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PREFACE 

The Ptoblem of God and Absolute is one of the funda­

mental problems of philosophy. We undertook to inquire 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 aspects 

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 is the 

ultimate Reality from the metaphysical standpoint, God is 

personal and the Absolute is above personality. Whereas 

there can be so many types of concepts of God as found in 

various religions, as also there is a variety in the con­

cept of the Absolute in so many philosophies — there is 

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 

and the Absolute cannot be claimed to be equally real and 
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ul t imate a t the same time* Then, whose claim — the claim 

of the theologians or t h a t of the philosophers should be 

accep tab le . This has given r i s e t o the notorious problem 

of God and Absolute,Though t h i s problem i s of high ph i lo ­

sophical s ign i f i cance , pin-pointed works on t h i s are r a r e . 

I n d i r e c t l y a l l works on God or on the Absolute come around 

d iscuss ing t h i s problem, t h i s receives only an aux i l i a ry 

s t a t u s and not the p r inc ipa l one. In our opinion — a good 

work on t h i s problem i s long over due. And we want t o f u l ­

f i l t h i s long awaited need to whatever ex ten t we can. 

There are e igh t chapters i n the pro jec t of which s ix 

are core3chapters . In the F i r s t Chapter we descr ibe the 

problem thoroughly; what God i s , what the Absolute i s , why 

the problem of the r e l a t i o n between the two a r i s e s . In the 

Second Chapter we discuss the problem, as found i n the 

UpanisadSo The Upanisads show us the germs of the problem 

i n , t h e form of the charac te r i sed and the uncharacter ised 

ul t imate r e a l i t y . The transcendent conception of God held 

in the Rg^Veda i s here transformed i n t o an immanent One. 

The i n f i n i t e i s not beyond the f i n i t e but in the f i n i t e . 



The Brahman of the Upanisads is no metaphysical abstract­

ion, no indeterminate identity, no void 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 Is'vara 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 

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 reality. Nous, the Divine mind which is also 
( "..r 

i I 

the world of forms or 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

lity 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 I s opposed to everything e l s e , while yet i t 

has to be conceived as the source from which everything 

e l se flows. He was the l a s t great exponent of Greek 

dualism, in the Fourth chapter we show how t h i s problem i s 

d e a l t with by the Mediaeval ph i losophers . The irnportant 

theme of Mediaeval thought i s the r e l a t i o n of theology to 

philosophy and t h a t d i f f e r e n t th inke r s adopted d i f f e r e n t 

a t t i t u d e s i n regard to t h i s ques t ion . The grea t work of 

the Mediaeval phi losophers was to r e a l i z e the idea of a 

philosophy which while i t was i n harmony with Chr i s t i an 

theology and led up to i t , was never the less independent 

of i t i n being based e n t i r e l y on human reason. In the 

Fi f th Chapter, we d i scuss the views of some modern p h i l o ­

sophers namely. Dr. Radhakrishnan, Aurobindo, Bradley and 

Spinoza, i n the s i x t h chapte r , we d i scuss the views of 

^airikara, s'amkara's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s paradigmical i n 

nature and a l l so lu t ions of t h i s problem, inc luding ntjdem 

ones, come near h i s so lu t i on , j^arrikara never claimed to have 

given an a l t oge the r new view, but he always i n s i s t e d t h a t 
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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 

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

as God is thought 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. 

And now to acknowledging my indebtedness to my 

teachers, libraries, friends and well-wishers. In the 

preparation of my thesis I have been greatly indebted to 

many reputed authors, eastern and western, to whose works 

I have referred at proper places. I owe a deep debt of 

gratitude to the guide of my research work Dr. Sibnath 

Sarma, Reader, Department of Philosophy, Gauhati University, 

who took great interest in my study and encouraged me at 

every step of my work. Due to his constant inspiration it 
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has become possible for me to complete my thesis In the 

