
only one of the temporary forms of the Becoming, The supra-
terrestrial view admits tﬁe reality of the material cosmos
and it accepts the temporary duration of earth and human
life., It perceives behind the mortality of the bodily life,
of man the immortality of the soul within him, But, finally
there must open in'us, as our mental life deepen§j7and
subtler knowledge develops, the perception that the terres-
trial and the supra-terrestrial are not the only terms of
being; there is something which is supra-cosmic and the
highest remote origin of our existence. In this integra-
tion the supra-cosmic Reality stands as the supreme truth

of being; to realise it is the highest reach of our congs—
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consciousness,

Sri Aurobindo speaks of a fourfold principle of
Divine Belng creative of the Universe namely, Existence,
consciousness force, Bless and supermind, These are all
velled behind the cosmos, But they express themselves
characteristically through their respective subordinate
terms. For example,.the supermind is acting through its
distorted reflection, the mind; consciousness « Force is
expressing itself in this world through its subordinate
term, lifej similarly matter is the subordinate term for
the Divine All-Existence. Thus the three Divine princtple
-- Supermind, Conscious-Force and Existence are working
through their subordinate terms, matters, 1life and mind.
According to Aurobindo, at the subliminal level there 1is
our Inner being composed of the mental Purusa, the Vital
Puruga and the Physical Purusa. Again, behind this Inner
being there is the Psychic being or the inmost being.

This is called Inmost as it supports all the other beings,
mental, vital and physical, and is also the basis of this
superficial formation. Sri Aurobindo has explained the
nature of this Psychic being elaborately in his "Lights
On Yoga", He has divided the central being of man into
two layers, The upper, which he calls jivatman, is a spark
of divinity, a position of the Divine self (Para Matman);

it is the transcendent principle which is above the
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mani festation in individual life and presides over it. The
lower, which is the Psychic being, is the immanent princi=-
ple, the deputy of jIvatman, which stands behind the mani-
festation in individual life and supports it. Aurobindo
calls this Psychic being Anandamaya Purusa and says : "It
is the concealed witness and control, the hidden guide,
the Daemon of Socrates, the inner light or inner voice of
the mystic. It is that which endures and is imperishable
in u; from birth to birtp, untouched by death, decay or

corruption, an indestructible spark of the Divine."25

It
is this Psychic being which takes delight in all the
varied experiences of the surface mind and enables us to
persist through the surface mind. It has its distorted
reflection in the Desire soul Which is bound up within
the walls of egoistic ignorance and consequently fails to
see the rasa behind all the experiences of life and is
unable to have any touch with the Divine cosmic Delight.
The Psychic being responds to the rasa in all experiences
alikes and takes equal delight in all things and happen-
ings. There is ho question of pleasure or pain, as all

the things andhappenings are equally delighiful. This

status of the Psychic being is equivalent to that of the
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'Sthitaprajna’ described in the Gita,

Now we can say that our real self is the Psychic
being or the Ciitanys Purusa as Aurcbindo calls it, It is,
as the Upaniiad'g; describe it, the Purusa seated within the
heart, no higger than the thumb : "Angustha matrah Purusa
sada jananam hardaya sannivistah" Aurobindo refers to thig
(Cai¥anys Purusa as the Isvara of GIt3 seated in the human
heart, This innermost ighabitant of our heart strives to
develop our mind, life and body and to express itself. It
will lead han from ignorance to knowledge. Sri Aurobindo
says that unless and untill the Psychic¢ Belng comes to the
fore front to take control of our entire surface - formae
tion, the ultimate aim of life; our ascent into the spiri-

tual existence, is not possible.

Sri Aurcbindo does not identify Reality either with
Being or Becoming, but looks upon both of these as poises
of Reality.. The Absolute is beyond the two, it is eternal
and infinite, and, therefore, is in its essence indeter-
minable and indefinable and inc0pce?vable by the finite
Mind, It is not described either by negations -~ neti,

neti, or by affirmatives - iti.\yef this supreme Reality
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manifests itself to our consciousness in the Universe by
real and fundamental truths of His being, which transcend
the Universe and are the foundation upon which the universe
rests. These truths present themselves to our intellectual
knowledge as the fundamental aspects in which we see and
experience the Infinite Reality, This supreme Reality or
Brahman, as it manifests itself to our consciousness, is
an eternal and Absolute self-existence, self-awareness and
self-power and self-delight of being. It is Sachidananda,
Its self-existence appears in three formss Self con;cious
Being or Spirit, and God or the Divine Being or, to use
the more expressive terms of Indian Philosophy, it mani-~
fests itself as Atman, Purusa and ISvara, Similarly its
self-awareness or force of consciousness, consciousness =
Force, appears in three forms : Mayd, Praks®i) and KS4kti,
Maya is the force of the Absolute consciousness, concep=-
tually creative of all things. Praké%i@ is Nature or force
as dynamically executive, working out all things under the
supervision of the Supreme Spirit.ifgékti is the conscious
power of the Divine Being which is both conceptually
créative and dynamically executive, These three aspects

and these three powers, according to Aurobindo embrace
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the whole of existence and all nature and, if viewed as a

whole, reconcile all apparent contradicfions, all apparent
disparateness and incompatibility between the supra-cosmic
transcendence, the cosmic¢ universality and the seperative-

ness of our individual existence. Brahman is Omnipresent

in all relativities; it is the Absolute governing, perva=-

L]

ding, constituting all relativities.

5.2.4 Dr. Sarvapalli Radhakrishnan i

Dr. Radhakrishnauis one of the greatest of modern
thinkers, ée who is perhaps the most important living
exponent of Upanisadic idealism in the world today, has
also been purveying the wisdom of the west to his Eastern
readers. They find him conversant with the Eastern as well
as Western philosophy and competent enough to gather tpe
best harvest of both the traditions. But it is not to be
imagined, on this account,. that he is a mere a Plagiarist,
for he has accepted their teachings because they promised

L

a new development and has constructed a new edifice of

thought on their foundation.” His idealism though bear-
ing the marks of (Vedantic, Platonic and Hegalian influence,
is distinguished from all of these by some of its peculiar

stresses and especially by its appeal to the modern mind
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torn asunder by conflicting ideals."26

According to Radhakrishnan, the Universe is a spi-
ritual unity. The real is an Absclute who is pure, passion-
less, perfect, changeless and eternal, The cosmic process
of change and evolution, the world we knew, is not the
Absolute but an aspect of it conly. It is related to the
Absolute in a very peculiar way, It is a realization or -
actualization of one of an infinite number of possibili-
ties, in which the Absolute might have choosen to realize

itself.

The Absolute is free, it is also infinite, there-
fore it has an infinite number of possibilities to choose
from, which are all determined by its nature. Hence,"while
the possible is determined by the nature of the Absolute,
the actual is selected from out of the total amount of
the possible by the from activity 6f the Absolute, with-
out any determination whatsoever, It could have created a
world different in every detail from that which is actual.,
If one drama is enacted and other possible ones postponed,
it is due to the freedom of the Absolute."27 The world as
we know it, 1s not a mere appearance in the sense in which

the Absolute altne is reality, it is a reality, in which
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the possibility, which 1s the Absolute actualized itself,
still may, "the creation of the world"” being "an incident
in the never ending activity of the Absolute."28

Philosophy has io find out an all comprehensive and

universal concept which itself requires no explanation

while it explains everything else. The attempt of materi-
alise to grasp Reality is like that of Bh::iguz9 who equa-
tes this reality sometimes with Annam (food or matter) and
sometimes with life or Prana. Matter or life can explain
only a part of our experience “"The ultimate reality is
res complete, which is complete in itself, determined by
itself and capable of being explained entirely from
itselﬁ.“ao Thus, according to him, Brahman is the ultimate
Reality, from which everything is born, in which everything
lives and into which everything enters at the end.«hike
Hegelianism, the fundamental concep$ of Radhakrishnan's
philosophy is Spirit. But unlike many Hegelians and Indian
iAealists who conceive the spirit as substance, Radha-
krishnan takes it to be life., "Spirit is life not thing"
he says, "energy not immobility, something real in itself
and by itself, and cannot be compared to any substance

subjective or objective.“3l Brahman or the Absolute is
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the totai.spiritual reality manifest and unmanifest,

actual and potential reslized.snd:unrealized.,The &nlvérse
is but the temporal manifestation of‘the'AbSoiute. As a
matter of fact, the self, God and Aﬁsolute ~= all are
riames of the one universal spirit in its different aspects.
The self is the manifestation of thef)pirit in the human
centre through the body and mind of man, God is the spirit
as manifest 1nsthe world at large, whereas the Absoluts is

the total spiﬁitual reality. -

So fsr as the wo;ld is coﬁcerned Gos_is organic with
1t; It is 1mpossible to detach Gdd from the world. The
" Hindu theologian Ramanuja regards the relation of God to
| the world as one of the soul to body. He brings out the'
organicsand CQmp;ete dependsnce of the world on God. Ged
1s ths.susfainer of tﬁe body.as ﬁell as its innes-guide.
Life eternal which carries us beyond the limits of tem—
poral growth may take us to the Absolute, but God is

essentially bound up with life in time. .

3.

According to Radhakrishnan, there are four poises
of Reality, the Absolute Brahman, the creative spirit,

Isvara, the spirit Hiranyagarbha and the world the virdt
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svarupa. This order is only a logical succession and not

a temporal one., They are the four sides of one whole, The
transcendental universal Being anterior to any concrete
reality, the causal principle of all differentiation, the
inner most essence of the world and fourthly the manifest ‘
world. They are co-existent and are not alternating poises.
When the supreme Reality is viewed in relation to the cos=-
mos we call it God. God is the Absolute from the cosmic
point of view and the Absolute is the pre-cosmic nature of
God. Brahman is the transpersonal ground and ISvara is the
pqrsonal God, the former is £he object of nirvikalpa-samae

dhi and the latter is the object of Savikalpa=Samadhi .

To Radhakrishnan, God is the timeless spirit, attempt-
ing to realise timeless values on the plane of time. The
ideal othhe cosmic process which at .the same time in ;ts
goal and explanation is real in one sense though wanting
to be realised in another, The ideal s the greatest fact
in one way and a remote possibility is another. The values
which the cosmic process is attempting to achieve are only
a few of the possibilities contained in the Absolute. Ged

is the definitisation of the Absolute in reference to the

values of the world. There are aspects in religious
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experience, such 'as the sense of rest and fulfilment, of
eternity akd completeness, which require the conception
of a being whose nature is not exhausted by the cosmic
process, which possesses an awefulness of, reality which
our world faintly, shadows. This side of religious ex;e-
rience demands the c¢onception of the supreme as selfeoxixe
tence, infinity, freedom, absolute light and absolute
beautitude. On the other hand, there are features of our
religious experience which require us to look upon God as
self=-determining principle manifested in a temporal deve-
lopment, with wisdom, love and goodness as his attributes.
From this point of view God is a personal being with whom
we can enter into personal relationship. Practical reli-
gion presﬁpposes a God who looks into our hearts, knows
our tribulatiocns and help us in our need. The reality of
‘prayer and sacrifice is affirmed by the religious life of
mankind. It assumes the reality of a concrete being who
influences our life. The permaneqt reality peyond the
transient world of struggle and discord is also here and
in everything. In religious experience itself there is

no conflict. The supreme satisfies both sets of needs,
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The most striking features of Radhakrishnanfs meta-
physics is that his Absolute is not only pure existence,
pure consciousness, pure Bliss, an indeterminate, formless
and impersonal being, but also God, the murta, the personal
creator, The Absolute is full of infinite possibilities,
and the world is the actualisation of one of them, Accord-
ing to Radhakrishnan, “that the abstract possibility, and
the concrete realisation are both contained in the one
reality, which is Absoiute - God, The two aspects repre-
sent the absolute<siié§2§ of the spirit and its boundless
movement, The silence is the basis of the movement, the
condition of power, The distinction is only logical. The
silence qf_ﬁhe spirit and its energising are complementary-
and inseparable. The infinite is both amurta, formless,
and murta, formed. The co=existence of the two is the very
nature of universal being. It is not a mere juxtaposition
of the .opposites. The divine is formless and nameless and
yet capable of manifesting all forms and names. Here we
find Radhakrishnan in putting forward a solution of the
apparently conflicting views of the supreme as eternally
complete and of the supreme as selfedetermining principle

manifesting in the temporal process. "While the Absolute
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is the transcendent divine, God is the cosmic divine,
While the Absolute is the total reality, God is the Abso-
lute from the cosmic end, the consciousness that informs

and sustains the world. The possibilities or the ideal
forms are the mind of the Absolute or thoughts of the
Absolute. One of the infinite possibilities is being trans-

lated into the world of space and time."32

According to Radhakrishnan, the theory of avatara
is an eloquent expression of the law of the spiritual
world, As the saviour of man, God manitests Himself,
wherever the forces of evil threaten to destroy human
values. An avatara is a descent of God into man, and an
ascent of man into God occurs in the case of a liberated
soul. The GIta also describes the eternal avatara, the

God in man, the Divine consciousness always present in

the human being. The two views reflect the transcendent

and immanent aspect of the Divine,

God, though immanent is not identical with the
world. Throughout the process there is an unrealized
residum in God, but it vanishes Qhen we reach the end;
when the reign is absolute, the kingdom comes., God who

is organic with it recedes into the background of the
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Absolute. God is more the saviour §nd redeemer than crea-
tor and judge. As an essentiélly human phenomenon, religion
insists on‘the 'otherngss' of God, Without it, worship,
love and repentance have no meaning. We seek union with
God a union of will and fellowship. While the character of
God as p;rsonal love meets certain religious needs there
;re others which are not fulfilled by 1it, In the highest
spiritual experience we have tﬁe sense of rest and fulfil-
ment, of eternity and completeness. These needs provoked
from tﬁe beginning of human’reflection. conceptions of the
Absolute as pure and possionless being, which transcends
the restless turmoil of the cosmic life. God, Qho is the
creator, sustainer and judge of this world, is not totally
unrelated to the Absolute, God is the Absolute from the
human end, when we limit down the Absolute to its rela-
tion with the acath'.ual possibility, the Absolute appears as
supreme wisdom, love and goodness. "The abiding ‘I am’,
the changeless centre and the cause of all change is
envisaged as the first term and the last in the sequence

of nature."33

According to Radhakrishnan, "the great problem of

the philosophy of religion has been the reconciliation
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of the tharacter of the Absolute as in a sense eternally
complete with the character of God as a self-determining
principle manifested in a temporal development which
includes nature and man."34 He continues, "The identifi-
cation of the Absolute life with the course of human his-
tory suggested by the Italian Idealists may be true of the
supreme God of the world, but not of the Absolute, the

loxrd of all world's.“35

Creation neither adds to nor takes
away from the reality of the Absolute. "Evolution may be
a part of our cosmic process, but the Absolute is not

subject to it, 20

Radhakrishnan always tries to reconcile
the different points of view of Yamkara and Raminuja,
according to the former the universe is Brahma Vivarta
(illusory appearance of Brahman), which according to the
latter the universe is Brahman - Parindma (self evolution
of Brahman). The difference becomes one of perspective.
While the Absolute is pure consciousness and pure freedom
and infinite possibility, it appears to be God from the
point of view of the one specific possibility which has
become actualized. Radhakrishnan says that the wo%ld of

pure being is not exhausted by the cosmic process which

is only one of the ways in which the Absolute Reality,



223

which transcends the series, reveals itself. The Absolute
is the foundation and prius of all actuality and possibi-~
13ty., This universe is for the Absolute only one possibi-

lity.

i

Now a question arises,.if the idea of the Absolute
is accepted, can the i1dea of God be dispensed with ?
Rgdhakrishnan's reply is that the personal God does
answér to certain intense need;. "We cannot worship the
Absolute whom no one hath §een or can see, who dwelleth

in the 1light that no one can approach unto.“37

The finite
man can picture the Absolute only in thé form of God,
"The highest reality appears to the individual, who has
not felt its oneness with his owm nature, as possessing

2 number of perfections, The conception of a personal

God 13 the fusion of the highest logical truth with the
deepest religious conviction. This personal God is an
object of genuine worship and reverence, and not a non-
ethical duty indifferent to man's needs and fears "8
There are two aspects of reality and corresponding to
these two aspects there are two directions from which

reality may be viewed "The supra-personal and the

personal represSentations of the real are the Absolute
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and the relative ways of expressing the one reality.”39

Radhakrishnan says that a 'personal God' has meaning

+

only for the practical religious consciousness and not for

the highest insight, To the finite individual blinded by
the veils, the Absolute seems to be aeterminate and exclu=~
sive of himself, If a personal God exclusive of the indi-
vidual were the highest, then mystic experience would
become unintelligible, and we should have to remain cone
4ent with a finite God: On the other hand, the Absolute
transcends not merely its finite but also its infinite
exbressions taken singly or in a finite number. In its
range of expression the Absolute transcends all finite
limits, The question of immanence and transcendence does
not ari;e with reference to the Absolute. For immanenée %
implies the existence of an other in which the Absolute
represents the totality of being and there is nothing
other than it, The Absolﬁte is in this world in the sense
that the world is only an actualisation of one possibility
of the Absolute and yet there is much in the Absolute
beyond this possibility which is in process of realisa-
tion. God is the Absolute with reference to the possibi-
14ty of which He is the source and creator, Yet at any
moment God transcends the cosmic process with its whole

contents of space and time,

Radhakrishnan does not makes distinction between

God and the Absolute, For him, God and Absolute are
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identical, "The Absolute is the pre-cosmic nature of God
and God is the Absolute from the cosmic point of view."4o
"We call the supreme Absolute when we view it apart from

the cosmos, God in relation to the cosmos."41

The Hindu
never doubted the reality of the One supreme universal
spirit, however much the descriptions of it may fall short
of its nature. It is a sound religious agnosticism which
bids us hold our peace regarding the nature of the supreme
spirit, Silence is more significant than speech regarding
the depths of the divine. When the seers of the Upanisads
are asked to define the nature of God, they sat silent and
when pressed to answer then exclaimed that the Absolute is

silence.

Ag;in Radhakrishnan admits "Hinduism affims that some
of the highest and richest manifestations which religion
has produced require a personal God. There is a rational
compulsion to postulate the personality of the divine
while Hindu thought does justice to the personal aspect
of the supreme, it does not allow us to forget the suprae
personal conception of God, urge that there are highests
and depths in the being of God which are beyond our com-

42 "The suprae-personal and the personal

prehension,”
representations of the real are the Absolute and the
relative ways of expressing the one reality. When we
emphasize the nature #f reality in itself we get the

Absolute Brahman, when we emphasize its relation to us

we get personal God,
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God and the Absolute are not mutually exclusive con-
cepts, nor are they unrelated. God, ®"the creator, sustainer
and judge of this world,“43does not denote a principle or
force seperate from the ultimate. Both are infinite and
divine exalted over all that is finite and the limited., But
the Absolute is at once the sum and the source of limitless
possibilities. When one of the possibilities has become
actualized, and then to this actualized possibility of
itself, the Absolute stands in a special relation, It is
the special relation in which it stands to the actually
existing fact of the world, that the Absolute appears as
God, a being guiding and loving, the world. According to
Radhakrishnan, the idea of God is an interpretation of
experience. It is not a direct revelation of an objectively
real individual. Thus all religion is from its very nature
symbolic. At last, we can come to the conclusion, that God
and the Absolute are not two disparate entities, but that
God is the way in which the Absolute appears to, and is
known by us. God is thus "the Absolute from the human

end."44

Radhakrishnan boldly reinterpretes Sardkara., This
has naturally roused the opposition of the orthodox and
neo~-orthodox scholars, who want a more rigorous account
of Samikara's view than is offered by Radhakrishnan,
Radhakrishnan writes : "It is for Sarmikara a mixture of
truth and illusion, It partakes of the characteristics of
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being and non-being (Sada~Sadatmaka). Although, therefore
it has a lower form of reality than pure spirit, it is not
non-existent; While gaﬁikarq refuses to acquiesce in the
seeming reality of the actual, he does not dismiss it as an
unreal phantasmagoria. It is not determinable either as real

or as unreal. (Sada-Sadbhyam anirvacaniyam)."45

Radhakrishnan
recognizes the strict implication of thé anirvacaniya theory,
as the last sentence in the above quotation shows. But he

has already prefigured the kind of transformation he means

to give to it in the second sentence : "It pertakes of the
character of being and non=being." Then he goes on to
explain the transformation. "Its truth is in being reality,

truth (Sat); is untrue (an--r;tam).“46

In fine, Radhakrishnan
accepts the position of éahkaracharya on fundamental points,
but does not follow him rigidly. He is drawn by the positive
side of Jamkara and feels that he is basically right; but
he also feels that the criticism of rival schools -~ and

especially of Ramanuja - is not entirely without force.

5.2.5 Conclusion :

Spinoza regards substance as one, infinite, self=-
caused and eternal reality from which all things follow
necessarily. This is also the description of God in theo-
logy. For this reason Spinoza calls substance as God. As
God or substance is an all inclusive whole, outside of
which nothing can be, so nature conceived as a whole 1s

identical with God, In Western theology God is taken to
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to be the creator of the uUniverse, Spino%§ denies this
concept of God, According to him, God can create only out
of some pre-existing matter, This would make matter co-eter-
nal with God and ultimately would lead to dualism and not'
to monism, As there is nothipg over and above God, so all
is @od and everything follows from God., For this reason God
is said to’be the indwelling and pervading principle of the
Universe., God)according to spinoza instead of being regar-
ded as transcendent is really an immanent ground of all,
that is God or Nature as a self-creating reality is known
as Natura Naturans. We shall f£ind that things of human
experience have been called by spinoza as modes, And modes
are like the ever-vanishing waves that never are., In thié
phenomenal aspect, the world appeared to him unreal and
God is fully real, God alone is all, we find spinoza is
trying to teach about God certain things which were never
taught about Him, If 8pinoza is teaching a religion, then
this religion is not oqu anti-Jewish but also anti-theistic,
This new teaching could be bstter understood, according to
Spinoza, by equating God with nature (Deus sive natura).
Bradley establishes the reéiity of his aAbsolute purely
and entirely on speculative grounds., It is an inference from
the contingent and contradictory character of the world of
appearances, It does not interpretrate our acual experience
where all that we have is appearance, It is only when all
appearances are blended and fused together that we . can
get the Absolute, and as this all iqplusive _totality is
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beyond the experience of man, it remains ever inaccessible
to him and the details of its being are ever beyond the
grasp of his 1;tellect. Bradley can give us only a specula-
tive certainty about his Absolute and his softerepeated
assertainfthat we have a 'positive knowledge' of the Abgo-
lute can mean nothing beyond that, On the other hand,Bradley
holds that the God of religion is an appearance and in the:
Absolute, God and religion are equally lost., God taken as
thinking and feeling being has a private personality. But
sundered from those relations which qualify him, God is
inconsistent emptiness, and qualified by His relation to
another He is distracted finitude. We may say that in reli-
gion God tends always to pass beyond Himself. He is nece=-
ssarily led to end in the Absolute, which for religion is
not God, The religious consciousness according to Bradley,
seeks to worship God as the highest reality. The Absolute
cannot be the object of worship, because it is neither a
self-conscious spirit, nor a person; self-hood and persona-
lity are essentially marks of finitude. Personality like
self-hood is a finite appearance of the Absolutey the
Absolute has this appearance but also «transcends it. The
Absolute is not identical with the God of religion, God
again is a finite object standing above and apart from

man. "As an object of worship God must be distinct from

the worshipper, hence He is not the all inclusive Reality;
but only an aspact of it." “If you identify the Absolute
with God, that is not the God of religion., If again you
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separate them, God becomes a finite factor in the whole.n%7

Bradley concludes, "Gbd is but an aspect, and that must mean

but an appearance, of the Absolute.“48

Aurobindo regards the ultimate Reality as in its
essence utterly transcendent. It cannot be described, The
only thing that can be asserted about it is that it is
above and beyond all that is thinkable, But, from the point
of view of the human consciousness it can Se said that
Reality has a threefold character. It is not sheer ;nity;
no? is it duality, nor multiplicity. It is triune princi-
ple; it is Existenc;, Consciousness and Bliss. Hence,
Aurobindo often refers to the Absolute as ((Sachidananda.
Aurobindo attaches great importance to the concept of the
Supermind, which he describes that it is a power of conse
cious force expressive of Real being, born out of Real
being, and partaking of its nature. It is conscious Reality
throwing itself into mutable forms of fts own imperishabke
and immutable substance, Its self-existence appears in
three forms -~ self=conscious being or spirit, and God
or the Divine Being. Aurcbindo is a Pure Monist, for him
God is the descent form of the Absolute. Absolute is an
original, unbroken unity, not a unity constructed by reason
out of multiplicity; It an unmanifested unity, which can
freely manifest itself, however in countless finite express-

jons of itself,
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According to Radhakrishnan, the Absolute is the total
spiritual reality, manifested and unmanifested, actual and
potential, rgalized and unrealized, The cosmic process is
the attempt to realize only a few of the infinite possibi-
lities contained in the Absolute it is not necessary for the
Absolute. As to why this werld came into existence or any

world at all, “we have to answer that 4t is an expression

\of the freedom of the Absolute: It is not necessary for the
Absolute to express any of its possibilities. If this possi-
bility is expressed, it-is a free act of the Absolute."*?
On tﬁe other hand, God is the Absolute with reference to
this possibility of which He is the source and creator,

God is the Absolute ‘considered as the ground of this world,
"Even as the world is a definite manifestation of one spe-
cific po;sibility of the Absolute, God with whom the wor-
shipper stands in persoAal relation is the very Absolute
in the world context and is not a mere appearance of the

50

Absolute®, As a creator God is personal while the

Absolute is impersonal. But the "life of a personal being
is not possible except in relation to an environment., If

God has no environment on which He acts, He cannot be

person®,. "God can only bBe a creative personality acting
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on an environment, which, though dependent on Geod, is not
God.°51 In otﬁef words, Godlcan be conceived as a creator
because of His attempting to actualize an unrealized possi-
bility in the Aksolute. Things that are experienced by us
as being in this world are that part of the possibiiity of
the Absolute which has been already actualized. The unrea-
lized part of the possibility can be called non=being. God
is trying to turn this non-béing into being, actualize the
unrealized potential. The non=being is, therefore, the envie
ronment by which God is faced and on which the creaéive
effort of God is directed. Therefore, Radhakrishnan conclu-
des that when the non=being is reduced fully to beiné, the
dualism between God and the given environment ceases, thé
distinction between the ereator and the created vanishes.
"When the creator and the created coincide, God lapses

into the Absolute.”2
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CHAPTER - VI/]

/T
(SAMKARA AND THE PROBLEM

6.1 Introduction ;3

The Absolutism of Samkara is the most reputed
philosophical system of India, It is called the Advaita
Ved3nta, Samkara év)ave a final shape to it, Vedanta
literally means ®the end of the vedas®, The word prima-
rily stood for the Upanigads which might be regarded as
the end of the vedas in different sgenses, First, the
Upaniqads were the last literary products of the vedic
period, secondly, in the order of scriptural studies the
Upanisads come last, the samhitas Being studied first and
the Brahmanas next, Thifdly, the Upanisads mark the cul-
mination of the vedic speculation, the highest development
of the vedic thought, Though Vedanta originally meant the
Upanisads, it subsequently included all thoughts developed

out of the Upanis.sads.1

The monism of Safmkara is based on his interpretation
of the Brahma-sutra and the Upanisads, gaikara never claim-

ed to have given an original philosophy of his own, He



237

says that he is merely expounding, the views embodied in
the Upanisads, In upholding the Upanisadic view of truth
and reality, he was aided by his profound reflections and
self-analysis as well as by certain logical assumptions
which are not commonly disputable, By a sort of transcen-
dengal reflection and an analysis of self-consciousness,
he is able to bring home to uvus the notion of the pure sub-

ject, which is nothing but pure consciousness.

sdamkara presents to us the true ideal of philo-
sophy which is not so much knowledge as wisdom, not so
much logical learning as spiritual freedom, For Samkara,
as for some of the Breatest thinkers of the world, Plato
and plotinus, spinoza and Hegel, philosophy is the austere
vision of eternal truth, majestic in its freedom from the
petty care's of man's patty life, Through the massive and
at the same time subtle dialectic of Samkara there shows
forth a vivid emotional temperament which philosophy tends
to become a mere game of logic., A master of the strictest
logic, he is also master of a noble and animated poetry
which belongs to another order, The rays of his genious
have illumined the dark places of thought and soothed the
sorrows of the most forlorn heart which his philosophy for-
tifies and consoles many, there are, of course, those to

whom it seems to be a abyss of contradiction and darkness,“2



238

Sankara recognises that our whole empirical life,
whether of knowledge or action, depends on our identifica-
tion with our bodies, But he regards this identification
as illusory and finds that this fundamental illusion under-
lies all our activitiesg, theoretical or practical, religious
or secular, This he has brought out very clearly in his
masterly introduction to his commentary. The fundamental
difficulty of the Advaitic theory is how to explain this
. false appearance, One has to call this appearance false,
only 1A.view of the faith that reality is utterly alone,
But actually the world of difference and distinction does
not immediately appear to be false, but comes to us as real,
we do not normally understand how there can be an appearance
of something which is not there, except in an illusion. So
we are told that the world is an illusion. 2and the world
illusion must be due to our ignorance of the underlying
reality which is the self or Brahman. From the Advaitic
point of view the whole world is illusory, but all our
empirical knowledge, derived through the so~called valid
means of knowledge such as perception, inference etec, has
reference to the world and if the world is illusory, then
all our expirical knowledge must be condemned as illusory
too. If we lose our faith in our empirical knowledge,

3

derived from perception and inference, from science andl<

(o

-
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history as well as our personal intercourse with other

men, our practical life would become quite impossible,

According to Samkara, we can realise the illuso-
riness the world only when we have realised our identity
with Brahman and its sole reality, Till this realisation
is taken place, we are allowed to retain our belief in
empirical knowledge and carry on all the duties of our
practical 1ife, For most people, the identity of the self
with the absolute is a matter of religious faith and not a
fact of direct personal realisation, Along with this faith,
whether firm or feeble, they continue to believe, in the
world and in the vicissitudes, of their worldly life,
Believing in the world and its lack of self-subsistence,
they have to beslieve in some world«ground to which the world
owes its maintenance in existence as well as its changing

fortunes, This-is our God who is non-distinct from Brahman,

Like philosophy, religion generally offers a view of
reality, which defines an ideal for our l;fe and shows us a
practical way in which we may try to realise the ideal,
advaitism has not founded a new religion in India; it merely
" sanctions the ancient religion of Hindu culture which is
supposed to be ultimately based on the Vedanta, Hindu reli-
gion covers many different schools of religious thought and

Avaitism represents one such school which generally agrees
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with other as orthodox schools in their beliefs about God,
next life etc, On the other hand, it may be supposed that
Advaitism should be incompatible with any kind religion,
since is does not believe in a real God, distinct from
individual souls, whom they can love and worship., But it
cannot be accepted, The non-distinction of God from the
individual soul is a matter of mystical realisation, Untill
the realisation has taken place, we go on believing in the
world and in God, whom we take to be the creator and subs-
tainer of the world, Wwe are advised to love and worship
this God, out of whose grace mystical realisation may be
made possible for us, which is to lead us to salvation, the
ideal of Hindu religious life, wWe are even required to per-
form various duties; but these duties are not to be performed
for their own sake or with a view to achieving a happy hea-~
venly life after death, Advaitism points out that the life
of heavenly bliss is not a worthy spiritual ideal as freedom
or liberation is, Safikara appears to have been a religious
reformer, In his time religious people were generally en-
grossed in the performance of various religious rites
enjoined in seriptures, Samikara called them to a life of
inner piety and enlightenment. He pointed out that the
performance of mere actions, of whether sort, is not com-
petent to bring us near our goal., It is throuch knowledge

and knowledge alone that liberation can be achiéved.
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Of course, Sankara did not brush aside all religious
and moral duties as of no consequence at all, According to
him they are very useful in purifying the mind and making it
a fit medium for the dawn of divine knowledge; the knowledge
of our essential identity with Brahman, Normally Advaitism
believe in God and conceives him as all powerful and all-wise,
and, above all, as possessing the great power of magical
illusion (Maya). So although God is conceived as the creator
and substainer as well as the ultimate destroyer of the world,
an Advitist does not profess to understand how God does all
this, This is expressed by, saying that he does his work
through his magical power, that is, that there is an element
of inscrutability in God's ways which transcends human under-
standing., Advaitic religion is not so much a religion of
external acts or emotional fervour as of contemplation and
meditation and inner perception., It is supposed to follow
the path of knowledge (Jfianamarga) rather than that of action
(Karma) or devotion {(bhakti) although these elements are not
eschewed altogether, It has thus its gppeal for people of
certain special temperamehts.— I1f for Advaltism as religion,
the world and its creator, God are sufficiently real for all
practical purposes, they assume a dubious role for Advaitism
as philosophy. Philosophically considered the world is found

to be neither real, nor unreal and the concept of God is also
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found to ‘be doubtful validity, God, for Advaitism, is

nothing but Brahman or the Aabsolute mlsconceived by human
intelligence, As misconceived by us, it cannot of course
be real, But what is misconceived is, however, the abso-

lute reality,

dankara was a philosopher with an acute and critical
mind. The main interest of Advaitism is, as we have seen,
in the identity of the individual se;f with the Absolute,
Advaitism has certainly made a valuable ppilosOphical con=
tribution in emphasising the unitary and spiritual character
of ultimate reality in which we are all rooted - a contri-
bution which would be appreciated even by those who are not
strict Advaitists, Of course, it has to be admitted that
he was not a pure philosopher in the modern sense - in the
sense of a free rational thinker without any presuppositions
and assumptions, He philosophised no doubt genuinely, but
within the limitation of a religious traditions which he

inherited and enormously strenthened by his own contributions,

6.2 Nature of Brahman s x

The doctrine of Brahman plays the central role in
the orthodox religions of India and it is the lifefline of
the vedantic thought, From the early days of the Vedic

Karma-Kanda or the ceremonialism to the modern age of the
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Vedantic jnana-Kanda or the knowledge, the philosophy
(darsana), behind all religious and rational activities,

is the realization of Brahman, the suprem2 above the phe-
nomenal reality of this mayda. The knowledge of the unknoun
eternal behind the known temporal is the main goal of the
triadic canon or the Pr3sthantraya of the vedanta - the
Upanisads, the Bh3gavadgitd and the Brahma Sutra. The goal
of eternity is most emphasized in the Brahma Sitra, The
Brahma sttra which is said to be the summary of the Upani-
gads, endeavours to define and descrilke the meaning of
eternal Brahman and His temporal may3d. This book begins
with the gutra or verse of Brahman knowledge 3 “athato
brahma jijnasa, now therefore the desire to known Brahman“.3
Thus the opening sutra of the Brahma~sutra undoubtedly
explains that the text is aiming at the knowledge of Brahman,

the supreme Reality,-

The introductory word *atha' which is used in diffe-
rent senses in different contexts, The meaning intended is
that of ‘sequence® or following, It’means that the desire
for the knowledge of Brahman follows upon something elss
which one mugt have already accomplished in order to qualify
oneself for this enquiry. In order to bring out the gpecific
requiremgnts for this enquiry, it is compared and contrasted
with the enqui;y about dharma or religious duty.- yeither
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dharma nor Brahman is an eﬁpirical object and we never

come upon them in the course of our ordinary experience,

wWe know about them only from the Vedas. So a study of the
vedas is presupposed by both the enquiries; the vedic in-
Junctions or declarations, from which we learn about Brahman
and dharma, differ in their significance, But the vedic
declaration about Brahman gives us only knowledge about
Brahman but no direction vhatever for any action., Knowledge

is never produced by an injunction,

Now a question arises, what are the preconditions
of an enquiry about Brahman 2 We want to know what quali-
fications are needed by an aspirant after Brahman knowledge,
so that his enquiry about Brahman may ke fruitful, These
qualifications are forefold, Pirst comes discrimination
between vhat is eternal and what 1s not eternal, One should
realise that the gself alone is eternal, while the world and
all its objects are perishable and impermanent, Secondly,
one must give up all desire for sensuous enjoyrent, whetheé
in this world or in the next, Thirdly, one must have self-
~control, control over the sense as well as the mind, Lastly)
one must have a real desire for absolute freedom or libera-
tion, Having acquired these qualifications one may very well
enquire about Brahman and know it, But without these quali-
fications it is not possible to know Brahman, Therefore, the
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first word *atha' shouvld be understood to mean that the
enquiry about Brahman is to be made after one has acquired

these qualifications.