midst of many difficulties. I acknowledge my gratefulness 

to Dr.(Mrs) Nilima Sarma, Head of the Department of 

Philosophy, Gauhati University, who took lively interest 

in my work and encouraged me. I also acknowledge my grate­

fulness to Dr. D.K. Chakravarty, the former Head of the 

Department of Philosophy, Gauhati University, for his 

encouragement and the permission he gave me to use the 

departmental library, I am thankful to the library staff 

of (a) K .K. Handique Library, Gauhati University, 

(b) National Library, Calcutta, (c) District Library, 

Jorhat and (d) Tinsukia College Library, Tinsukia, for 

their constant help. I am especially grateful to my 

parents, Sjt. Dharmeswar Puzari and Sjta. Binapani 

Puzari, who gave me constant inspiration from the 

beginning of my research work and to my husband, 

Mr. Prodip Kr. Sarma, who helped me from all sides in 

the fulfilment of my desire. 

Finally my thanks are due to Sri Basistha Barman 

who has typed out this thesis. 

Bondona Puzari 
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CHAPTER - I 

I N T R O D U C T I O N 

1.1 In t roductory t 

The problem of the r e l a t i o n between God and the 

Absolute i s the sub jec t -mat te r of our i nqu i ry . I t i s an 

important problem, s ince , the Absolute i s the u l t imate 

r e a l i t y from the phi losophica l point of view and God i s 

the u l t imate r e a l i t y from the r e l i g i o u s jpoint of view, a 

quest ion a r i s e s whether we iden t i fy the God of r e l i g i o n 

with the Absolute of metaphysics o r we maintain a d i s t i n c ­

t i o n between them. The idea of the Absolute i s genera l ly 

associa ted with a t ranscendent being d ives ted of a l l 

concrete content and beyond a l l ca t egor i ca l determina­

t i o n s p r i n c i p a l l y s p a t i a l , ten^xsral and c a u s a l , such a 

t ranscendent being i s an abs t r ac t un ive r sa l , unchanging 

and unchangeable, not an objec t of thought o r d i scu r s ive 

reason, but one of unique experience o r i n t u i t i o n . I t i s 



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 vdiole of experi­

ence, "We may, in fact, conveniently define the Absolute 

as that structure of the world system which 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," 

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 self-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 

been 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. 

1.2 What is the Absolute 7 

The Absolute is an entity, an exiaterrt, something 

that is, Inm the very fullest and highest sense permitted 

by Ontologyo An Absolute is the sort of entity which not 

only occupies a prime ontic category, but also occupies it 



necessarily and unconditionally. Other prime category enti­

ties could be dislodged fran ontic rank, and leave gaps in 

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

bility, v\*iatever 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 alternativity would vanish. The Absolute 

may be articulated into a number of members, each of which 

requires and so includes all the others. It may even be 

articulated into members belonging to different logical 

types, none of which has any absolute ontic preference over 

the others. From the standpoint of Absolute theory, contin­

gencies of existence or relation v\rfiich 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 

Absolute 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," 



For us many accounts of an Absolute seem a t f i r s t 

e n t e r t a i n a b l e . Out we must be guided by the pragmatic 

re fusa l to accept as an Absolute not only anything t h a t has 

a l t e r n a t i v e s — t h i s i s an ana ly t i c consequence of Abso­

l u t e n e s s , but a l so anything w^ich has disconnectedly co­

e x i s t e n t Absolutes alongside i t s e l f . There can, we are 

compelled to suppose, only be a s ing le maximally unif ied 

Absoluteo An Absolute necessa r i ly involves a synthes is of 

a l l va lues . The Absolute i s l i k e some e n t i t y which i s postu­

l a t ed in s c i e n t i f i c theory, and we accept i t because I t 

allows us to p red ic t empirical d e t a i l s which would o the r ­

wise have been anything but p r e d i c t a b l e . The f inished exam-

pie of the Absolute we find in the philosofAiies of Sunyavada 

and Advaita Vedahta in the eas t and in the prfnilosophies of 

Spinoza and Bradley in the west . Apart from the di f ferences 

i n d e t a i l s , t h e i r conceptions are e s s e n t i a l l y the same. 