By the word Brahman, as its etymology suggests, we
understood an eternal being which is pure, conscious and
free as well as omniscient and omnipotent. And as it cons-
titutes the self of all, its existence is, of course, known
becauvsge everybody.is conscious of his own existence and no
body says ‘I ém not', If the sel% is Brahman, and if in
knowing the self we know Brahman, then no doubt Brahman in
effect, turns out to be known already; but still we have
to carry our enquiry further about it, because although we
know the self in a general way, there is a good deal of
misunderstanding and difference of opinion about its speci-

fic character,

Brahman, has been derived from the sanskrit root
‘brh' which means *to grow’ or ‘to evolve’ Brahman,
according to Samkara, is the cause of the origination,
subsistence and dissolution of the world which is extended

in names and forms, which consists of many agent and enjoyers.

(1) This world must have been produced as the modi-
fication of something which is itself unproduced. Brahman
1s the source and if it is produced from something else, we

will have anavastha or regresses and infinitum,
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(2) The world is so orderly that it could not

have come forth from a non-intelligent source,

)

(3) The Brahman is the immediate consciousness
(sdkdin) which shines as the self and also through the
objects of cognition which the self knows, Even when we
deny it, we affirm 1t".? The answer of the question what
is meant by Brahman, is found in the second sutra. It says
th@t it is phat from which all this has arisen, By ‘all
this' what is meant here is the entire world we see around
us, with its multifarious contents of different names and
forms, including so many beings who are active agents and
subject to different kinds of experience, both pleasurable
and painful - the world in which events and actions take
place at determinate time and plaée, from determinate causes
and lead to definite results, How such a world is made and
how it operates is really beyond the conception of any human
being,. Brahman is the all knowing and all-powerful cause
of this world and it 4ig Brahman again who maintains it in
existence and into whom it will ultimately disappear.,

éaﬁkara‘; Brahman has been approached via negative,
We are told by Samkara what it is not., It is, Qe are told,
that which is not limited, not finite, eternal, uncondition-
ed beyoné time and space, beyohd éause. Nothing positive
can be said about it as that will either limit the unlimited
and or be a mere tautology. Tﬁerefore, Brahman is existence

a7
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only as not non-existence, it is knowledge only as not
non-knowledge; it is bliss only as not non-bliss, Brahman
is thus beyond all predication, all description, by any
known word in any known language; indescribable in language
and inconceivable in thought, beyond reason, beyond relation
and beyopyd the sense,

“Three positive properties ?:e commonly invoked in
alluding to Brahman. These are truth (sat or satya), con-
sciousness (cit or caitanya), and bliss (Enanda)“.s The
term sat, being occurs in the earliest vedic texBis, A
theme there is whether the universe sprang from sat or asat,
baing or non-being and texts are found that argue for each
side of the issue, Advaitins who naturally view sat as the
origin, explains away texts appearing to favour the converse
view as saying something else, The Brhadarnyaka Upanisad
declares that the secret name (Upanis@i)) of the self is
Satyasa Satya "truth of truth® and damkara in commenting
on this and similar passages treat this as a pronouncement
more or less parallel to "Not this, not this®”, The second
positive property is cit or caitanya, Brahman is pure cons-
ciousness (cit) or awareness (jn3na) the witness (S&ksin),
which is not Itself an object of thought, Brahman is self-
ldminoué indeed, It is the sole source of consciousness,

By its light everything else shines, that is, is known to
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awareness, In itself It has no specific form; whatever
appears to it as cognized is not intrinsic to It, Thus

the consciousness that is Brahman is not a relational
consciousness between knower and known, Although Brahman
is self-luminous, it should not be inferred that It is the
object of Its awareness. Brahman can never be the object
of knowledge, The éhird property is bliss, Although the
Upanisads frequently comment on this aspect of Brahman,
damkara is peculiarly hesitant to attribute this proéerty
to it, Samkara‘s reasons can be easily guessed, Bliss is
pleasure and pleasure is a temporary state, the experiencing
of which requires a body organs etc, So if Brahman is bliss
it must be so in some sense that cannot be translated into
empirical analogues. In Brhadaranya Kothopanigadbhasya IIX
9,28,7., for example, Samkara remarks that though no doubt,
Brahman is bliss, nevertheless that bliss is not cognized
as an object by us, Our happiness has nothing to do with
Brahman's bliss, he implies; the case is unlike that of
consciousness, since we do experience pure consciousness
(Brahman) in deep sleep, etc, whereas Samkara seems to
suggest that even the liberated self does not cognize or

experience Brahman's bliss.

Brahman is the cauvse of the world and so He is
omniscient, The third sutra supplies the reason for our

thinking that he is omniscient, It does so by saying
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“pecause he is the source ef all scripture”?, which is the
repository of all extent knowledge. By the word “seripture"
we understand the vedas and other ingpired writings from
which all our knowledge is ultimately derived, we know,

on seriptural authority, that the Vedas have come from God,
without any special effort being made on his part for this
purpose, It i3 common knowledge that an author always knows
more than what is contai:ned in his books and so it goes with-
out saying that the great being which could produce so effor~
tlegsly, what is in fact the mine and source of all knowledge
should itself be all knowing: This is one interpretation,
But the gitra can be interpreted in another way. according
to the other interpretatioh. the sutra says that scripture

is the source of our knowledge of Brahman, i.e. on scrip-
tural evidence we know, that Brahman is the ground of the

world - of its origination, subsistence and dissolution.

According to damkara, we cannot argue that because
Brahman is of the nature of accompiished fact.’ it can theres
fore be made an object of perception or any other mode of
empirical kno;dledgef For Brahman, as one with our very
self, can never be known empirically, except through scrip-
tural evidence such as ’Thou art that* ete, Nor should
we suppése that since we cannot do anything in re;;azd to

Brhhman, which is beyond our acceptance or rejection, any
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more instruction about it would serve no purpose and would
be useless, Because such instruction, when properly given
* and taken, is calculated to lead to the realigation of our
identity with Brahman which terminates all our sorrows and
consumateg the highest end of our being., when there is a
statement about a deity, it may well be taken to imply an
injunction for meditation upon it (deity). But we cannot
in the same way take Brahman to be intended for meditation
only and thus mucy merely an auxiliary to an injunction for
meditation, Brahman being an absolute unity, has really no
room for any action, which always requires some duality

in the form of agent, act and mesans of actions When this
absolute unity is once realised, there remains sense of
duality, and consequently no sense of an other, whether
suprem2 God or a subordinate deity, to be worshipped or
meditated upon, When the sense of duality is utterly desge-
troyed by‘the realisation of the absolute unity of Brahman,
it cannot posgssibly arise again to make any sense of the po-
sition that Brahman is an adjunct to an injunction for

meditation,

According to Samkara, Brahman is sbsolutely non-
dualistic "0One, without a second, ekam evadvitivam® (c.u,
vi-2-1), This Absolute Brahman is our ultimate Reality,

He is beyond cause and effect, The gpatio-temporal
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phenomena are contained in'ﬁim. To say that Brahman is
reality is to say that it is different from thé phenomenal,
the spatial, the temporal and the sensible,® Brahman is
what is assufied as foundational, though it is in no sense

substance.7

This world of cause and effect is empirical reality
(vyavahiric satya) of the ultimate Reality (Péraqﬁrthic
Satya), damkara says that these empirical and transcende-
ntal esxperiences do not signify the theory of dualism,.

They are one and the same because ultimately they reach the
same goal of eternity., ®"vedanta (so called bécause it vwas
first expounded in the Vedas, the earliest Indian Seriptures)
is a non-dualistic philosophy. It teaches that Brahman

(the ultimate Reality behind the phenomenal universe), is
one without a second -~ Brahman is beyond all attributes,
Brahman 1s not consciousy; Brahman is consciousness, Brahman
does not exist, Brahman is existence, Brahman is the Atman

{(Eternal Nature) of every human being, creature and object“.8

daidcara says that the worid.'we find is due to our
ignorance (ajhana) or nescience (avidya). oOnce the ignorance
is removed with the help of right knowledge (jfiSna) the dua-
lity is gone and the oneness of the suprems Reality is
visible, As we see our physical face in the mirror after
taking off our coloured spectacles and clearing the mirror,
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so we will gsee the Universal self within our self after
purifying our heart ;nd uplifting our mind, This super-
sensible experience of the supreme is called intuition or
spiritual insight, The individual self is identified with
the universal self. Once they are united, they become one,
The supreme Reality is one with our deepest self, Brahman
is Atman, But "If the knowledge of the identity of the
self and Brahman were understood in the way of combination,
and the like, violence would be done thereby to the connec-
tion of the words whose object, in certain passages, it
clearly is to intimate the fact of Brahman and the self
being really identicaly; so, for instance, in the following
passages “"That art thou" (Kith,Up., VI 8.7); ‘I am Brahman®
(Brﬁ. Upe 1,4,10); "The self is Brahman“(B;%uUp.II 5,19)‘.'9
~ Hence the knowledge of the unity of Brahman and the self
cannct be of the nature of figurative combination and the
like,

If we take the identity of the self and Brahman in
a figurative or symbolic sense, then we shall have to give
up the straight-forward sense of such clear scriptural state-
ments as *That are thou (tattavamasi)'’, 'I am Brahman (zham
Brahmasmi) ', ‘This self is Brghman f{ayam atma Brahma)‘*, and
subject them to some forced interpretation, we have therefore

to take the self and Brahman as identical in a literal sense,
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and the knowledge of Brahman, thus guaranted, as objectively
valid, like any other piece of valid knowledge, perceptual
or inferential, It is objective in the sense that it is
determined by the nature of the thing known and not depen-
dent upon any subjective acts., WwWe cannot, by any means,
make Brahman and its knowledge an affair of the subjective
mental acts, We cannot even suppose that Brahman is at least
the object of an act of knowledge, If Brehméan is not at all
an object, whether oé knowledge or worship how can it be
maintained, as it h&s been done in sutra three, that we
know Brahman from scriptural evidence ? The answer is to

be found in the fact that what the scripture intends to do
is not to teach us Brahman, as this or that object, but
merely to remove the illusion of distinction that has arisen
between the self and Brahman on account of some primal
ignorance, The real intention of the scripture is to make
us aware of Brahman as utterly unobjective as being one
with our inmost seclf which can never be objectified and
thus to remove the distinction of knower, known and know-

ledge, due to sheer ignorances

Bven if we suppose, for argument‘'s sake, that Brah-
man in som@ sense different £rom the self, we need not
think that it is something to be attained, For Brahman

baing all-pervasive, is always with us and in us and is



254

not something to bs reached through any action whatever,

It is analogous to space which is all pervasive and is ever
attained by all things which are contained in it, we cannot
ever suppose that moksa results through a process of puri-
fication which involves some kind of action, Because no
purification is possible in the case of Brahman, Brahman
by its definition is conceived as absolutely perfect and
eternally pure, It is therefore not at all possible to add
any excellence to it or remove any defect from it, which is

not there,

The knowledge of Brahman does not depend on the
active energy of man, but is analogous to the knowledge
of those things which are the objects of perception, infe-
rence and so on and thus depends on the object of knowledge
only. "A mere intellectual understanding of reality is not
enough, The end of all knowledge is spiritual realization,
anubhavavdsanam eva vidya-phalam, Knowledge and renuncia-
tion lead to the experience of self, svanubhava or atmanu-
bhava, This is the aim of religion, These experiences are

recorded in the Upanigads“.lo

The self is experienced as the Absolute Reality in
the state of turiya, It is raised above the distinction of
subject and object, In susuptl or deep sleep, the empirical
mind with all its modes 1s inactive, 1In savikalpa samadhi
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the mind is concentrated on one object with which is be-
comes indentified, 1In it we have the consciousness of
determinate reality; The consciousness of duality is
absent in this gtate and the self enjoys undifferentiated
bliss. In both these states the geeds of knouwledge and
action, vidya and Karma, are present; In nir-vikalpa
samadhi we have the intuition of reality transcending all
determinations, This is the highest stage, the truth,
Brahman, ®damkara says that Brahman is known for Brahman
is one's own self, ayam 3tma brahma., No one thinks that
he does not exist, Each one copnizes the existence of

himself sarvo by Stm3stitvam pratyeti na na aham asmi iti®, 1!

A In fine we can say that for samkara ultimate reality
is pure intelligence, citmatra, devoid of all forms, Brahman
is devold of qualities, whatever qualities are conceivable
can only be denied of ‘it 3 eko brahma dvitiyo nasti, The
differences of knower, known and knowledge are imposed on
it, when the reality is known these differences which hide
the true nature of reality disappears scriptures describe
Brahman as reality, consciousness and infinity, satyam,
jnanam, anantam brahma, These are not qualities which
belong to Brahman but are one with Brahman, They consti-

tute the very nature of Brahman,
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6.3 Nature of God 3

The Higher Brahman who is unrelated to anything
else, without internal differentiation, a very abstract
though perhaps not austere reality., It is the One without
a second, But then whence all this world of distinction ?
what does it have to do with Brahman, after all ? The
answer is that the lower Brahman, God (Iswara) is the
cause of all the diversity. "sSamkara in his commentary
brings together the cosmological and the teleological
arquments, Every effect has a cause, we cannot trace the
world with its order and design to ‘non-gentient pradhana,
or atoms or non~being, or a being subject to rebirth, to
its own nature or to a human creator, It cannot be traced
to the world-soul or Hiranya grabha for he is subject to
the changes of the world.. The Universe has its roots in
being, san-mala has its basis in being, sad-asraya, and
is established in being, sat-pratistha, This being tran-
scends all distinctions of subject and object and yet when
we speak of Brahman we have to use empirical forms, when
viewed as the creator and governor of the Universe, Brahman
is said to be the personal God ISwara, Brahman and Iswara
are both valid forms of reality., oOnly Isvara or God is the

cause of the Wbrld.“12
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according to dadkara God is the nondual spirit
beyond all possiblé conceptualization in association with
Maya, the dynamic principle of becbming. Through the power
of becoming, God becomes the gource, the ground and the goal
of the world, By a fraction of His power of becoming He
manifests the world which is full of truth and error, good
and evil, beauty and ugliness, God 1sg the egsence of values
whose perception and cultivation at various levels may be
sald to constitute the sgpiritual evolétion of the human
mind, God may be approached as the abode of all conceivable
forms of Qalue. An pdvaitic definition of value may be for=
mulated thus ¢ That which being known, is sought to be
realized in one's experience is end or value, The terminal
end is always happiness, while the instrumental ends are
objects or actions which bring about the f£inal end, Happi-
ness is chiefly of two kinds - (1) those forms of it
which admit of degrees; (II) that which is unsurpassable,
absolute, In the discussion of AMvaitic absolute, it is
pointed out that nirguna Brahman is other than asat, acit
and anananda, This negative description serves to highlight
the faect that the non dual Absolute is beyond all conceptua-
lization, on the other hand, God or saguna Biahman is not
beyond the sphere of conceptualization. In fact, to the

pure human mind, God makes himgelf accessible as sat, cit
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and 3nanda, This is another way of saying that God in

Advaita is saccidananda,

To daikara, Idwara, is the determinate Brahman
(saguna) edafikara takes up the so called proof for the
existence of God, the epistemplogical, the cosmological
and the physicoa£§§§logical and shows their futility, as

13 That events are inter-

Kant did at a much later day®,
connected in a system is the assumption of common sense
and science, which is increasingly confirmed by experience,
though never realized in its entitely, For there is much
in the world which never directly enters into our expee-
rience, A complete apprehension of reality as a whole can
justify the hypothesis as a whole that God is and He is
tﬁe creator of all, oOur human experience is incapable of
appréhending the world in its entirely achieve a harmony
of pure being with restless infinitude. The logical be=~
lief that all facts belong to a8 system and express the
mind of God is only an idea., The cosmological argument
which app;ies the concept of cause in the empirical world
is not adequate and turns out altogsther useless when we
try to relate the world of experience to the ultimate
Reality which is g2id to manifest itself through it. we
cannot admit within the world of phenomena an uncaused .

cause, The question of an absolute beginning of the
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phenomenal series, Sams3ra, is a self contradictory one.
we infer a finite creator from a finite world. The first
cause must be a unity of the same order of being as the
objects of experience, since the latter are brought into
relation with it, If Tdwara is the cause of the world,

he must be within the space~time frame-work, If such a
being exists,‘no foreseeable extension of our knowledga
could enable us to determine his nature and existence,
such a God, according to Samkara, working through instru-
ments analogous to the human ones, is neither infinite nor
omnipotenf. The moral argument which shows that the coh-
text of things is adapted to the soul of man and shows the
workmanship of benevolent God is a part of God., God must
feel the pain of the soul, But it is found that the suffe-
rings of God are much greater than those of the individual
souls and it is better for us to remain self enclosed in-
dividuals, with our limited sufferings and take upon our-
selves the burden of the whole world, A perfect God does
not require the world for his satisfaction.,: If it is said
that the world is for his enjoyment, then God is no God

but only a samsarin,-
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Now we can say that to set aside the logical proof,
is not to deny the existence of Idvara, damkara's point is
that no purely rational argument, for the existence of God
as a personal supreme being, is finally acceptable, The
proofs only tell us that God is a possibility, The reality
of God transcends our rational powers of conceiving as well
as comprehending, “The reality of Isvara in gamkara‘s
philosophy, is not a gelf-evident axiom, is not a logical
truth, but an empirical postulate which is practically
useful, sSruti is the basis for 1t“.14 Regarding the
creatorship of Isvara, scripture is our only means of
knowledgezs. It declares that, "the cause from which
(proceeds) the origin, substance and dissolution of the
world, which is extended in names and forms, which inclu-
des many agents ané enjoyers, which contains the fruit of
works, specially determined according to space, time and
cause, a world which is formed after an arrangment incon-
ceivable even for the mind - this omniscient and omipo-
tent cause is Brahman (i.e. févara).“16 Samkara takes
great pains to prove that the reality of Isvara, when
once it is ascertained from the scripture, can be recon-
ciled with the demands or reason., YReason and experience
are two different approaches in man‘'s quest for God. Both

are responses of the human soul to God's self-disclosure,
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through nature and higtory and gpiritual experience,

They reveal life's transcedental meaning, Reason reveals
to us God as a matter of speculation, in experience it
ceases to be an object of speculation but becomes a pre-
sent reality, The method of natural sciences is not the
only instrument by which it is possible to discover truth,
Spiritual experience offers a valid proof for the existence

of God".17

The immanent character of God is best expressed by
saying that he is the real self of man, He is unseen seer,
the unheard hearer, the unthought thinker, the uUnundersteod
understander, oOther than God there is no seer, hearer,
thinker, understander in man, God's immanence in man
explaing the latter's unconquerable yearning for perfection,
his ceaseless search for truth. The Upanisiadic,) aspirations,
from the unreal lead us to the real, from darkness to light
and from death to 1mmortaiity spring from the divinely
fertilized soil of human nature, Another implication of
divine immanence in man is the certitude of eventual success

‘

in man's progress to perfection,

Brahman is that from which the origination, main-
tenance and destruction of the world proceeds and of course
the Brahman, ¥*hat is meant, is saguna Brahman, &Advaitins

are very concerned to insist that God is both the efficient
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and the material cause of the Emorld. at the beginning of
the Brahma sttras, God is the material and efficient cause
of the world, the entire sphere of objective experience,
The Advaitin?affirms that the world-cause is identical with
the Upanigadic spirit, God as the world-cause has to be
characterized as sarvajfam sarvavadakti mahamiyam ca brahma
{(BsB 2,1,37), omniscient, omnipotent and endowed with may3d.
The omniscient God is the material cause of the world just
as earth or gold is the material cause of earthen wares orx
of gold ornaments, The world once produced is controlled
and maintained in being by God, just as a magician controls
and maintains the magical show put forth by him, God also
terminates the show of the world put forth by him and gets
it reabsorbed in his own being just as the bodies of diffe-
rent kinds of creatures at their death get disintegrated
into the material substance out of which they were created.
The very same God is the self of us all, ‘

The Bhagabadgitd says that God is seated in the
heart of all beings and makes them move as though mechani-
cally, through his magical power (18/61), damkara asserts
the absolute identity of cause and effect in this very sutra
and thereby denies all causal modification, The phenomenal
view of Brahman, however wrong from the theoretical and

absolute point of view, is practically usefull for the
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purposes of devotional meditation which purifies the mind
and thus prepares the ground for the down of the ultimate
knowledge of truth, To use theological language, He is
both the efficient and the material cause of the world;
thouch different from His effects -~ being omnipotent and
omniscient where those effects are not - He is yot within
the world as inner controller (antaryamin)s If God were
only the efficient cause then He would have to depend on
some priméval matter which is an independent reality., Such
an independent reality would detract from Isvara’s Omnipo-
tence, Matter has resistance and Isvara would not be free
to fashion the world according to his own will and desire,
His will, will be limited by the constitution of matter,
The God of the yyéya system is only the efficient cause

of the world and samkara criticises the view in his commen-
tary on Vedanta sutra II, ii, 37-41, since Tsvara is the.
material and efficient cause rolled up into one, He is
both immanent and transcendent, He is in the world and
also above it, "

Isvara is all comprehensive and contains within
himself all that exists, potentially in pralaya and actua-
lly in creation, There does not seem to be much point in
Deussen's observation, that Safkara did not carefully dis-
tinguish Brahman, the undifferentiated, from phenomenal
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world on the one hand and Isvara on the other "This un-
differentiated Brahman, as we may briefly call it, has,
however, two characters 3 first the forms of the pheno-
menal world, as which Brahman, conditioned by Upddhis,
appearsy then the imperfect figurative ideas, which we
form of the Godhead, in order to bring it nearer to our
understanding and our worship (Updsand), It is strange
that betwsen these two contraries of the undifferentiéted
Brahman, however wide apart they naturally are, Cankara
draws no sharp distinction“.le

At last a question arises in our mind why should
God create, He has no unsatisfied desires, no selfish
interest providing Him with motivation to act. The answer
is that God creates out of play (1113)., The meaning is
that God responds in an appropriate manner to the Karmic
potencies without any personal interest of His own in the
outcom2; He cannot help expressing Himself in creative
activity., The concept of Isvara is therefore vital to
the 2advaita Vedanta not so much as intelledtual creation
symbolising a subjective ideallism - it is vital because
the existence of Isvara arises out of the world of human
‘experience, Isvara does not need to have his reality

shown in logical demonstration but justifies his existence
by his indispensability to carry a spiritual experience to
its fulfilment,
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6.4 The relation betwzen Brahman and God ;

damkara never claimed to have given an altogether
new view, but he always insisted that he was expoundiﬁg
the truly vedantic view which was already embodied in the
Upanisads, It is true that there are other commentators
of the Upanisads who do not follow dankara's interpretations
and it may be supposed that Samkara formulated a new theory
of reality and tried to substantiate it with guitable qua-
tations from the Upanisads and then tried to interpret the
principal Upanisads in the light of his theory. The credit
which goes to damkara is that his interpretation of the
Upanigads can accomodate the theistic and dualistic views
of other interpreters, while their interpretation cannot
provide for the non-dualistic view of damkara, It cannot
be denied that there are traces of both non-dualistic abso-
lutism and dualistic theism in the Upanisads, Samkara
provides for the reconciliation of dualistic theism with
non-dualistic absolutism by giving us a two fold concep~
tion of the absoclute, both as devoid of attributes and as
endowed with attribute, He does not place these two con-
ceptions on a par with one another. dankara clearly dis-
tinguishes a higher from a lower Brahman {n the Brahmasu-
trabhagya and elsewhere, The higher Brahman, Brahman view-
ed from the aspect of knowledge (Vidya), is free from all
adjuncts, all name and forme. It is nirguna Brahman and it
is knowledge of this Brahman that constitutes liberation.
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According to damkara saguna Brahman or God, is the lower
Brahman; it is Brahman viewed from the aspect of ignorance

{avidy3d).

S0 long as we bslieve in our embodied existence
and life in the world, we cannot rise to the true concep-
tion of reality, so we misconceive the absolute as God
who has created the world, of which our bodies form part,
with which we are identified, As long as we believe in
the world in which we live and move and have our being,
and which is not self-caused, we cannot help believing
in som@ supreme being, who has brought the world into exis-
tence and sustains it in perfect order, This supreme
being is God, the absolute for our common understanding,

It is God, who creats the worldeappearance, accord-
ing Safkara, In explaining creation Advaita combines Psy-
chology epistemology and metaphysic, The nature of the
Mvaitin's problem is evident, he has to explain how diver=-
sity can even apparently arise from undifferentiated unity.
The question of the relation between God and Brahman arises,
when we try to explain the world, damkara regards that the
entire visible Qorld. with which both science and history
are concerned, and wh;ch provides the theatre for all our
activities, and which we believe to be there from the be-
ginning of time and running to an indefinite future as
altogether illusory, because it comes in conflict with the
scriptural description that reality is absolutely non-dual
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and tolerates no other. There is no doubt that the world
comes to us as an other, as something different from us,

we have therefore to regard it as mere appearance by whibh
we mean that it is some thing which we cannot deny but which

at the same time cannot really be there,

The fundamental difficulty of the Advaitic theory
is how to explain this false appearances To say that the
£nfinite Brahman is the cause of the finite world and crea-
tes it, is to admit that the infinite is subject to the
limitation of time, The relation of cause and effect cannot
be appliéd to the relation of Brahman and the world: ue
cannot say that Brahman is the cause and the world is the
effect, for this would be to distinguish Brahman from the
world and make it into a thing related to another thing,
The relation between Brahman and Isvara is a special appli-
cation of the general problem of the relation between
Brahman and the world, According to damkara the world
though it hangs on Brahman, does not affect Brahman by
distingquishing that kind of causality where the cause with-
out undergoing any change produces the effect, as Vivarto-
padana from parinamopadana, where the cause is itself tran-

sformed in producing the effect,
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The universe is not due to any addition to Brahman
from some other source of reality, for nothing can be added
“to that which is already perfect., It is therefore due to
non-being, The process of the world is due to gradual
deprivation of reality, Maya is used as the name of the
dividing force, the finitising principle, that which mea-
sures out the immesearable and creates form in the form-
less, "There are names and forms conceived in nescience
which constitute the essence of Isvara and which are ine
capable of determination either as true or false, These
names and forms are the seeds of this world of flux, They
are called prakrti or the power of Maya of the omniscient
Lord°.19 The moment we try to link up M3ya with Brahman,
the latter becomes transformed into Isvara, Maya denotes

the gakti, or the energy of Ifwara.

6,5 dankara and Bradleys

An interesting common feature between the absolute
‘philosophies of Jamkara and Bradley is the distinction that
they draw between the ultimate reality of the Absolute and
the derivative reality of God, the objective of religlous
w;rship and devotion., dankara distinguighes between the
pure Absolute devold of all limiting adjuncts (Upadhis)
and revealed by atmajfiana and the Aabsolute conditioned by
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the Upadhis, In the experience of the Absolute in the

former aspect, there is no room for the distinction between
the ‘worshipper® and ‘the worshipped*, all digtinctions
having been equally abolished., To experience the Absolute

in the later aspect is to experience; It as God, the God

of religion, the object of devotion and worship: The former
is the object of transcentdental Knowledge and the latter is
the object of relative experience, For a correct appraised
of damkara’s position with regard to the problem of God and
the Absolute, it is of primordial 1mportancé to grasp clearly
his theory of the two fold nature of Brahman, According to
damkara, Brahman has a two-fold nature, the one as condition-
ed by the limiting adjuncts of names and forms and the other
as shorn of all limiting adjuncts we found that the text of
Sruti speak of the two forms of Brahman, the one object of
vidya and the other the objgpt of avidya, In the event of
Brahman, being conditioned by avidya, all practical activity
involving the distinction between the devotee and the object
of devotion is possible, oOn the other hand Bradley holds
that the God of religion is an appearance and in the Abso-

lute, God and religion are equally lost..

According to Bradley, religion naturally implies a
relation between man and god, God is a finite object,

standing above and apart from man and is something
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independent of all relation to his will and intelligence,
Hence God taken as thinking and feeling being has a pri-
vative personality. But sundered -from those relations
which qualify him, God is inconsistent emptiness, and
qualified by his relation to another, he is distracted
finitude, God is therefore, taken as transcending this
external relation., He wills and Knows himself, and he
finds his reality and self-consciousness, in Union with
man. He is necessarily led to end in the Absclute, which
for religion is not God, According to Bradley, if we
identify the Absolute with God, that is not the God of
religion, If wo separate them, God becomes a finite
factor in the whole., And the effort of religion is to
put an end to and break down this relation - a relation,
which, none the less, it egsentially presupposes. The
religious consciousness, according to Bradley, secks to
worship God as the highest reality, the ¢all in all' and
yet the very pogsibility of religion and the religious
attitude depends on taking God, the object of worship, as
a finite object, set over against man the worshipper. The
God be identified with the Absolute, it ceases to be the
God of religious consciousness% The religious conscious-
ness is an oscillation between two irreconcilable positions

and God is a self contradictory appearance,.

-
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In so far as both damkara and Bradley distinguish
God from the Absolute, there seems to be an agreement
between them on the problem of God and the aAbsolute, But
;he agreement is facile, darkara’s distinction of Isvara
or Saguna Brahman from the Absolute or Nirguna Brahman stand
in sharip contrast to Bradiﬁy's distinction of God from the
Absolute in two important respects, In the first place,
for Braddgy, God is an appearance within the absolute, a
finite element within the whole; for Saikara, Isvara is
Brahman in its conditioned or sopadhika aspect.Samkara's
Brahman has a two-fold nature the unconditioned and the
conditioned, sSecondly, while Bradgéy dismisses God a self
coptradictory appearance and as but an appearance among
appearances, datkara‘’s God has a unique cosmic significance
as the supreme Ruler and Controller of the universe, Con-
ditioned though He is by Upadhis, as all other beings are,
His are the Upadhis of a super-eminent order., For Samkara
the aAbsolute of philosophy and God of religion are not two
numerically and ontologically different entities., damkara
identifles the God of religion who by His grace grants sal=-
vation to the individual souls with the highest reality of

the Ktmano

Both Brad%éy and damkara agree in holding that the

phenomena of the world as we experience them can only be
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appéarances and not reality, both further agree in holding
that since we do experience them, they cannot be mere non-
entities, But while for Bradley, the appearances in the
form in which we experience them are the entities of which
the absolute is composed, for Samkara, the world appearance
is the Entity, the only entity that there is, viz, Brahman
as it appears to our relational consciousness, Saikara
therefore says that the world of appearance is neither
absolutely real (sat) nor absolutely unreal (asat), The
appearances are not absolutely real in the sense that in
their seeming multiplicity and separateness, they are in-
dependent realities; they are not absolutely unreal in the
sense that they are perceptions of Reality, and not of
vacuity or.nothingness, Bradley says that the Reality is

a unity qualified by diversity, It is not a homogeneous
or undifferentiated unity, In Vedantic terminology Bradley's

view would be called saprapancabrahmavada,

6.6 gamkara and spinoza s

Spinoza did not initiate a new tradition, as Samkara
aid, but his philosophy has continued to exercise conside-
rable influence on modern thought, Philosophers have been
attracted to his by the depth as well as the boldness of

his thought, Some of his conclusions were too radical and
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challenging to be accepted without modification or criti-
cism, €he most revolutionary change that spinoza intro-
duces was not in the conception of God, but in the Concep-
tion of God's causality, This is true in the case of
daikara also. éﬁth reject the transeunt causality of God
(Brahman) and affirm Immanence, At the same time, they would
not countenance, even in a small measure the modificationg
of God into things of the world, His finitisation into
phenomena, His transcendence is equally vital, These two
seemingly irreconcilable requirements are implied in the
concept of Free Appearance {(vivartavada) in the vedanta,

The world of pPhenomena freely emerges from the Universal
ground of Substance (Brahman) and does not in any way modify
it, The modes indicate God (Brahman) without congtituting.
an integral part of Him, Spinoza hold in agreement with
vedantism that = philosophy presupposes a peculiar kind of
spiritual consciousness and hence while philosophy is for
the few religion is for the common man and neither is meant
for the sceptic or the athiest, 1In Vedantic terms, Philoso-
phy requires an adhikari; like vedantism, Spinozism also is
addressed only to the initiated and not to all and sundry,
Hence instead of a clearing initial difficulties Spinoza
goes straight to the central problem, namely, the concepe-

tion of God, Like Samkara, Spinoza also would say that
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even though God is Known to us, still it is necessary to
Know Him in a gpecial way and to remove the confusions or
the variety of views that have gathered round the concep-
tion. prhilosophy does not impart but only improves our
knowledge of God, 1In the *‘Short Treatise®', spinoza argues
that God is not known though concepts or symbols,

The western thinkers uncritically take for granted
the reality of appearances and thén try to f£ind a place for
it in the bosom of the absolute, But the advaitins point
out that if the world of plurality cannot be consistently
harmonised with the concept of the absolute, it should be
relegated to illusion, The theory of vivartavada which is
intended to explain change and multiplicity really means
that there is no creation and no dissolution; the perception
of change is illusory, Thus in a real sense the concept of
the Absolute is both the end and the beginning of all phi-
losophy., Now a question arises, what is the place of cos-
mology in an Absolutism ? It is not possible to get an
explicit answer to this question in Spinoza‘'s writings,
but the vedanta does give an answer, The reason why it
becomes necessary to indulge in cosmological speculations,
inspite of the fact that creation is illusory, ls that it
is indispensable to show the dependence of the conditioned

on the Unconditioned, Otherwise, the mere affirmation of
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the Absolute as the negation of the conditioned may mean
only exclusion, as it is in the case of any two objects
such as the air and the earth, Though the air and the earth
exclude each othar, one does not militate against the exis-
tence of the othary; both can exist side by side and inde-
pendently of each other, If this were the kind of negation
obtaining between the Absolute and appearance, then both
would become real and the knowlege of the Absoclute would
not mean the realisation of the falsity of the appearance
and the spiritual ideal would become impossible, In fact
the absolute itself would no longer remain absalﬁte but
only relative, Hence it is necessary to show the dependence
of the phenomena on the Absolute, The dependence of the
Universes on Brahman serves only the purpose of showing
that the Universe is unreal or just an appearance or
vivarta, The significance oéicosmoiogy'in Absolutism {is
thus to establish the non-duality of reality by indidating
the dependence of the empirical world, B

The Vedantic solution of the Problem of One and
many may be considered as suggesting a way of reconciling,
the apparent inconsistencies in Spinoza. The Vedantic po-
sition is that Brahman causes the world, not as Brahman
or the Absolute but as Isvara, i.e, Brahman as modified

by an Upadhi, The Upadhi of Idvara is Maya and it is by



278

an Upadhi, The Upadhi of Isvara is Maydand it is by
virtue of this that He is creative and self-differen-
tiating principle but there is this difference., The
vedantins hold that the ultimate reality must be under-
stood as pure Unity, and it is only at a'lower stage that
difference should be introduced, spinoza %n so’ far as he
refrains from introducing difference in the Absolute is

in fundamental agreement with the vedanta, It is true
that he does not explicitly give us any theory like the
Maydvada for the explanation of multiplicity as Vedanta
does, still there is in Spinozism a strong hint to lead

us in the direction of Mayavada, His conception of Attri-
butes along with his view that all determination is nega-
tion gives us the necessary hint, The essence of Mayavada
is that change and miltiplicity are illusory and subjective,
they are only super-imposed on unchanging Brahman, For
Spénoza, the world is a manifestation of Thought and
Extension and these aré attributes and not effects of
substance, attributes which the 1nte11ect)perce1ves as
constitutin the essence of substance., The attributes as
wuper-inposed on substance are only subjective and hence
illusory. Considering all this it may be said that the
doctrine of attributes corresponds closely to the doctrine

of Maysa,
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667 daﬁkara and Radhakrishnan 3