Hence the mark of an Absolute as conceived as Brahman, 

Sunyam, Substance or the Rea l i ty i s t h a t i t i s beyond a l l 

forms and q u a l i t i e s , i t i s beyond concept ions . I t i s t r u l y 

a t ranscendent e x i s t e n t . I t i s a category by i t s e l f . As 

r e f l ec t ed in human nature — i t i s such t h a t i t s denia l i s 

l o g i c a l l y s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t o r y . Hence i t i s the Ultimate 

Rea l i t y , the Absolute . The world may or may not be , the 

Absolute i s . ~ " 



1,3 What i s God ? 

The be l i e f in God i s as old as man's r e l a t i o n to 

the world. In h i s t r ansac t ions with the world he often finds 

himself so placed t h a t h i s wishes, des i r e s and a c t i v i t i e s , 

h i s coming i n t o being and passing out of i t , h i s good for ­

tunes and i l l fo r tunes , h i s hea l th and d i sease , are often 

beyond h is c o n t r o l . Happenings in nature l i k e the wind and 

r a i n s , floods and famines and seasons of the year , a l so 

appear to him puzzling and myster ious . They crea te in him 

the conviction t h a t he i s too small and h e l p l e s s . He thus 

comes to bel ieve in a power or powers, which, seem to con­

t r o l the dest iny not only of h i s own but a lso of the world 

a t l a r g e , "The idea of God i s associated with exa l tedness , 

subl imi ty , ineffable majesty, ho l iness ( in the o r ig ina l 

Hebrew sense of ' a p a r t n e s s ' ) , t ranscendence, superhuman 

power — what theologians have ca l led God's 'Metaphysical ' 
3 

as d is t inguished from His ' e t h i c a l ' a t t r i b u t e s , " I t i s not 

within our province to d e t a i l a l l the s tages and circums­

tances in the evolut ion of man's consciousness of God, but 

only to t race the main condit ions and forces t h a t determine 

i t s o r i g i n . These condit ions and forces t h a t have been 

c l a s s i f i e d under the two main heads, viZo, — Anthropolo­

g ica l and Psych ica l , By Anthropological condit ions we mean 

those which a r i s e out of man's r e l a t i o n s to h i s ex terna l 

environment, ma te r i a l -ob j ec t s , plant-kingdom, animals and 

h i s fellow be ings . By a psychical condit ions of God-cons­

c iousness , we mean those mental functions of man, such as 
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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 v\̂ ich 

is not a symbol, and the other element of consciousness which 

is borrowed from our profane exper_ieri£B- and is symbolically 

applied, Yahweh or Christ 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." 

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 cause of the cosmos. Secondly 

the Teleological Argument or Physico-theological argument 

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 for 

which it is produced argue the existence of an intelligent 

mechanist, even so the adaptation of parts and department 

of 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 belief in the existence ot God. But we see that in the 

cartesian 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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necessary assumption. But empirjcal philosophy of Hume 

which makes Knowledge to cons i s t wholly of sense - f ee l ings , 

cannot j u s t i f y man's be l ie f in God's ex i s t ence . According 

t o him, God ce r t a in ly does not come within the purview of 

sense experience, because He cannot be sensed as other 

objects a r e . "If we - admit t h a t a l l the arguments for the 

exis tence of God are i n v a l i d , t h i s does not , of course prove 

t h a t God does not e x i s t . The fac t t h a t there i s no evidence 

of the exis tence of a mountain t h i r t y thousand f ee t high on 

the back of the Moon does not prove t h a t one does not ex is to 

In the same way there might be such a being as God, even 

though there i s no evidence of the f ac t ava i lab le t o u s . 

I t i s impossible to prove the non-existence of God, You 
5 

can only say t h a t there i s no evidence of his existence<>" 

Kant b e t t e r than any other philosopher has a lso shown t h a t 

pure reason f a i l s to comprehend God, He, the re fore , must be 

bel ieved in as a moral gfovernor adjust ing reward and punish­

ments to the human agents in future l i f e according to t h e i r 

d e s e r t s . 

Again, the arguments do not aim a t s c i e n t i f i c a l l y 

proving any actual being; they aim a t expressing formally 

the unshakable convict ion of the r e l i g i o u s belie,vers in 

God's ex i s t ence , "The r e l i g i o u s be l i eve r finds himself 

unshakably convinced of the divine ex i s t ence ; his v i s ion 

of the Universe engages his imagination so powerfully t h a t 

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

the root of the very consciousness that there is a Supreme 

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_jjBder 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. 

J-• ̂  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 Impersonal 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 Ttiales 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 infinite, 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 smpedocles, 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 also 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 goodo 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 being, 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 nexb 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 j 

is in everything but still is above anything. 

1,5 Under the scrutiny of astute metaphysicians : 

According to Prof. Radhakrishnan, God v̂ dth whom 

the worshipper stands in personal relation is the very 
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Absolute in the world context and i s not mere appearance 

of the Absolute . As c rea to r , God i s personal whll^^Absolute 

i s impersonal, God can only be a c rea t ive pe rsona l i ty act ing 

on an environment which though dependent on God i s not God. 

While Absolute i s the transcendent d iv ine , God i s the cosmic 

d i v i n e . God i s the s p i r i t above time and i s attempting for 

t imeless values on the plane of time when the non-being i s 

reduced ful ly to being, the dualism between God and the 

given environment ceases» The d i s t i n c t i o n between the c rea­

t o r and the created vanishes , God lapses i n t o the Absolute, 

F.Ho Bradley speaks of the Absolute as Know4ble by f i n i t e 

beingso I t i s a harmonious system which i s immanent in the 

worldo For Bradley Absolute i s not God. God has no meaning 

outs ide the r e l i g i o u s consciousness and t h a t i s p r a c t i c a l , 

for Absolute i s r e l a t ed to nothingc If r e a l i t y has only one 

sense, God i s not r e a l . Nothing except the whole Universe 

i s r e a l . If a degree can be held in r e a l i t y , God i s more 

r e a l than ind iv idua ls l i k e ourselveso God's pe r sona l i ty i s 

va l id though not necessary for every r e l i g i o n . For Spinoza 

God i s absolutely i n f i n i t e substance with thought and exten­

sion and other i n f i n i t e a t t r i b u t e s . His idea of God i s pan­

t h e i s t i c , God and the world are one but He i s a lso more 

than thato Spinoza 's God has ne i t he r persona l i ty nor cons­

ciousness i n t e l l i g e n c e , w i l l and f e e l i n g . He i s not affected 

by any emotion of pleasure and pain , God i s the in-dwell ing 

and not t r a n s i e n t cause of every th ing . All the ideas in the 
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Universe added toge ther c o n s t i t u t e the thinkirtg^^No^ptSod. God 

and nature mean the same substance but He i s more than every-

th ing . Dr. Rashdall th inks as an i d e a l i s t t h a t cause i s i n t e r ­

preted as a c t i v i t y and t h i s a c t i v i t y in ind iv idua l causes our 

indiv idual wi l l and t h a t what i s not caused by d iv ine w i l l . 

Again Idealism means matter cannot e x i s t apar t from tnind and 

as Universe i s p r i o r to man, the Universe needs must e x i s t in 

some mind o the r than o u r s . This i s God's mind. Dr. Rashdall 

a lso proves the moral theory by saying t h a t i t i s not subjec­

t i v e but ob jec t ive and Absolute, As the if^jori ty of us i s of 

opinion t h a t s e l f l e s snes s i s b e t t e r than se l f i shness and such 

o the r e t h i c a l ideas , we need must bel ieve in an ob jec t ive 

giDound of moral i ty , God as an Absolute mind i s the only 

poss ib le pos tu l a t e of the Absolute Moral i ty . For expla in ing 

any suj>erficial o r r e l a t i v e moral i ty one need not r e f e r to 

the Absolute Mind, but one cannot c o n s i s t e n t l y explain an 

absolute moral i ty without ix)s tu la t ing God as i t s l og ica l 

p resuppos i t ion , "A moral i dea l can e x i s t nowhere and nohow 

but in a mind, an absolute moral idea l can e x i s t only in a 

mind from which a l l Rea l i ty i s der ived . Our moral i dea l can 

only claim ob jec t ive v a l i d i t y in so fa r as i t can r a t i o n a l l y 

be regarded as the r eve la t ion of a moral i dea l e t e r n a l l y 
7 

e x i s t i n g in the mind of God." 