Avaita of Sadkara is the basis of the religious
thought which Radhakrishnan expounds and defends., But
the Advaita which Radhakrishnan expounds and defends is
not altogather identical with that of daikara. In order
to assess the achievements of Radhakrishnan one is required
to have a clear mind as regards the principal contentions
of dJarkara and Ramanuja and of the extent to which the
Western idealistic thinkers have exercised influence on
him, Radhakrishnan is himself conscious of his reconstruce
tion of idealistic thought and of his fresh interpretation
of the advaita Vedanta of Saikara, He has himself made a
categorical affirmation that his advaita is not the advaita
of dafkara nor his idealism that of Bradley, For example,
having realized well the disqualification of Sankara‘s and
Bradley's understanding of the relation between the Absolu-
te and the world and convinced of the plausibility and
coherence of his own doctrine which is an original adapta-
tion of the view of the Upanigads, Radhakrishnan emphati-
cally observes that the way in which the relation beatween
the Absolute and God is here indicated is not the same as
that either of Samkara or of Bradley though it has appa=-
rent similarities to their doctrines, Philosophy and

religioﬁ in India have never besen cut off from each other
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but have been rather reciprocally helpful, there is no
dualism of any sori whatsoever., The problem of the Abso-
lute of philosophy and God of religion, the logic of reli-
gion and religion as such has never presented a problem or
paradox to the Indian mind, The problem of ultimate rea-
lity can be looked at from two alternative points of view
of philosophy and religion, The Upanisads show the dualism
of Absolute and God and €therefore of philosophy and reli-
gion has no sanction in the Upanisadic literature, This
is a distinction which was introduced later into vedanta
by datkara., No one can, in any way, attenuate the diffe-
rence between philosophy and religion in the vedanta of
damkara for he has unequivocally and clearly declared on
many occasions in his writtings that one who woiships\God
instead of contemplating and refle@ting upon(;he Absolute
cannot attain to salvation, ééﬁkara cannot deny the basic
foundation of experience, for-this is no clear an implica-
tion in life and consciousness that none can deny it unless

the divided consciousness bs passed over,

Reality is one and the same, although our points
éf view of looking at it méy b2 many sided., According to
" Radhakrishnan, the Absolute of philosophy and God of reli-
gion are distinctions of value and-they who contemplate on

the abstract impersonal Absolute are spiritually more
7
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advanced than those who worship God, In his “Hindu view
of Life" "Radhakrishnan says that the worshippers of the
Absolute are the highest in rank, second to them are the
worshippers of the personal God. It would be helpful in
éhis connection to give an. account of the manner in which
Radhakrishnan progressively attenuates ths difference bete
ween the Absolute and God which is the most marked or pro-
minent feature of the Advaita of Safkara. This dualism of
Absolute and God is not ths characteristic feature of the
doctrine of the Deity adumbrated in the Upanisads, Samkara
had to enunciate a prineiple of the ultimate reality com
patible with the Buddhist scheme of an impersonal universe.
In the Advaita of daikara the emphasis is more on the
Absolute, in the attenuated Advaitism of Radhakrishnan
there is more stress on the concrete character of God,

For Saitkara,Isvara or God is a phenomenal appearance of
the Absolute, Radhakrishnan even though subscribing par-
tially to this contention of Samkara, maintains that this
is nothing but the ratun of the Absolute.to its own state
of self-composure, Radhakrishnan expressly denies that God
can be a mere appearance of the absolute, To Radhakfishnan.
the difference between God and Absolute is logical and not
chronological, Radhakrishnan says that the difference bet-

ween the Absolute and God does not mean that there is a
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particulér point at which the aAbsolute moves out, The

stages are only logical but not chronologically successive,

Radhakrishnan’s remarkable advance on Sarkara's
dualistic conception or Brahman and Idvara can be a matter
of unquestionable value to those who are familiar with the
contrast drawn by Advaita Vedanta between the object of
philosophic contemplation and religlous devotion, worship
and surrender, The dualism of Absolute and God, is the
outstanding feature of éémkara'stﬁhiIOSOphy. The Upanisads
according to Radhakrishnan, lay equal emphasis on these two
conceptions of Brahman and since intellect and intuition
are for him not opposed there cannot be any fundamental
opposition between the intuitional Brahman and the intellec-
tual Brahman, The Upanisads speak with a double voice in
describing the nature of ultimate reality, They sometimes
make it the Absolute, which cannot be characterised by the
phenomenal categories, at other times they identify it with
the supreme Person whom we are to adore and worship, As
the result of this, we have two views about the nature of
the world, 1In some passages, the world is regaided as an
accident of Brahman (the Absolute) and in others as Orga-
nic to God, These two tendencies running through the
Upanigads. one which regards the Absolute as pPure Being

and makes the world an accidental appearance (Vivarta) of it,
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and the other which looks upon the Absolute as a concrete
person of whom the world is the necegsary expression, The
former view is nearer Sarkara's and the latter nearer
Ramamuja‘s, WwWhereas Safkara would discount the latter
conception, Radhaktishnan says, it presents an important
and complementary truth regarding the nature of the Absolute,
He says that the apparent opposition between them can be
overcome by adopting duality of standpoints, Radhakrishnan
says that the only intelligible reconcilliation between two
such apparently discordant notes seems to be éhrough the
device of a duality of standpoints, wWhen we rise above the
intellectual level and intuite the nature of reality, we see
that there is nothing but the absolute, and the world is
only the Absolute and the problem of the relation between
the two does not arise since the absolute and world are not
two distinct entities which require to be related, The
Absolute is looked upon as a personal God by whose power of
self expression or maya the world is sustained. The Absolu-
te as Pure - being (Saikara) and the Absolute as a person
(Ram3nuja) are the intuitional and the intellectual repre-
sentations of the one Supreme fact, As these two lines of
thought cross and recross in the Upanisads; Séﬁkara and
Ramanuja weré able to support their views from them, Samkara
adopts this device of a duality of standpoints in attempting
to harmonise the different texts of the Upanisads.
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6,8 Conclusions

whatever be the particular status of Isvara or
Saguna Brahman in the system of Vedanta and whatever the
relation in which it stands to the Absolute or Brahman, it
is certain that they are not two asgpects of one and the
same being, In the system of gamkara-Vedanta a reality
that has two sides or aspect or is the union of contradic-
tories fails ipso facto to pass for the highest reality,
Bradley is in agreement with Sarkara on the point that
to think the Absolute, is to bring it down to the level
of the relatives and khe finites, Sankara's absolute is
the Nirguna Brahman which is absolutely transcendent and
undifferentiated - transcending the campass of 2ll philo-
sophy anduall discursive thought,

’ Brahman is one which has no second, nothing outside
it, 1In order to explain the fullness of muliform existence
dafmkara makes it phenomenally determinate., Brahman, Iswara
or Jiva stand to each other as reality and appearance.
pPersonal God or Iswara is the cause of the world, the home
of contingant existences, Truth cor Brahman is one, but for
the oridinary intellect which can perceive only through the
categories of space, time and causality, the spaceless,
timeless, causeless appears as determinate Brahman, From

the Vyavaharika standpoint Isvara or the personal God acts
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as a subject to the world of objects, It is the self con-
scious subject that wills, fgwara is not the transcendental
or the Eternal subject which is indeterminate but is the
determinate Brahman which is a necessity of our empirical

emotional or devotional self,

dankara appeals to our faith in God as the creator,

maintainer and deg;royer of the Universe, He is the imma-
nent principle, the ppholder of morality and justice, God
is to be regérded as internal or immanent truth, The exis-
tence of nature cannot be explained without regarding him
as immanent, God is omniscient, Omnipotent, and all per-
vading, scriptures state that Iswara is the cause of the
world, Rather, it is Brahman in association with Maya,
that is the creator, preserver and rulep of the world,
Idwara is superior to the world, to the objects and things

of the world, dafkara maintains that Idwara associated
" with prakrti or Maya is the efficient and the material
cause of the worid, though in later Vedanta differences
arise by regarding ng either as the eff;cient or the
material cause, As creator of the Universe Iswara can
be conceived as Hiranyagarbha and virat, He is Hiranyaga-
rbha as comprising subtle bodies, subgle elements and Jivas
‘(the subtlevform.of the universe), He is known as Virat

x when he becomes the cause of the concrete universe
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(Universe is fully manifested), Thus Brahman, Iswara,
Hiranyagarbha and Virat are all one and the same reality;
but it is reality viewed from transedental and temporal
standpoint or as conceived in its ¢ tatastha and svarupa
lakgana, Self or Brahman is non-dual, but in relation

to the world it appears as Idvara, Hiranyagarbha and virat,

The world is, according to Sarkara, an appearance
and Brahman as the cause of the multiform existence is
TIévara, Brahman, the Absolute creates Isvara or God out
of his May3 and that Isvara is the cause of the spatio-

temporal world, This is Brahman's recreation or 1ila.

At last, we can say that ;t is from the phenomenal
point of view that Sankara postulates the reality of Isvara
and in a way saves his doctrine from the charge of abstract
unity or indentity. In the interest of religion, scripture
and practical life he maintained the existence of a2 con-
crete Universal which from the logical standpo{nt is riddled
with contradictions and enigmas Samkara's obstruse logic
therefore does not call it the highegt reality., Brahman
dlone is the highest reality and it is the truth of intui-
tion which is beyond description, definition or logical

explanation, The truth of intuition cannot be concretized,
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reduced into the barren categories of intellect where one
and many, identity and difference, permanence and impermaQ
nence are struggling to exist together but in vain, At
the same time an empirical phenomnél status to these

saves these from being written off as nothing.

v
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CHAPTER - VII

HASTINGS RASHDALL ANP|\|THE PROBLEM

7.1 Introduction s

The main aim of our inquiry is to make a study of
Rashdall and Sikar3dcharyya regarding the relation between
God and the Absolute, WwWe have made a study of Safkara in
the previous chapter, In this chapter we shall study

Rashdall,

Rashdall's writings are always in close contact
with the thoughts and religion of the modern world, Rash-
dall‘'s philosophical interest was not confined to the
Middle ages, He'had read the authors commonly studied
for the great school, plato and Aristotle, Hume and Kant
and Bishop Butler, He had been profoundly influenced by
the lectures of T,H., Green and by Henry Sidgwick‘®s Methods
of Ethics, Each of the special sciences deals with some
particular aspect of Reality taken in abstraction, In
moral philosophy, in so far as we are considering the
nature of the moral consciousness apart from other aspects
of Being, we are still in a sense abstract, WwWe are dealing
with a departmental science; but the discussion cannot pra-
ctically proceed for without touching upon the most ultimate

of all questions, wWe are dealing with such a large and
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fundamental aspect of ultimate Reality that it is prac-
tically impossible to deal with it thoroughly without
taking a very important steps towards the determination
of our attitude to Reality as a whole, It is impossible
that our views on the ultimate problems of Ethics should
not be influenced by our attitude towards Reality as a
whole, or that our view of Reality as a whole should not
be influenced by our attitude towards morality, It does
not form any doubt about the importance to Ethics of cer-
tain metaphysical ideas; The treatment of our subject was
not preceded by an exhaustive enquiry into the nature of
knowledge and Reality; but rather because it would have
been extremely difficult to draw the line between the spe-
cially ethical side of metaphysics and the whole of that

science.,

7.2 God_and the Absolute in Rashdall's philosophy:

®The positive conviction which dominated Rashdall's
thought on philosophical and theological questions was that
of the absolute, unqualified reality of individual persons,
minds or spirits, He did not, indeed with the late profe-
ssor Howison of the late Dr.u¢ig/Taggart - both thinkers with
whom he felt himself to be a considerable extent in sympathy-

-~ regard all such individual spirits as alike eternal. On
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the contrary, all of them but God were in his view, origi-
nally created and are preserved in being from moment to
moment by God; but, if anything be entitled to be called
by the name of ‘°substance' it is theya"1 Raghdall's
philosophical opinions had been formed at a time when the
influence of the idealistic movement, of which Green was

the principal exponent was at its height in Oxford.

Rashdall®s theology was characterized throughout
by the same conviction ﬁhaflnothing is so unquestionably
real in and for itself as a personal consciousness, The
necessity of "agsuming the existence of'a mind, in which
and for which everything that is not mind has its being."2
was to him the grand argument for the existence of God;
and such a mind he found himself unable to conceive except
as personal in the sense as that in which our minds are
personal, however immesurably superior to ours in the
‘ range of its activity, Rashdall professed himself, to be
entirely a stranger to any ‘experience’ which could be
fairly described as an ‘*immediate’ consciousness of the
Divine Being; nor, did he consider that any such !immedi-
ate' consciousness was a necessary condition of the prac-
tice of worship and prayer. It follows from his view of
God as a person by the side of other persons (although
their creator and preserver) that Rashdall could not admit

the propriety of identifying God with 'the absolute’,
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According to Rashdall, belief in God is the postu-
late 6f morality., we may be able to give some meaning to
morality without the postulate of God, but not its true [
meaning. If the existence of God is not a postulate of
all morality, i? is a postulate of a sound morality; for
1tlis egssential to that belief which vaguely gnd implicitly
underlies all moral beliefs and which forms the very heart
of morality in its highest, more developed, more explicit
forms. That belief in God involves something more than the
belief that there is a universal mind for which and in which
the moral ideal exists., There can be no meaning in the idea
of morality for a Being who is mere Thought and not will,

If human morality is a revelation, however imperfect, of the
ultimate nature of Reality, it must represent, not merely

an ideal existing in and for the mind which is the ultimate
source or ground of Reality, but also the nature of the end

towards which that Reality is moving,

Though our idea of God cannot be built upon the
basis of the moral consciousness taken by itself, the moral
consciousness does contribute one most important element to
that idea, That the universe has its ultimate ground in a
spirit who must be thought of as will, reason and feeling,
is a view which a rational ethics presupposes, but which
it cannot by itself be held to establish, It is established,
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according tolRashdall by metaphysical considerationé. A
sound system of ethics persupposes certain metaphysical
beliefs., These are, (1) we saw that certain beliefs about
the self may be described as postulates of ethics in the
first degree - that is to say, in the sense that no real
meaning whatever can be given to mortality without assuming
the truth of those beliefs, though they may not bz explicit
in every individual consciousness, (2) The belief in God
was found to be essential to the logical justification of
that idea of objective validity which is implicit in the
moral consciousness, at least in the higher stages of its
development, The idea of God may, no doubt, in particular
persons of strong moral convictions not only not be explict,

fnformally denied, The tendency of its denial

but may lie
is and must be in the long run to weaken or destroy belief
in objective Morality and so the influence of all higher
morality in the world, (3) The idea of a future life seemed
an equally essential implication of morality for those who
find it impossible to reconcile the facts of 1ife with such
a conception of God and of the world which is essential for

the rational interpretation of the moral consciousness,

To many individuals these truths, presented in an
abstract metaphysical form, have been no more apparent than

any other metaphysical truths which are really implicit in
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the thoucht of oridinary persons. Nevertheless, the
history of practical ethics tends to support the belief
that there is a real connexion between-certain principles
of action and certain metaphysical varieties. The way in
which metaphysical truths have been held by and have im-
pressed the great mass of men is in the form of, what we
call religion, Religious belief might possess an important
and beneficial moral influence without being in any sense
g.peculatively necessary to a complete and self-consistent
ethical creed,

There are soms to whom the view which has been taken
of the relation bstween religion and morality will seem to
concede too little to religion and too much to morality and
the sphere of religion are wholly distinct, the sphere of
religion being the higher of the two, The sphere of mora-
lity is that of human action, Mrality cannot reasonably
be attributed to Gods It implies the coexistence of evil
and good., It implies that some things happen which ought
not to happen; whereas from the religious point; of view
nothing can happen but that which Gé:d wills, and what God
will is what ought to happen. The good and the bad alike
contribute to the fulfilment of the divine will, It is
merely owing to the limitations of human nature that we

present some things to ourselves as bad and others as Hood.:



It may be objected that we have no rigyt to oppose
the goOdness of God to his power, as though they were dis-
tinct qualities controlling and limiting one another and
to pronounce the one unlimited and the otheg limited, Rash-
dall says that every distinction of elements or of aspects
in the divine nature based upon the analogy of human expe-
rience must necessarily be an inadequate representation of
the ultimate nature cf Reality. We can distinguish betweon
thought, feeling and willing in men; and we canno think of
the Divine Mind at all without supposing that in that mind,
there is thinking, feeling and willing or something analogous
to each of them, And yet it is impossible that thought and
feeling can be related in God as they are related in us -
that in God the object of @hought should be as it is in us,
something not actually experienced, something merely repre-
sentative of a reality without being that reality. God's
thought consists in making abstractions which necessarily
leave out so much of the actual fact, in inferences which
imply that something has become inown which was previously
unknown, Again, that feeling should be in God exactly what
it is in beings whose experience is limited and conditioned
by a material organism, And without these distinctions of
thought and feeling we cannot attach any significance to
the idea of mind and could mean mothing when we say that
God is mind or spirit., All human thinking implies
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abstraction - that is to say, the separation in thoucht of
aspects of Reality which in actual fact are not apart but
together, when we oppose God's goodness to his power, we
are using exactly the same kind of abstraction which we use
in distinguishing between feeling and thought and will in
God. The idea of ‘*infinite' or ‘unlimited’ power is a
meaningless conception., It implies an Ultimate Reality -

a wili>which has no definite characteristics or properties
at all, Aand such a concept implies a contradiction to what

we mean when we say that God is perfectly good,

Rashdall says that the moral Law has a real existence,
that there is such a thing as an absolute morality, that
there is something absolutely true or false in ethical
judgements, whether we or any number of human beings at
Iany given time actually think so or not, Such a belief
is distinctly implied in what we mean by mcrality, The
idea of such an unconditional, objectively valid, moral
law or ideal undoubtedly exists as a psychological fact,

The question baefore us is whether it 1s‘capable of Fheo—
retical justification; we must then face the question
where such an ideal exists, and what manner of existence

we are to attribute to it. Cortainly it is to be found,
wholly and completely, iﬁ no individual humaﬁ consciousness,
Men actually think differently about moral questions, and



295

there is no empirical reason for supposing, that they will
ever do otherwise, As regards matters of fact or physical
law, we have no difficulty in satisfying ourselves that
there is an objective reality, For the man who supposes
that objective reality resides in the things themselves,
our ideassbout them are objectively true or false so far
as they correspond or fail to correspond with this real
and independent archetype., Though he might be puzzled to
give a metaphysical account of the nature of this ‘*corres-
pondence! between experience and a Reality whose being is
something other than to be experienced, In the physical
region of the existence of divergent ideas does not throw
"doubt upon the existence of a reality independent of our
1deasf But in the case of moral ideals it is otherwiss,
Oon materialistic or naturalistic assumptions the moral ideal
can hardly be regarded as a real thing. Nor could it will
be regarded as a proporty of any real thing; it can be no
more than an aspiraticn, a product of the imagination,
which may be useful to stimulate effort in directions in
which we happen to want to move, but which cannot compel
respect when we feel no desire to act in conformity with
it, An absolute moral law or mpral ideal cannot exist in
material things. And it dces not (we have seen) exist in
the mind of this or that individual, Only if we believe
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in the existence of Mind for which the true moral ideal

is already in some sense real, a mind which is the source
of whatever ig true in our own moral judgements, then we
rationally think of the moralfideal which is no less real
than the world itself, Only we can believe in an absolute
standard of right or wrong, which is as independent of this
or that man's actual ideas or actual desires as the facts
of material nature. The belicf 4in God, though not {like
the belief in a real and an active self) a postulate of
there being any such things as morality at all, “A moral
ideal can exist nowhere and nohow but in a mind; an abso-
lute moral ideal can exist only in a Mind From which all
Reality is Qerived, oOur moral ideal can only claim objec~
tive validity in so far as it can rationally be regarded as
the revelation of 2 moral ideal eternally existing in the
mind of God®,> 1In fact, objective morality implies the
belief in God,