But absolute moral i ty does not belong to any i n d i ­

vidual mind or to mater ia l t h i n g s . So i t needs must rrest 

on an Universal mind or God. God cannot be i d e n t i f i e d 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 one^ 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 v\̂ o is the creator, governor and destroyer of 

the Universe. In this point of view He is the qualified 

Brahman, Isvara, 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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r e l i g i o n s of the world have f e l t the force , vyrfiich i s shown 

in h i s t o r y by the way in which they have inev i t ab ly tended 

t o c r e d i t the i r various 'Gods' with c rea to r sh ip of the 

Universe. The God of the Hebrew Religion, as a t f i r s t p re ­

sented to us in i t s e a r l i e r records , I s represented as 

l imi ted in power by the exis tence of other divine beings , 

and temporarily changeable and mutable. But in the l a t e r 

Old Testament wr i t i ngs , the New Testament, and the subse­

quent construct ions of e c e l e s i a s t i c a l theology^ we see the 

gradual development from these Hebrew beginnings of an idea 

of a God who i s ' a l l in a l l ' and l imited ne i ther by the 

exis tence of other d iv ine beings with opposite aims and 

i n t e r e s t s nor by the inherent r e s i s t a n c e of "matter" to 

His purposes. 

The Zoroastr ian r e l i g i o n , in which the l i m i t a t i o n 

of the power of the good being Ahura Mazda by the exis tence 

of a co-ordinate bad th ing , Angro Mainyus, was o r i g i n a l l y 

a fundamental t ene t , i s said to have become among the 

modern Pa r s i s a pure Monotheism, 

" I t should be noted t h a t t h i s i n e v i t a b l e tendency 

of Religion i t s e l f to iden t i fy i t s object with u l t imate 

Rea l i ty , conceived in i t s t imeless perfect ion as a complete 

and i n f i n i t e indiv idual whole leads to the d i f f i c u l t meta­

physical 'problem of e v i l ' . For i f God i s the same thing 

as the Absolute, i t would appear t h a t ev i l i t s e l f 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 
g 

the finite individuals contained in the Absolute." So 

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 being 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 sexious 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 of 

complete internal harmony of structure and thus contains 

an element of defect and evil within itself. Thus, evil 

must be inherent in̂  the nature of a finite God, as well as 

in that of the existence supposed to be outside Himo In 

fact, we have one more illustration of the principle that 

all limitation involves self limitation from within. It is 

only by forgetting this fundamental truth that we 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 6n 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 (nirakaram) 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 wor-ship and reverence and not a non-ethical 
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deity indifferent to man's needs and fears."" 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 v#ilch we, as beings of limited knowledge and 

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" 

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, to 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 is 

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 Isvara, the determinate real, 

the object of pious meditation and of the highest form of 

devotion, para-bhakti, while Brahman is 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 thoughts and actions. The feeling demands a merciful 

and loving God who will respond to its expressions and 

liberateQ.t\from 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."•'••'• 
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God is unlimited in every sense. He is the Supreme 

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

the Universal King, the absolute unifying form in which 

all beingsf are3\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 Is'vara, 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 Highest 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 , 

le7 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 scientific 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, v̂tien we adore the Highest 

as the home of our values and try to establish a personal 

relationship with the infinite, the Absolute of philosophical 

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 

a Absolute of philosophy] i s the h ighes t Real i ty and God i s 

only a phenomenal manifestat ion of the Absolute to the r e l i ­

gious consciousness, God, there fore , i s not the h ighes t 

r e a l i t y hut i s r ea l only from the lower or f i n i t e point of 

view. The God of r e l i g i o n i s necessa r i ly a personal being 

but pe rsona l i ty cannot be the h ighes t category of ex i s t ence . 

The a t t r i b u t e of pe rsona l i ty of a human type cannot be 

ascribed to the Absolute . Rea l i ty , as persona l i ty involves 

se l f -consciousness and therefore the d u a l i t y of self and 

no t - se l f , whereby the personal se l f , w i l l be l imited by the 

n o t - s e l f . Absolute Experience being a l l 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 is a supra-personal, all inclusive experience. 