“For many minds there is something edifyiﬁg and
consoling in the idea that the human mind is literally a
part of the divine - when a man confines his attention to
saints and heroes. that may possibly be the case; and no
doubt the suggestion that he is himself a part of the Divine
mind may be welcome enough to the natural vanity of very

orddnary characters, But the attractiveness of this idea
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must surely disappear if it is duly remembered that,
according to the theory, the saint cannot be regarded

as a part of God in any other sense or degree than caesar
Borgia or the biggest historical scoundrel that has not
yet been whitewashed by some episcopal or other historian
is a part of God., For, be it be remembered when we think
of the relation between man and GCod as the relation of
part to while, we have no right to introduce differences
of degree when the human mind is thought of as a revela-
tion, or emanation, or reproduction of God, we may reason-
ably introduce such differences, Wwe may regard the human
mind as reproducing or revealing God's nature more truly
and fully than an animal, the educated European more ade=-
quately than the savage, the men of high ideals more than
the men of lower ones, the man that lives upto his ideals

more than the man who falls short of them“"s4

But if it is
a question of whole and part, we have no right to such dis-
tinctions, Wwe might no doubt talk about a smaller and a
larger part, And after all, if the question is merely one
of magnitude, the very good are probably in a minority,

and have therefore less right to be taken as representing
or revealing the true nature of God than the bad and the
mediocre, To regard every soul as equally part of God
puts an end to the possibility or regarding god as a moral

being, Of course, there are not wanting at the present
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moment philosophers who are prepared to follow out the
logic of their own pPantheism, They recognise that every
soul is equally a part of God, and therefore has as mch
right as any other to be taken as revealing the character
of the Absolute or whole of which they are parts or ®appear-
ances®, If so, good and evil must be from the point of the
whole equally essential to the perfection or good of the
whole, The idea that the good ought to be and the bad
ought not to be suppregssed must be put down to a mere error
or prejudice due to the limitations of human thought, It
is not therefore without ground that conservative theologi-
ans insist upon the tendency of a pantheising theology to
lower our practical estimate of sin and moral’ evil, after
all, it needs no every élaborate demonstration to show that
if all souls are equally part of God, God can not be an

object of moral reverence,

According to Rashdall, the awversion which religlous
minds often feel for the notion that belief in God is really
due to an inference springs from the desire to feel that we
may in prayer and religious communion come into immediate
contact with God, The warmth of friendship of family affec-
tion was surely never dimmed by the admission that after all,
one‘s knowledge of one's nearest relation or one‘'s best

friend involves an inference, So, it may be with the soul's
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approach to God; the conviction that prayer puts us into

a real relation to God may be none the less well grounded
because the belief in God, like the belief in a friend,
involves inference, There is nothing in the theory that
valid knowledge of God is inferential which need prevent
us thinking of religious knowledge, emotion - religious
experience, if we please in any of its forms or aspects -
as being due to inspiration or revelation, when we have
once reached our knowledge of God, then we must regard

all sorts of true knowledge - and in an especial sense,
all religious knowledge and spiritual insight - as implan-
ted in the human mind by God, as due (In the language of
Green) to a partial communication to us of the knowledge
which is already perfect in the Divine mind, A valid
inference may be regarded as no leass coming from God than
an immediate intuition, though doubtless in the Divine mind,
we cannot suppose that there is that distinction between
immediate apprehension and knowledgs reached by way of
inference or reflection which the partial character of our

knowledge imposes upon ourselves,

Rashdall says that by many the formilae ®God is all®™
and the like are used without the least intension of sugges-
ting that our actual thoughts, fee%}ngs and volitions are
a part of what God thinks, feels and willss By the ‘ego’
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which is part of God, they do not mean actual moments of
conscious experience, but the real thing which is the sbnrce
or ground or cause of those successive moments of conscious-
ness, Yet, such a view may be maintained in a form which
annihilates the individtal self implies in our conscious-=
ness, and there with the possibility of real self-determina-
tion, responsibility, morality. The existencé of the per-
manent individual self is inded as much an immediate dgtum
of consciousness as the existence of its successive conscious
states, If all that is meant is that the individual self is
not an ®*independent soui“, i.e. that it has the ground alike
of its beginning and of its continued existence from moment
to moment in an existence larger than itself, then this
assertion is unobjectionable, we may, therefore, if we
please talk of a unity of substance underlying the diffe-.
rence between God and man, and between one individual and
another; or of a single mind as the ground or cause of all
that is, We may reasonably, infer that the consciousness
which God communicates to His creatures is like His own,

in proportion to the degree of their capacity, - Even a mind
that is merely conscious of pleasure and pain must have
something in it like the consciousness of God., And in

the higher acﬁievements of the human mind we may reasonably

discern a gradual revelation of the world as God thinks it,
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since all knowledge is from the idealistic point of view

a kind of revelation,

The idea of the Divine Immanence would be harmless
enough if it mesant merely to assert that there is certain
comminication of the Divine knowledge to the human mind,
and the consequent possibility in moral and religious expe-
rience of a real communion between God and men, Human mind
may well enough be spoken of in Green's language as “"repro=-
ductions® of the universal self-consciousnegs and in the
language of an older philosophy as "emanations®™ or "sparks®
of the Divine mind, But there is nothing in all this to
" justify is part of God, The reproduction of a statue is
not identical with its model; the emanation is not iden-
tical with that from which it was an emanation; the spark
when once it has become a spark is no longer part of the
parent fire, when once it is admitted that the actual
human consciousness is not the same as God's or part of {it,
we cannot justify the stahement'“eod is all", A divine
mind is not in the strict philosophical language the
Infinite, if there is someéthing which is not., For the
theist nothing has an independent self-sufficient existence
apart from God; in that sense, we may if we like speak of
God as the Infinite, But the world is one without which

we could get on just as well, If we refuse to call God
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the Infinite, we shall inevitably be asked whether He is
finite; and if we say that He is, we shall be éupposed to
believe in some eternally co-existent entity spatially

outside Him, and resisting His activities;

Iet us ask whether we can properly speak of God
as immanent in the material universe., The assertion that
*god ié immanent® is usually taken as equivalent to the
assertion, "God is all®" of ®"God is everything"- carrying
with it the implication, “Nothing exists but what is God®,
But this is not the obvious meaming of the words when we
say that one thing is or abides in another, we imply that
there is a distinction between the two;' Popular thought
regards the soul as immanent in the body, but it does not
regard soul and body as identical; If we are to understand
the idea of Divine, immanence as implying.that God dwells
in matter as the mind dwslls in the body, the metaphysician
must protest that mind cannot occupy Space£ No doubt there
is a sense in which we may say that mind is, where it 8cts;
and in that sense there is no harm in saying that the mind
is in the body, and that God is in.tﬁg world, pervading
every part of it by this continuous acéivity. so far the
"immanence®” doctrine expresses a most important truth, But
that is not what is meant by the term as employed by Philco-

sophers or Philosophic theologians, They mean definitely
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to say not so much that God is inside the world as that
the world is inside God, If we accept the ordinary dua-
lism of the common-sense theist and believe thatmatter is
a real thing which might have a being of its own quite
independently of its presence to any mind, then to say
that, "God is all" would mean, ®God is a name which we
give to a collection or agpregate consisting of two diffe-
rent things, "sSpirit and mattera. The only objection to
such a mode of expression is that we want another word to
denote the universal spirit by which the material world
was created and sustained. It would therefore be more con-
venient and natural to reserve the word for the creative
and sustaining spirit, and to call the aggregate (matter

plus spirit)®The Universe”,

The idea that every human being is a part of God,
is one idea which is very widely diffused among the pro-
fessed philosophers, and when clothed in the language of
poetry or edification it is ons which finds a ready accep-
tance with a certain class of minds not spatially conversa-
nt with technical metaphysics. If @od be first defined
as ®the ultimate RrReality™, or the absolute, as ®"the
Infinite®, it is easy to show that the individual minds,
if they are real at zll must be parts of the ultimate
Reality, the Absolute or the Infinite, And there are of

— A | .
S
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course, philosophers who is maintaining that we are parts
of God mean simply that God is a name for the sum of indi-
vidual minds, But Rashdall approaching the subject from
the point of view of those who are not satisfied by such

a conception of God, who believe that God is a conscious
spirit who wills, thinks, feels, or at least has a consci-
ousness which can only be understood by us as somathing
analogous to the experiences which we {fall thinking,
willing and feeling in ourselves, From this point of view
the question is whether any meaning can be attached to the
assertion that the Divine mind includes a number of diffe-
rent consciousness, The contention that such an inclusion

is unmeaning and unthinkable,

"To me, it appears quite clear - clearer than
almost any other truth in the whole universe of knowledge-
that every moment of consciousness is in its own nature
absolutely unique, My thoughts, feelings, emotions, are
for ever mine and not another's; or rather (to avoid all
difficult gquestions about the nature of personality) 1
would say, they are for ever themselves and not anything
else, Another person may feel or think what I feel or
think; but then there are two thoughts or feeling not one,
Even my own knowledge of them, after they are gone, is not

the same feeling and thought which I once experienced“.s
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By a two-fold\argument Rashdall proves the exig-
tence of God as the unity of self-consciousness. The
first argument is that éhe world, that we know, exists
in our experience and we cannot say that the world, that
we know, exhausts all possible worlds, For long bafore
we were born and long after we shall be dead, there must
have been and will be other worlds which far transcends
the world of our knowledge. To unify all these worlds,
the present world of ours and the larger world of which
our wowld is a fraction, there must be a consciousness
inclusive of but indefinitely larger than, any of our
finite and that consciousness is God, sSecondly, our moral
consciousness certifies to the existence of an absolute
moral ideal contrasted with our ideals which are relative,
and the absolute moral ideal presupposes for its existence
a supremely moral self who is god, From these metaphy-
sical and moral grounds we conclude that god as the unity
of consciousness unifying individual consciousness, must
exist, But this does not prove that God is identical with
the Absolute, for the Absolute though including God and all
other consciousness, but a community of selves, Hence the
Absolute may include God and finite gpirits, but yet need

not be itself a unity of self-consciousness.
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If we are to speak of the Absolute at all, we must
according to Rashdall, understand by it God and created
splrits taken together, That these last should be in
God and God in them in any but a figurative sense, AaAnd
hence he had no sympathy whatever with mysticism, and
looked upon any approach to it as a threat to truly ethical
religion - and his own religion was before all things ethi-
cal - just because mysticism seemed to imply the possibi-
lity of transcending the distinction between the personal
consciousness of God and the personal consciouaness of men,
and thus to be danger of including with the former the evil

which was often unquestionably present in the latter,

It might perhaps have been expected that, with
this bias, he would have insisted on the freedom of the
human will from determination by the divine; for the belief
in such determination has served to express for minds of a
certain cast that passion for self-identification with the
one Ultimate Reality, which underlines also the aspiration
of the mystics properly so called, But Rashdall had, by
the time that he finished his Theory of Good and Evil,
become definitely.-a determinist, It must be borne in mind
that he was only enabled to reconcile thié determination
with his denial that the evil present in human wills and

actions had its source in God by his refused to regard God
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as in the strict sense of the word omnipotent, The will

of God was wholly good; and all other beings with wills

owed their‘existence to His will; but there were, "eternal
necegsities which are part of His own eternal nature”6 which
rendered it impossible for Him to accomplish all the good
which would be in the abstract desirable, This is not the
place either to defend or to criticize this view; but it
would not be fair to leave it without pointing out that,

in holding it, Rashdall would have strenumously denied two
other views with either of which it might easily be confoun=-
ded, On the one hand, he would not have allowed that there
was any independent and not wholly tractable material which
the creator found ready to His hand fashioned to His purposes
as best He might, for, as we have seen, nothing could, in
Rashdall's judgement, be intelligibly said to exist which
was not either a conscious mind or an object of conscious-
ness., On the other hand, the thought which underlies the
famous hymn O felix culpa quae talem et tantum meruit
habere Redemptorm was utterly repugnant to him., The actual
world is presumably the best world possible, the ‘necegsi-
ties' being what they are, but it is not the best that God
or even we ourselves could and do desire, "I could wish®
says Rashdall in so many words, "the universe were better
than it is; and, 1f, God be the God who is revealed to us

by our moral consciousness, He wishes that too“.7
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when we pass from the question of the existence of
God to the specially Christian doctrine of the Trinity,
Incarnation and Atonement Rashdall has dealt with these
fully in his published work and has made his position
abundantly clear, Rashdall was conscious that in holding,
that he was far from merely employing‘traditional language
in som2 vague sense, regardless of what it meant to those
who had formulated it, that he had given the most exact
attention to the classical statements of the catholic dogma,
and was convinced that allowances being made for the diffe-
rent philosophical terminology of the age in which it had
taken shape, He was in far closer agreement with it than
many who, being content to use current phrases without
further enquiry., He enjoyed the repute of orthodoxy while
in fact their conceptions were really by no means in accord
with those classical statements in some important respects.
For, if they had cared to be at the pain of thinking out
what was in their minds - and it was the hardihcod of st.
Thomas and other great medieval schoolmen in doing this
that drew Rashdall so much to them, They would have found
that they were envisaging the man Jesus as existing, before
He was conceived in the womb of His mothery; and that, ignor-
ing st. augustine's remark that the word 'person’' was used
in the statement of the doctrine of the Trinity not to
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express what we mean by it on other occasions, Rashdall

was perfectly ready to show that his conception of christ's
divinity was completely orthodox, judged by the most exact-
ing standard of orthodoxy. He was well aware that the person
of Christ occupled as a matter of fact in his own religious
thought and practice, a relatively larger place than in that
of some who were never chargad with denying His divinity,
because although the God He worshipped was according to him,
at bottom rather the pPlatonic Idea of the Good or the Hege-
lian Absolute than the God and Father of our Lord Jesus
Christ, They were for that very reason less explicit than
himself in stating what precisely was their conception of
that divinity, and were content to fall back upon acquiscence
in traditional language without committing themselves to any
detailed examination of it, For himself, it was God as
revealed in Christ whose worship and service was the absor-
bing interest of his life, Although he was quite without
any leaning toward the extravagant and according to catholic
standards, heterodox christocentricism of Ritschlians like
Herrmann who would deny that, to christians at any rate,

God is revealed at all through any other channel than the
historical Jesus and the church which he founded, He never
wavered in his recognition of the uniqueness and supremacy
of the ethical standard set by our Lord's teaching and

example,
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All thoughts of Rashdall is of course illustrated
in his christology. It made him welcome the idea that God's
crowning manifestation of Himself to men should be found in
a personal character and life, On the other hand it made
him unwilling to lay any such stress on the word ‘person’
as used of the three ‘persons® of the Trinity as is done by
those who would see in this use of it the suggestion that
the eternal life of God is essentially social; for this seem-
ed to involve either a recognition of three Gods or an inclu-
sion of one conscicusness within another, such as he on all
occasions consistently maintained to be inconceivable and
unintelligible, we must note also that this same ‘persona-
lism® carried with it a constant emphasis on the doctrine
of individual immortality as essential to any religion
which would "justify the ways of God to men®. Here too
Rashdall was conscious of being more nearly at one with
the tradition of chrigtian teaching than were many prea-
chers and theologians whose silence or ambiguous language
respecting a future life reflects a wide spread failure of
belief in, and even of desire for; such a prolongation of
individual conscious existence beyond the grave as in an
earlier generation formed perhaps the most conspicuous fea-

tures of the popular religious ereged in christian countries,
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Rashdall insists that all the experiences or objects
of the divine thought must be conceived of as willed, no
less than thought.and therefore are not to be distinguished
from God's own being in the way in which the involuntary
and often painful experiences of ourselves have to be dis-
tinguished from the self which knows them; To think of the
world (with som2 idealists) as though it were an eternal
complement ¢to God -~ a sort of siamese twin to wvhich He is
eternally and inseparably annexed but which is something
other than the content of his will, is to forget our Idea-
lism and still more to forget our *Monism®, The Dualism
is no less Dualism because we are told that the subject is
as nécessary to the object as the object to the subject,

If the object be thought of as something which exists quite
independently of being willed by the mind which is compe-
lled to know it but which may yet be constrained to pronounce
it very bad, Rashdall says, "when God ceases to be thought
of as active power, He soon comes to be regarded as merely
an abstractions if He is still spoken of as “thought®,

that is merely an abstract way of representing all the true
thought of all the individual thinkers in the universe as

if they wers all held together in a system by an actual
consciousness, However adhorent this tendency would have

been to the egsentially religious mind of such a man as

N “1 = — ~'
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Green, that is the natural development of a philosophy
which really banishes the idea of activity not merely
from its idea of God but in truth from its conception

of the universe as a whole“.8

But some will insist, not merely that God must
have a world to know, but that neither God nor the world,
nor the two taken together, can be regarded as the Absolute
being, God + His thoughts, subject + object does not
satisfy our demand for unity, The Absolute must be both
subject and object, It must be that which it knows, It
must transcend the distinction between subject and object,
It must be both at once nor a third thing that is neither,
fo this Rashdall answers : “If all that is meant is that
what God knows (putting aside for the present other spirits
and their experiepces) must be in a sense part of Himself,
within His own being, I admit that that is so (If what He
thinks is also what He wills) but I should contend that
such an admission does not get rid of the distinction bet-
ween subject and object nor is it inconsistent with perso-
nality. If what is meant is that there is a kind of third
being unlike the only two kinds of being which we have any
reason to believe in - neither thinker nor thought, neither
subject nor object, neither that which exists for self nor

that which exists for other I answer that the supposition
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is wholly gratutiousy; and that it is, indeed, one to which
no real meaning can be attached.. It is open to all the
objections which have been so copiously hurled at the-
Kantian *Noumena', at the Spencirian *Unknowable’, at the
crude *matter’ of the *'Naive Realist'., we do not really
solve difficulties by chucking contradictions into the
Absolute and saying 'Be ye reconciled there, for we are
quite sure ye cannot be reconciled here' Mr, Bradley's
Philosophy of the Absolute, however brilliant his genious,
howe;er invaluable the stimulus which he has given to meta-
physical thought in the attempt to construct it, is ( I
venture to suggest), an attempt to fuse two wholly contra-
dictory and irreconcilable lines of thought - the idealistic
and the spinozistic, The idea that thought (thinker) can
be an attribute or edjectives of something which is neither
thought nor thinker, is wholly inadmissible to one who sees,
as clearly as does Mr¢ Bradley that nothing exists but

expex:d.ence.'“9

It is objected that we have no right to attribute
the idea of will to God. Of course, there is much in our
experience of volition which &elongs to our limitations -
sometimes even to our animal organisms, There is sometimes
a disposition to find the essence of will in the sense of

effort - a mere matter of muscular sensation, But that is



not the essence of will, Our volition is the only experi-
ence which enables us to give concrete embodiment to the
purely a priority conception of casualty, which includes
both final cause and efficient cause, We know why a thing
happened, when we know (1) that it realised an end which
reason pronounces to have valve, and (2) what was the force
or, we will say, the real bsing which turned that and from
a mere idea into an actuality, i.e, the actual experience
of some soul., Doubtless, Rashdall‘'s definition involves a
circle ¢ for causality or activity is an ultimate category
which cannot be defined, If Idealism, be true, this force
or active reality must be som2 kind of conscious being
such an active consciousness as we are aware of in ourselves
will supply us with at least so@éthing more than a merely
symbolical expression for the union of force or power or
activity with a consciously apprehended end. ' Even apart
from this argument from causality, the mere fact that mind,
as know it, is always will as well as thought, would be a
sufficient ground for inferring by analogy that, 1if God is
the suprem2 source of being or mind, He too must be no

less than Thought,

The idealistic argument leads upt a view of the
universe which finds all reality in souls and their expe-

riences, It remains to ask what is the relation between
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these souls or spirits, To account for the world as a mere
object of knowledge we have found it necessary to regard one
of these spirits, God, as omniscient and eternal, and there-
fore as sul generis, incomparably superior to human intelli-
gence with their partial and limited knowledge and still
more limited capacities of action., wWe have found it nece-
ssary to regard him as causative, as causing those expe-
riences of the other souls of which their own wills are

not the caugse and as co-opeérating in some senge with vhate
ever causality is exercised by human wills, In the second
place, our souls in all their experiences are dependent upon
modifications of a bodily organism which from our point of
view must boe regarded as due to the thought and will of God,
The dependence upon God of the bodily organism carries with
it the dependence upon Him also of the spirits to which such
bodies are organic, To suppose, the souls independent of
God could involve, according to Rashdall, either the mons-
trous idea of a purely causal coincidence between the retrea-
ting brow and the limited intelligence or a no less appall=-
ing and arbitrary scheme of pre-established harmony, And
thirdly, the}whcle contrast between the know limits of human
knowledge and the inferred omniscience of God prepares us
by analogy for a corresponding contrast between an etermal

or unoriginated mind and minds which are originated and
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dependent, The mind whose knowledge is partial and pro-
gressive May well have a beginning.s Experience gives us
no evidence for pre-existence and we are not justified in
going beyond experience except in so far as in necessary

to explain experience,

8Tf the *reality' be taken to mean self sufficing
reality, a baing underived from and independent of all other
beings, we may admit that such reality cannot be ascribed
to the finite self, and can only be ascribed to the whole
- to the whole kingdom of selves taken in their relation
to one another and to God, who is one of the selves and the
source of them., we do not get to any fuller or deeper rea-
lityrby supposing an existence® in which God or the Absolute
no longer distinguishes himself from the selves, or the
selves from God. wWithout any such unintelligible confusgsion
there will remain a very real sense inlwhich the being of
the originated souls may be regarded és derived from, and
even if you like, therefore, in the sense of forming objects
of the divine thought, included in the Divine Being., But
if we use such language, we must make it plain that the
knowledge of the f£inite self by God does not exhaust its
being as is the case with the mere object, It is the know-

ledge of them that is in God. God must know the self, as
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a self which has a conscliousness, an experience, a will
which is its own - that is, as a being which is not iden-

tical with the knowledge that He has of it“.lo

In short, all the conclusions which are applicable
to each particular self in his relation to another seems
to be equally applicable to the relation between God and
any other spirit, Undoubtedly, God may, must have an in-
finitely deeper and complete knowledge of every one of us
than any one of us has of another. Each of us is but
imperfectly personal., God alone (as Lotze maintained)
fully realises the ideal of personality; and that higher
personality, that complete knowledge of self must carry with
it much more knowledge of other gelves than to us is attain-
ing his knowledge of other selves by the clumsy processes
of inference or analogy by which we so imperfectly enter
into the consciousness of others, It is doubtless that
pleasure, pain, colour, sound, volition must be in God
something different from what they are to us, and yet even
for God such a knowledge of other selves must be in some way
dependent upon a likeness (i.e, partial identity of content)
between his experience of ours., God must be thought of as
feeliﬁg, pleasure and pain also, or something like pain, as
loving persons and hating evil, as willing the good and so on,

God's thought can as little be exactly what our thought is as
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our joys and sorrows can Qe exactly what his are, Yet
imperfect knowledge is still knowledge, or we should have
to confegs that we know nothing at all, and it is arbi-
trary, out of the three distinguishable but inseperable and
mutually dependent aspects or activities of self-conscious
being as known to us - will, thought, feeling, to select
one, namely thought and to call that God,.-

Now a question arises, how can one self know another
self not merely as it is for other but as it is for itself?
It might be enough to plead that the difficulty is not made
by the theory of a Universal consciousness which includes
all particular self and the Universal self, it would not
explain how one particular self knows another particular
self, Rashdall says, ”Ii seemg to me as ultimate part of
our experience that from self-knowledge we do by inference
infer the existence of other selves which are for themselves
as well as for us; and philosophy has nothing to do but to
record and systematize the way we actually think“.11 Again
®If I cannot distinguish between my feeling and my knowledge
that I feel, naturally I cannot know that another feels;
and when we have abstracted from my total consciousness
the feeling element, the knowledge element taken by itself
can be very plausibly identified with the mere abstract

content of knowledge, which is no doubt precisely the same
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for any number of selves who think the something, and
therefore the same for God and for the other minds whom

God knows but is not, It may be plausibly identified with
it, but it is not really the same thing. PFor there will
still remain the difference between the content of my know-
ledge and the actual knowing consciousness. The knowledgs
taken apart from the feeling and the willing is no doubt
'an abstraction; it is only an aspect of the single Ego that

feels, wills and knows".12

According to Rashdall, everything that is real is
finite, God is certainly limited by all other beings in the
Universe, that is to say, by other selves, in so far as He
is not those selves, He is not limited by anything which
does not ultimatelf proceed from his own Nature or will or
power, That power is doubtless limited, and in the frank
recognition of this limitation of pPower lies the only solu-
tion of the problem of Evil which does not either destroy
the goddness of God or destroy moral distinctions altoge-
ther, He is limited by his own eternal, if we like ‘nece-
ssary' nature - a nature which wills eternally the best which
that natu®e has in it to create, The limitation is therefore,
what Theologians has often called a ‘gelf-limitation; pro-
vided only that this limitation must not be regarded as an

arbitrary self-limitation, but as arising from the presence
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of that idea of the best that is eternally present to a
will whose potentialities are limited, that idea of the
best which to Platonising Fathers and schoolmen became
the second person of the Holy Trinity. The truth of the
world is then niehter monism in the pPantheising sense of
the word, nor Pluralism; the world is neither a single
Being, but @ One mind who gives rise to many. We may of
course describe the whole collection of these beings as one
Reality, but after all the Reality, whether eternally or
only at one particular stage of its development, is a

community of persons,

®The {ndigposition to admit that souls, have an
existence which is not merged in that of God, seems to
arise largely from the fact that philosophers have imposed
upon, themselves and others by the trick of simply assuming
(without pro6f) an identity, between God and the philosophi-
cal *Absolute! and then arguing that if any of the attribu-
tes ascribed by theology or religion or commonsense to God
are inconsistent with what is implied in the conception of
‘the Absolute, no such being as the God of Religion can
exist, Personality is undoubtedly inconsistent with the
idea of the Absolute or Infinite Being, and therefore it

is assumed that God is not J?ersonal“.13
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The arguments of Idealism, according to Rashdall,
go to prove that over and above our sculs there exists such
a Being.as Theologiéhs. when they have unintelligently aped
the language of philosophies not their own have commonly
understood by God., The @&bsolute, therefore, if we must
have a phrase which might well be dispenged with, consgsists
of God and the souls, including, of course, all that God
and other souls know or experience, The Absolute is not a
simple aggregate formed of these spirits, as each of them
is if taken apart. from the rest, but a society in which
each must be taken with all its relations to the rest -
as being what it is for other., This leaves quite open
the question what is the nature of those relations., It
will be quite as true that "the absolute is a society” in
our view as it is in the view of the pluralists who make
souls coeternal with God, or as in the view of Mcfaggart,
who makes Reality consist of coeternal souls without God,
only in our view God at a certain point of time caused the
souls to exist; or by an eternal act, causes that at a cer-~
tain time they shall appear in the time - series, The
absolute, we may say, becomes a society; or if we like to
think of everything that is to bs as having as existence
already in some sense in the Absolute, we may say that the

aAbsolute etermally is a God who persists throughout time
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together with selves who are eternally present to the mind
of God, But who begin to have their real being, in accor-

dance with his will, at particular moments of time,

"If it be urged that the existence of conditions
limiting the possibilities of the divine will is inconsis-
tént with the idea of a God who is infinite, 1 answer thgt
neither religion nor morality, nor again, reasonable philo-
sophy has any interest in maintaining the infiniteness of
God in the sense in which a certain tradition of the schools
is accustomed to assert it. The limitation must not be
conceived of as a limitation imposed by the existence of
some other ‘*being® - some other spirit or a *'matter! with
definite properties and an intractable nature of its own,
The suggestion that a limits necessarily springs from with-
out is due to that ever present source of metaphysical error,
the abuse of spatial metaphor, The limitation rust be con-
ceived of as part of the ultimate nature of things, All
that really exists must have éome limits to its existence".14
and the ultimate nature of things means, for the Idealist,
the nature of God, All that we are concerned with from
the ethical point of view is that God should be regarded
as willing a universe tﬁat is the best that seems possible
to a Mind to whom all the possibilities of things are known,
and who wills the existence of all that is actual because
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he knows it to be best. %A god so conceived is not the
traditional Infinite or Absolute of philosophy. The
Absolute is the being which alone truly is and of which

all other beings may be treated as attributes or predi-
catess our consciousness cannot intelligibly be treated

as the mere attribute or predicate of another consciousness.
The Infinite is that Being besides which and beyond which
no being exists : our consciousness cannot intelligibly be
treated as included in or a part of a divine consclousness,
though undoubtedly there ig‘a totality of Being in which

both are comprehended“.15

The notion that God includes in Himself all the
individual selves of the Universe seems to have arisen
chiefly from a forgetfullness of the essential difference
be?ween our knowledge of a thing and our knowledge of other
selves. A thing &s simply what it is for the mind that
knows ity it exists for other, nor for itself, what it is
for the experience of a mind is therefore its total being,
The essential characteristics of a consclous self is that
it exists not for others only, but for itself, 1Its true
being is not merely what it is for another mind that knows
it, but what it is for itself, Uniqueness belongs to the
very essence of consciouanéss. The ‘'content' of thg con-

sciousness may be common to many mindsy but this is only
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becacee,e"ccutenff.COnsists'cf abstratt UniversaleQualg-
tiee taken apart from the being whose experiernce they
describe, The content is ‘common® to many minds just be-
cause in speaking of it we have made abstraction of the
uniqueness which belonged to the experience when it was
living, pnesent, conscious experience, not yet reduced to
-abstract universals by the analytic work of thought. Two
minds may experience as we say. ‘the same sensat:.on, because,
B in calling the sensation the same, we have made abstrection
of the fact that two-peop;e have experienced it; Thoughts.
" as abstcact contents areiccemon toemeny‘minde; tﬁinking as
a psychelogical phenomenenlis elweys peculier»to one mind,
' But the Reaiity of the wcfid is noc ahstract content, kut

' 1iving experience.

“The Absolute cannot be identified with God, so
‘long as God is thought of as a‘self-cohscious Being, The
Absolute must include God and all other consciousness, not
as isolated and unreleted‘beings, but as intimately related
(in whatever way) to Him and to another and as forming
with Him a system or unity, And; in so far as God is né:
lany of these spirits (when once they have come into being), |
'hdwever;~they may be ultimetely related te Him, He is not,
in the most obvious sense cf the word, infinite. wWe may,

if we like, call God infinite in the sense that there is
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no other Being but yhat proceeds uyltimately from His will

and has its source or ground in Himy and this seems to be

all that is meant by many of those who are attached to the
term; but the term infinite would seem more properly to

belong to that Absolute which, includes God and other spirits".16
It may even be doubted whether it is well to apply the term
infinite to anything but space and time (which are not real
beings) and whether it is possible to apply it to anything
that has real being without being more or less misled in our
interpretation of the term by the analogy of space and time,
There must b2 a2 definite amount of Being in the world, Aaccor-
ding to Rashdall, metaphysical and ethical consideration
alike requires us to recognize a real distinction between
Cod and the lesser spirits who derive their keing from him,k
yet remain in intimate relation to and dependence upon Him,
and with Him make up{totality of real beings in the world,
°If we must use a word which micht will be dispensed with,
God and the gpirits are the Absolute - not God 2lone. To-
gether they form a unity, but that unity is not the unity

of self=consciousnessy nor can it, without serious danger

of misunderstanding, be thought of as evenianalogous to that
personal vnity which is characteristic of consciousness in

the highest form in which we know it“,17
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7.3 dafkara and Rashdall 3

According to Rashdall, belief in God is the pos-
tulate of morality, We may be able to give some meaning
to morality without the postulate of God, but not its true
meaning. If the existence of God is not a postulate of
all morality, it is a postulate of a sound morality; for
it is essential to that belief which Vaguely and implicitly
underlies all moral beliefs and which forms the very heart
of morality in its highest, more developed, more explicit
forms, That belief in God involves something more than the
belief that there is a Universal mind for which and in which
the mpral ideal exists. There can be no meaning in the
ideal of morality for a Being who is msre thought and not
will, If human morality is a revelation of the ultimate
nature of Reality it must represent not merely an ideal
existing in and for the mind which is the ultimate source
or ground of Reality, but also the nature of the end towards
,which that Reality is moving. The belief in God was found
to be essential to the loglcal justification of that idea
of objective validity which is implicit in the moral cons-
ciocusness at least in the higher stages of its development,
Oon the other hand, to Safikara Isvara is the determinate

. Brahman, Samkara takes up the so called proof for the
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existence of God, the epistemological,. the cosmological

and the physicotheological and shows their futility, The
events are inter¢onnected in a system is the assumption of
common sense and science, which is increasingly confirmed

by experience though never realized in its entirely, For
there is much in the world which never directly enters

into our experience, A complete apprehension of reality

as a whole can justify the Bypotehsis as a whole that Cod

is and he is the creator of ali,. Our human experience is
incapable of apprehending the world in its entirely achieve

a harmony of pure being which restlegss infinitude, The
logical bkelief that all facts beslong to a system and expreéss
the mind of God is only an idea; Samkara in his commentary
brings together the cosmological and the teleological argu-
ments, Every effect has a cause, Ve cannot trace the world
with its order and desiogn to non - sentient pradhana or atoms
or a being subject to rebirth to its own nature, The Univérse
has its roots in being, has its basis in being and is esta-
blished in being, This being according to Saikara transcénds
all distinctions of subject and object and yet when we speak
of Brahman we have to use empirical forms, when Viewed as

the creator and governor of the Universe Brahman is said to

be the personal God.
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In Rashdall's View We found that the Absolute
cannot be identified with God., The Absolute must include
God and all other consciousness not as isolated and Unre-
lated beings, but as intimately related to Him and to
another and as forming with Him a system or unity. The
philosophic ‘'Absolute' or 'Ultimate Reality' no doubt
includes m2; but the philosophic Absolute is not what
the religious consciousness means by God,K Mystics have no
doubt aspired to a union with God in which personality or
selfhood is lost, I will not attempt now to examine the
reasonableness or the plety of such an aspiration, I will
only point of that the very fact that it was to them an
object of aspiration shows that they believed that at one
time such an identity did not exist, and they have always
very emphatically held that the way to it was steep and
difficult and the goal was one which few can reach, Such
experiences therefore supply no evidence in favour of the
idea that every human and aimal consciousness is a part of
God. The idea seems at bottom to arise from that fertile
source of philosophic error - the abuse of spatial meta-
phor®!® we may, if we like call God infinite in the sense
that there is no other Being but what proceeds ultimately
from this will and has its source or ground in Him and this
seems to be all that is meant by many of those who are
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attached to the term but the term infinite wovld seem more
properly to belong to that Absolute which includes God and
other spirits, According to Rashdall metaphysical and ethi-
cal consideration alike requires us to recognize a real dis-
tinction between God and the lesser spirits who derive their
being from Him, yet remain in intimate relation to and depen-
dence upon Him and with Him make up totality of real beings
in the world., 1If we must use a word which might well be
dispensed with, God and the spirits are the Absolute = not
God alone., Together they form a unity, but that unity is
not the unity of self consciousness, nor can it, without
serious danger of misunderstanding, be thought of as even
analogous to that personal Unity which is characteristic of
consciousness in the highest form in which we know it, For
daflara, Brahman is one which has no second., Personal God
is the cause of the world, Brahman is one, but for the
ordinary intellect that can perceive only through the cate-
gories of space, time and causality, the spaceless, timeless,
causeless appears as determinate Brahman, From the Vyava-
harika standpoint Isvara or the personal God acts as a
subject to the world of objects, Isvara is not the trans-
cendental or the Eternal subject which is ideterminate but
is the determinate Brahman which is a necessity of our

empirical, emotional or devotional self, damkara appeals

=
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to our faith in God as the creator, maintainer and des-
troyer of the Universe, He is the immanent principle,

the upholder of morality and justice, dafkara maintains
that Tsvara associated withqgéyé is the efficient and the
material cause of the world, As creator of the Universe
Tévara can be conceived as Hiranyagarbha and Virat, Thus
Brahman, Tévara, Hiranyagarbha and vir&t are all one and

the same reality but it is reality viewed from transcenden-
tal and temporal standpoint, Brahman or the Absolute is

non - dual but in relation to the world it appears as Isvara,

Hiranyagarbha and virat,

7 o4 Conclusipn 3

Raghdall's is a movel attempt in the western mora-
list tradition, It is very bold also, if we understand his
religious background, Christianity does not allow a separa-
tion, even notionally, between God and the Absolute, 1In
fact the whole exercise is so new that it places Rashdall

a class apart from other philosophers,

The ultimate being is one, a single power, a single
Being which is manifested in a plurality of consciousness,
one consciousness which is omniscient and eternal and many

consciousness which are of limited knowledge, which have a
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beginning and some of which, it is possible to.have an end,
we may, if we like, regard all separate content of conscious-
ness as the particulars, Rashdall is anxious to ascribe
personality to God and since he thinks personality involvés
contrast between the self-hood of the person and the other
selves, he has made a separation between the absolute and
God as a person. Rashdall is trenchant in his separatist
conception of the relation between God and the Absolute,
The ground of his separation between God and the Absolute
is that, while God is to be regarded as a self-~consclous
unity of selves or spirits, the Absolute is the unity of
God and the selves; but that unity is not the mere unity
of self conscious spirit resembling McTaggart®s Absolute

which is the impersonal unity of persons, .