The personal God of religion is only the appearance of the 

Absolute Experience which is one. Sarnkara 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 this'is an abstract principle of 

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 n6t from the point ot view ot One Absolute 

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 Sarnkara 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 

Abstract One of the Absolutists rejecting all the differences 

and plurality makes the world of man and nature an illusion. 
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Abstrac t One, a t the expense of the many, cannot be the 

h ighes t r e a l i t y . Real i ty must be a concrete uni ty , an 

i d e n t i t y - i n - d i f f e r e n c e or a system. Such systematic 

experience v;hich i s the h ighes t r e a l i t y , may be regarded 

as an expeirnce of personal type and the dua l i t y of the 

self-and no t - se l f , necessary for pe r sona l i ty , may be r ega r ­

ded as holding between two d i f f e r en t aspects of the same 

r e a l i t y . 

Thus the Absolute of philosophy does not necessa r i ly 

cancel the world of p l u r a l i t y . The p a r t i c u l a r things of 

experience are f i n i t e and r e l a t i v e to each o the r . They 

depend upon one another as par t s of an a l l comprehensive 

system. This system i s Absolute and not r e l a t i v e to any 

other thing which i s outside of i t because i t i s a l l i n c l u ­

sive* But the t rue Absolute must include the r e l a t i v e and 

the t rue i n f i n i t e must include the f i n i t e and go beyond i t . 

This concrete point of view i s cons i s t en t with theism and 

seems to be the r i g h t point of view. If the Absolute i s not 

a t o t a l blank, i f i t be an i d e n t i c a l experience sys temat ic ­

a l ly organising d ive r s i f i ed f i n i t e experiences as i t s , 

m a t e r i a l s , then the Absolute can be regarded as the Supreme 

Person or the God of r e l i g i o n . Absolute and God are , t he re ­

fore , the same r e a l i t y from the i n t e l l e c t u a l and emotional 

point of view r e s p e c t i v e l y , "The supreme in i t s absolute 

s e l f - ex i s t ence i s Brahman, the Absolute and as the Lord and 

c rea to r containing a l l and con t ro l l ing i s Jsvara, the God," 
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In current philosophy, the word Absolute i s frequently 

used to signify ultimatel Rea l i ty , the r e a l i t y v\^ich i s a l l -

embracing, harmonious and complete. Those who adopt t h i s 

view cCTiimonly t ry t o show t h a t , if we loya l ly follow the 

pathway to r e a l i t y , we inev i t ab ly reach the Absolute as the 

goal of our journey* Experience a t i t s d i f f e r en t l e v e l s , we 

are to ld , i s beset by c o n t r a d i c t i o n s . We pass from one form 

of experience to another, only to find t h a t no form can be 

thought out c o n s i s t e n t l y . Each phase of experience i s t h e r e ­

fore condemned as an appearance, or a t l e a s t shown to come 

shor t of r e a l i t y , when we apply the p r inc ip le of non-contra­

d i c t ion and we are forced to go fur ther in the quest for 

Real i ty which i s pe r fec t , s a t i s fy ing and i n t e r n a l l y harmo­

n i o u s . The p r inc ip le of non-contradic t ion i s thus made to 

give the s teps of the proof which c a r r i e s us triumphantly 

forward to the Absolute , Under the solvent of t h i s a l l -

powerful p r inc ip le even the i d e n t i t y of indiv idual y i e l d s , 

and they are merged in the one i d e n t i t y which p e r s i s t s and 

maintains i t s e l f , the concret whole. The Absolute what we 

are immediately concerned to point out i s , t ha t the Absolute 

so conceived ought not to be i d e n t i f i e d with God, f i r a l l 

r e a l i t y does not f a l l within the Divine Being, God i s not 

the whole, but a l l things depend on God, If, we use the term 

Absolute, we should be careful t o point out t h a t we do not 

do so a f t e r the manner of a pan the i s t i c ideal ism where i t 

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 and God is Go^. And 

yet there cannot be two ultimate realities, from the point 

of view of. There are strong p)Oints in favour of the Abso­

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

/ excepted philosophical daring. Yet, as we have shown in 

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. In the next chapter we shall take up the 

problem as it is in the Upanisadic philosophy. 
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CHAPTEiW I I 

GOD AND THE ABSOLUTE m THE UPANZSADS 

2,1 Intrtxiuction 3 

The Upanisads are the f i r s t recorded attempt of the 

early^Aryansj at systematic pi i i losoi^s ing. These ancient 

documents consti tute ^ e ea r l i e s t «aritten presentaticm of 

tiieir effort to construe the virorXd of exs^rience as a 

rat ional viiole. Furthermore* they have continued to be the 

generally accepted authoritative statgnents with tittiich every 

subsequent or^<KSox {i^ilosoj^tio formutationjias had to sho&i 

i t s e l f in accord. Even the mater ia l is t ic @drvaka3» tsho denied 

the Vedas» a future l i f e and almost every sacred doctrine of 

tt^Q orthodox* Br^uoans, avowed respect for these Upanisads. 

That interest ing l a t e r epitome of the Vedanta* the Vedanta«> 

sara shoi^s how thes^ Csrvakas and the adherents of the 

Buddhistic theory and also of the r i t u a l i s t i c Purva Mli&aihsa 

ami of the logical i^yaya appealed to the Upanisads in 

support of the i r varying theories . Even the dual is t ic 

Samkhya fdiilosoi^ers claifaed to find scr iptural authority 

i n the Upahisads. / 
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The word •Upanisad' is derived from Upa (near), ni 

(down) and sad (to sit), i*e., sitting down near. Groups 

of pupils sit near the teacher to learn from him the secret 

doctrines. In the quietude of forest harmitage the Upanisad 

tninkers pondered on the problems of the deepest concern 

2 and communicated "Uieir knowledge to fit pupils near them. 

The Upanisads contain the account of the mystic signifi­

cance of the syllable Aum, explanations of mystic words 

like tajjalan wdiieh -are intelligible only to the initiated 

and sacred texts and esoteric doctrines, Upanisad became a 

nam^for mystery, a secret,Irahasyam ̂ ommunicated only to 

the tested few, "The Upanisads give in some detail the path 

of the inner ascent, the inward journey by which the indi-

3 • 
vidual souls get at the Ultimate Reality," 

Samkara derives the word Upanisad as a substantive 

from the root sad, "to loosen", "to reach", or "to destroy", 

With Upa and ni as prefixes and kvip as termination. If 

this derivation is accepted Upanisad means brahma - know­

ledge by v\4iich ignorance is loosened or destroyed. The 

treatise that deal with brahma knowledge are called the 

4 Upanisads and so pass for the Vedanta, The different 
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der iva t ions together make out t h a t the Upanisads give us 

both s p i r i t u a l vision and phUosop^iical argioment. 

The word Upanisad occurs with three d i s t i n c t meaning, 

as (1) sec re t word, (2) sec re t t e x t , (3) s ec re t import. 

(1) Certain mysterious words, expressions and formulas 

wrtilch are only i n t e l l i g i b l e to the i n i t i a t e d are described 

as Upanisad. These contain e i t he r a s ec re t ru l e for act ion 

and behaviours as the na yacet of Kaush 2 . 1 . 2 . or s e c r e t 

Information on the nature of Brahman vrfien the l a t t e r i s 

described as satyasya satyam or tadvonam (the f ina l goal 

of a s p i r a t i o n ) , there i s added "thou has t been taught the 

upanisad." Of a s imi la r nature are s ec re t words l ike 

t a j j a l a n , "in him ( a l l beings) are born, perish and brea* 

the" or n e t i n e t i . And vAien the worship of Brahman under 

such formulas i s enjoined, i t i s not implied t h a t Upanisad 

s i g n i f i e s "worship"; but only means t h a t meditation in 

Brahman.^)The extent t ex t -ttiemselves as well as the older 

t e x t s underlying them are cal led Upanisads-. Accordingly, 

in the Ta l t t l r l yaka school espec ia l ly a sect ion often ends 

with the words — I t l Upanisad. (3) very frequently i t i s 

no t a word or a t ex t , but tiie s ec re t a^llegorical meaning 
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of some r i t u a l conception or p rac t ice which i s described 

as Upanisad; e . g , , in chand. 1.1.iO. — "for t h a t which 

i s executed with knowledge, with f a i t h , with the Upanisad, 

(Knowledge of the sec re t meaning of Udgltha as Om), t h a t 

i s more e f f ec t ive . " 