Besides this logical ground which makes Rashdall
to distinguish between God and the absolute, there is a
religious demand which also compels man to make such disti-
nction, There is that logical unassailability of the
concept of the Absolute, there is the relié?bus surrender
to a personal God, whereas the head demands an impersonal
Absolute, heart demands a personal God, one responding to

our prayers and worships.
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It is wrong to assume that Rashdall degrades God

to a human level, From the religious standpoint, He is

still the supreme, though, out of an absolutist necessity,

He is perforce to be supposed to be less real than the

Absolute and limited in that sense,
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CHAPTER- VIII

CONCLUS ION

In the foregoing chapters we have made an enquiry
into the problem of God and the Absolute as we get it in
many religious and philosobhical standpoints. We have covered
the Indian and the Greek traditions as far as we could. We

\__../\____\
have made a close study of the absolutists like Plotinus,
Spinoza, Bradley, Radhakrishnan as also Rashdall, apart

from dwelling on many related issues pertinent to the prob-

lem, Now in this chapter we shall bring together our find-

ings in the form of conclusions,

8.1 The Absolute is an existent entity which is admitted
by ontology, The Absolute is taken as containing within
itself all realm of values, With our imperfect insight into
modality., We find that there are alternative Absolutes; but
to our perfect insight into modality, there are not such
alternatives. The Absolute is the ultimate reality from
the philosophical standpoint, On the other hand, God is the
ultimate reality from the religious standpoint. The belief
in God is as old as man's relaiion to the world, God is

experienced by the devotee, Without the concept of God,
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-religious experience cannot be explained. In religion, we
stand in personal relation to some highef entity, ?here
cannot be two ultimate realiti;s, which one is the ultimate,
this is the central issue involved in the p#oblem of God

and the Absolute.

8.2 There are two different ways of looking at the
Infinite in the Upanisads. One of the ways describes Brah-
man as a homogeneous non~composite consciousness, i.e.,
perfection without a second., It is negatively described as
neti neti (Via negatiJ%). The Upanisadic seers trace all
that exist to Brahman. There are several passages in the
Upanisads that declare that Brahman transforms Itself into
the world of things and It is also the material cause of
the world. The Absolute in the Upanisads is not always a
metaphysical abstraction.urhe seers donot appears to be
assured of Its nature, They sometimes make It the Absolute
which can not be characterised by the phenomenal categories,
at other times they identify It with the supreme person
whom we are to adore and wofship. The seers of.the Upani-
sads have not made a clear-cut distinction between God and

the Absolute. No doubt, they have raised the problem ;
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regarding the reality as God and as the Absolutej but they
have left the problem of the relation between these two

unsolved.,

8¢3.1 Early Grgek philosophers did not discuss the problem
regarding the relation between God and the Absolute. The
'germ of this problem, appeared for the first time in Greek
philosophy, in the philosophy of Plato. The central prin-
ciple of his philosophy is the theory of Ideas. The Idea

of Good is the highest reality or the Absolute. God fash-
fons matter into the images of Ideas. There is no ground

of explanation in the Ideas themselves, so Plato is come

pelled to introduce a creator, God.

8,3.2 Though Plato has raised the problem, there is no
solution in Plato's philosophy. But in Plotinus' philosophy,
there is a solution.regarding this problem. The Good is the
principle on which all depends to which all aspires and
from which all proceeds. For Plato, the Absolute Being can
be no abstract unity, but only a unity in multiplicity,
Plotinus begins by ignoring this supremely important
philosphical principle. God, he thinks, is absolutely

One, He is the unity which lies beyond all multiplicity.
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The sole predicates which Plotinus applies to Him are the
One and the Good. The first emanation from <the One {is
called the Nous. This Nous is thought, mind, reason. Plato

regarded the Absolute itself as thought, But for Plotinus,

thought is derivative, From the Nous, as second emanation,
proceeds the world soul Plotinus was the last great expo=
nent of Greek dgalism. He makes a change in the earlier

dualism of Greece, for while maintaining the division of

farm and matter, he refers the matter as well as the form
to the One. Plotinus says that the God of practical reason
is the universal soul; the God of devout and thankful con-
templation, the great spirit, the God of our most inspired

moments, the Absolute,

Hence betwegn Plato and Plotinus, Plotinus' grasp
on the issue is stronger, more logical and metaphysically
more acceptable. But yet in him also we do not get a clear

solution as we get in, say, the philosophy of Samkara.

8.4 Mediaeval philosophers hawe not discussed anything
about the relation between God and the Absolute, In their
philosophies the concept of God or the Absolixte did not

play any role distinctly. There are only some vague ideas
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about them, The whole mediaeval western philosophy serves
only negatively in the understanding of the probiem in the
sense that the éhurch Fathers did not raise their thought
to daring metaphysical heights. For them, the only reality
was God., In the absence of the abstract concept of the
Absolute, they were free from making any attempt at relat-
ing God to the Absolute. Mediaeval period, in fact, is the
pinnacle of the religious dominance over not only philoso-
phy but virtually over everything. Hence, in that period,

the problem is almost non-existent.

8.5.,1 For Spinoza, the ultimate reality is the substance
which he identified with God. God as the Absolute must be
both epistemologically and ontologically independent. God
is self-conceived and self-existent, God must be admitted
to be the universal Reality. Being universal, God must be
absolutely indekerminate and infinite, because there is
nothing which makes Him determinate. The Absolut; is fegar-
ded by Spinoza, as the cause or ground of all'phenomena.
The Absolute is immanent in the world as the ground of it
and transcendent to it as indeterminate, The Absolute

must be understood not in relation to the finite but as
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the negation -of the finite, Spinoza, in his philosophy, has
made the equation of Substance or God and the world,

8.5.2 Spinoza in the west begins his philosophical think-
ing in the manner of the Upanisads. His idea of God has a
striking resemblance to the Upanisadic conception of Brahman,
In the Upanisads, Brahman is essentially self-existent being
and hence must be apprehended through its essence and not

by any other means. Spinoza also holds the same view, when
he says that the substance can be conceived through Itself.
Spinoza was impressed by the idea of oneness between God and
the world. It is so similar to the Upanisadic conception of
Immanence, Immanence stands for the conception which signi-
fices a total identification of existence with Reality which
equates God and the world and as such leads to Pantheism,

Spinoza is the first great pantheist of the west, He is a

perceptible improvement on Zeno, Parmenides or (Plotinus.

8.6 Bradley says that the highest reality is supra-
personal, This highest reality is the Absolute and the

Absolute means that which is in the end related to

nothing, In Bradley's philosophy, God of religion is

an appearance and in the Absolute God and religion are

equally lost, God taken as thinking and feeling being
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has a private personality.iBut sundered from those relations
which qualify him, God is inconsistent emptiness, In religion
the worshipper is related to God So the Absolute cannot be
the God of religion, because It is neither a self-conscious
spirit nor a person. The Absolute is not identical with the
highest reality, for God has will and personality and these
are marks of impeffection and finitude. The highest reality
is the Absolute qu the Absolute means that which in the end
—15 related to God. When we begin to worship the Agsolute;
make it the object of religion, we in that moment have tfans-
formed it. Bradley's view regarding the relation between God
and the Absolute is that E& we identify the Absolute with
God, this is not the God of religion and if we separate

them, God becomes a finite factor in the whole, So it can

be held that the metaphysical basis of the idea of God is

the Absolute. It, so to say, appears as God,

8.7.1 Sri Aurobindo does not identify reality either with
Being'or becoming, but looks upon both of these as poises

of reality. The Absolute is beyond the two, It is an eternal
and infinite and therefore, is in its essence indeterminate
and indefinable, Reality manifests itself to our conscious=-

ness in the Universe by real and fundamental truth of Its
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Being which transcend the Universe and are the foundation
upon which the Universe rests. There is One Truth, One Reality,
the being and many are Its becomings. The Truth which is
behind all dualities;, all contradictions, all variations is
Brahman, the omnipresent reality. The Absolute manifests
Itself as Atman, Pur§§a and Isvara, Aurobindo is a pure
monist,°for him God is the descent form of the Absolute.
And the creation is a descent of God. God of Aurobindo 1s
not like Samkara's God. In Samkara's philosophy, God is
not real from the transcendantal point'of vie&. But in
Aurobindo, God is as real as ;he Absolute, since It is only

a stage in the hierarchical unfoldment of the Absolute,

8.7.2 Sri Aurobindo's conception of Divine Descent has an
outward similarity with Plotinus' theory of Emanations.
Like Plotinus, he also looks upon the process of creation
as the emergence from God of a hierarchicaliy graded world,
the emergent being of all grades of reality. But the whole
conception of creation and the relation of the created
world to God are totally different in his philosophy from
what they are in the system of Plotinus. The individual

soul in Plotinus' system realises God both as the immanent
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p}inciple working within and also as the.transcendent source
which the ihdiv;dua1 can reach by'a long progression. But
for the rest of the ﬁniverse Ged is ‘only a transcendent
principle, the ultimate soﬁrce of all emanation, But  in.
' Aur¢bihdo's philOsdphy, bdth theée aspects of Divinity are
‘ kept'in'miﬁd from‘ihe veryvbeginhing;'avén»in the lowest
1 form oflmétter the AbsolgtéLﬁs'presént és an indwelling
Lprinciplé;'The 1meIse.t§Wafds‘éelféimprovement, towards
fuller and fuller.éelf-eXpiéssion comes from within, At the
.:§ame time the prggress“igiihfough a hierérchy of different
grédes of reality, the products of sgdéessivg?déSCents of
~the Absolute. It is not thewindiyidhal alone who realises
| tﬁis'dog§;§ §spe§t of Divinity,'buﬁ the whole uniQerSe

 $Béres this realisation.

8.8  The most ;_trik'in‘g feature of Radhakrd shnan's meta-
physics is the concept of the Absolute. The Absoluté is not
only pure existence, pure coﬁsciqusness.'pu;e bliss, an

: inaeterminate'formtess and impersbnal Beingé‘but also God
}as the @ﬁrta. the personal creator Rédhakrishnan makes only
a nominal distinction between God and the Absolute. The

Absolute is the pre-cosmic nature of God and God is the
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Absolute from the cosmic point of view, The Absolute is the
transcendent divine, God and the Absolute are not mutually
exclusive concepts nor are they unrelated. The Absolute is
the sum and the source of limitless possibilities. When one
of these possibilities has become actualized then the Absc=-
lute stands in special relakinn to this actualized possibi-

lity. In this special relation the Absolute appearé as God.

b

849 The monism of Samkara is based on his interpretation
of the Brahma Stitra and the Upanisads, damkara's view of the
reality is the expansion of the view of truth embodied in
the Upanisads. Brahman 1is the ultimate reality. In an

Absolute view point, there is no place for God. From the

practical point of view, Iévara is the first cause of the
world. But from the 4bsolute point of view, Brahman is the
cause of the originatioP, subsistgnce and dissolution of
the world (janmadgyasya yatah). Samkara brings the concept
of God in order to explain the world. To say that the infi-
nite Brahman is the cause of the finite world, is to admit
that the Infinitg is subject to the limitation of time,

The relation between Brahman and Isvara j8 a specfial appli-
cation of the general problem of the relation between Brah-

man and the world, Idvara is Brahmwan in association with
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Maya., He is the creator, preserver and ruler of the world,
since, Sankara is a monist, for him Brahman is the only
reality, though from the practical standpoint Isvara acts as

a subject to the world of objects.,

8.10 Rashdall says that the belief in God is the postulate
of morality. The belief in God is essential to the logical
justification of the idea of objective validity which is
implicit in the moral.consciousness. Objective mortality
implies the belief in God. The Absolute must include God and
the created spirit (self) taken together., The Absolute is
the being which alone truly is and of which all other beings
may be treated as attributes or predicates. The Absolute
cannot be identified with God, The Absolute must include
God §nd all other consciousness not as igolated and unre-
lated beings but as intimately related; The ground of his
separation between God and the Absolute is thét God to be

regarded as a self conscious unity of selves,

the Absolute is the unity of God and the - selves.
According to Rashdall, apart from this logical ground,
there is a religiqus demand which cogpels man to make
such disgtinction, Thou;h Rashdall makes the distinction

between God and the Absolute, but his view regarding the
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metaphysical status of God is not so clear or logical as

we found in Samkara and Spineza,

8,11 In our comparison between Samkara and other promi -

nent absolutists, the findings are :

8¢11,1 Samkara's solétion of the problem of one and many
may be conside?ed as suggesting a way of recocneciling the
apparent inconsistencies in Spinozas The Vedantists hold
that the ultimate reality must be understocd as pure unity,
and it is only at a lower stage that difference should be
understood. Spinoza insofar as he refrains from intrcduc-
ing difference in the Absolute is in fundamental agreement
with gaﬁkaxa; Again althoug§ Spinoza doas not explicitly
give us any theory like Mayavada for the explanation of
the worid, yet his conception of attributes along with his
view that all determination is negation {raminiscent of
Upanigadiq neti neti) can be regarded as thé necessary hint
of Mﬁyﬁvéd;. The concept of Maya is introduced by damkara
in order to explain the world. In the same way, ‘Spinoza

brings the attributes ;n the substance in order to explain

the world. For Spinoza the world is a manifestation of
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Thought and Extension, and these are attributes and not
effects of substance; attributes which the intellect perce-
ives as constituting the essence of Substance, The attri-
butes as superimposed on Substance are only subjective and

hence illusory,

8.,11.2 Samkara's approach to the problem of the Absolute
is fundamentally different from Bradley's. He does not
simply build a precious speculative b¥idge between appear-
ances and the Absolute. For Sainkara the philosophical
pilgrim has not to journey from mere appearance to the
Absolute, but to extricate the Absolute which is already
there as his very self from the superimposition of the
appearances upon it., But Bradley establishes the reality
of his Absolute purely and entirely on speculative grounds,
It is an inference from the contingent and contradictory
character of the world of appearances, Jamkara's distinct-
jon of ISvara from the Absolute stands in sharp contrast
to Bradley's distinction of God from the Absolute, For
Bradley, God is an appearance which exis@s within the
Absolute. But for Samkara, Isvara is the Brahman in its
conditional aspect, Bradley dismisses God as a self-contra-

dictory appearance ambpng appearances, But Samkara's God
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has a unique cosmicvsignificance as the supreme ruler and

controller of the world,

8.11.3 Regarding the nature of the Absolute or Brahman,
Samkara's view is different from that of Bradley.s Bradley's
Absolute is a unity of diversity, a system of elements and
individuals, concrete and perfect, It is a complete, compo=-
site one, and not a simple one. The Absolute is rich and a
concord, it is neither blank nor a discord. The Absolute is
a harmony. The richnéss of the Absolute is in its appearances.
The Absolute, therefore, is not other than its appearances.,
The Absolute is one, as a composite, harmonious; systematic
one, Turning to Samkara's Brahman, it cannot be called
"Absolute®” 8n a éradleyan sense. For Samkara's Brahman,

has nothing similar to it (svajEtIya-bheda-éhnya), has"’
nothing different from it (vijﬁtIya-bheda—éﬁnya), has no
internal differences (SVagata-bhedé-éﬁnya). Thus the Brah-
man of Samkara is not the rich Absolute of Bradley. It is
not composite and not a harmony, not a whole, not a system,
not an individual. Appearances do not constitute its cone
tents'nor lend richness to it. Samkara's Brahman is not

a unity, not a concord, not a discord.
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84114 In Bradley, the Absolute subsumes the ‘appearances,

but in‘gaﬁkara.the"Brahman'oonoeIS'the'appearanoes.: For
Bradley, ﬁealityfitself is no;hing at all apart from appear-
ances. To Samkara, appearances, 1.9}.'whateVer'is“differenf
from Realify. are nothing or unreal. because of their differa
ence from the Reality. As he puts it -- Brahmaabhinnam, sar-
vam mithya, Brahma-bhinnatvat. Thus the appearances of Bradley
and those of §amkara are not appearances in the same sense

of the term. For §amkara, the appearances have no rndepen-
dent metaphysical status along side the Absolute or Brahman
whioh is ihe‘only Realityr But Bradiey 1nvests ;he'appear-'
ances both with independent aﬁa inferdependenr'ontologicai

status.

8ell:S Badhakrishnan expounds.and,defendsnthe~religious‘
tnougnt,of gaékara..zn»tne Advaitaxof_saékara the-emphasis
is more on the Absolute, but in Raonakrishnan's pnilosOphy.
there is more stress on the concrete character of God, Por
§aﬁkara, Tsvara;or‘God is a phenomenal appearance of the
Absolute which must ultimatelY pass into it. Radhakrishnan
even though subscribing partially to this contention of
§ankaray maintains that this is nothing but the return'of

the Absolute to its own state of self-camposure-.Radhakrishnan
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éxpressly denied that God can be a mere appearance of the
Absolute. To Radhakrishnan, the difference between God and

}

the Absolute is logical and not chronological or ontological,

8.11,6 In Rashadall's philosophy, God has a unique status.
God is regarded as the post;late of morality; But God- in
gamkara, has a determinate existence, Brahman conditioned

by Maya appears as God; God dbes not have a separate exis=-
tence apart from Brahman., The Absolute of Rashadall cannot
be identified with God. The Absolute is the highest reality.
Though God is in the Absolute, it has an independent exis;
tence. But in Samkara's philosophy they are ;he same reality

viewed from the transcendental and the temporal standpoints,

Closing remark :

From the variety in the solutions of the problem of
God and the Absolute one thing stands out, that is that all
the solutions reflect the personal philosophical positions
of the individual philosophers involved., As it is a concep=
tual problem, a philosophy by itself, it is hard to imagine
unanimous solution to this. There is no way of solving it

by cdlculations. But even among these solutions certain

-
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theoretical valuation is feasible, For instance, if there
is Just one ultimate truth in the universe and that is the
Absolute and if religious feelings are genuine (i.e, God
is ndt an illusion) then we have to accept that both the
‘Absolute and God are so related that ultimately the two are
one, But such a solution, in which God will occupy a rela=
tively secondary place, will.not be acceptable to people
with strong religious sentiments. Hence, this is the bottom

line that one can reach{lﬁ solution that is acceptable to .

all is yet to emerge. But some solutions are definitely
V_

more impressive than others -~ say for instance, the one

given by Dr. Radhakrishnan,
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