Modern s tudies in the Upanisads have l e n t addi t ional 

support t o the view, we have taken, respect ing the nature 

of t h e i r teachings , Radhafcrishnan, for ins tance , does not 

accept the i n t e rp re t a t i ons of the Upanisadic Philosophy on 

a b s t r a c t l i n e s . He d i s c r e d i t s Deussen*s monistic i n t e r p r e ­

t a t i o n of Upanisads, The language and the d r i f t of Radha-

krishnan*s view in regard to the Upanisads reveal t ha t 

they teach t h a t (1) Brahman i s not an abs t r ac t unity but 

an organic whole, the simple i den t i t y d i f f e r en t i a t i ng 

Himself in t h i s inseparable diverse manifestat ions in Man 

and Nature , (2) The world i s r ea l though i t s r e a l i t y i s 

not the same as t h a t of Brahman. In other words, i t has 

an ex is tence , d i s t i n c t from Brahman though J u s t because, 

i n point of fac t , i t i s inseparable frcsn Brahman, i t must 

be supposed to be unreal in the sense t h a t i t s r e a l i t y i s 

derived frtom Him. (3) Brahman i s both determinate and 
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indeterminate in the sense t h a t vsAiile the negative termino-

5 

logy aims a t es tab l i sh ing Brahman*s freedom from imper­

fec t ion , the pos i t ive a t t r i b u t e s emphasis His per fec t ion . 

He goes the lengtii of asser t ing t h a t the impersonality of 

the Absolute i s not i t s whole s ign i f icance , t h a t imperson­

a l i t y and persCTiality are not a rb i t r a ry construct ions or 

fac t ions of the mind, Radhakrishnan has repudiated s'amkara*s 

acosmic i n t e rp re t a t i ons of the Upanisads, He disallows the 

Upanisadic nama-rupa as in te rpre ted by Samlara t o mean 

nothing more than name and form and, the re fore , i t s i n d i -

7 

cate that the world is unreal. He explicily heralds the 

proposition that their philosophy is not so much monism 

as advaitism. 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, 

yet he affirms in his writtings in many places that such 

distinction between the Absolute and god are only logical 

and not chronological, "We call it Absolute to indicate 

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 

12 
us from truth." At last *8 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 

- - 13 whole of Raraanuja, 

2,2 General Philosophical views of the Upanisads : 

The Upanisads occupy a unique place in the deve­

lopment of Indian thought. It has been customary among 

canmentators of Upanisadic philosophy to regard the varie­

gated philosophical texts as constituting one systematic 

ŵ iole. As we shall see in the course of the chapter, -Uie 

Upanisads supply us with various principles of thought and 

may thus be called the Berecynthis of all the latter systems 

of Indianphilosophy. Just like a mountain which form 

its various sides gives bir"Ui to rivers which run in differ­

ent directions similarly the Upanisads constitute that lofty 

eminence of philosophy v\*iich, as they progress onwards 

towards the sea of life, gather strength by the inflow of 

innumerable tributaries of speculation w*jich intermittently 

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

at the place w*iere they meet the ocean of life. It is ihxis 
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we see in the Upanisads roots of Buddhistic as well as Ja ina 

philosophy, of Samkhya as well as yoga, of Mimams'a as well 

as s'aivism, of the t h e i s t i c mystic philosophy of Bhagavad-^ 

g i t a , of the Dvaita, the Visist laidvaita as well as ihe Advaita 

systems. "There i s no important form of Hindu thought he te ro -

dox Buddhism included vitiich i s not rooted in the Upanisads," 

The {rfiilosophers of the Upanisads speak t o us of the 

one Real i ty behind and beyond the flux of the world. The 

Vedic d e i t i e s are the messengers of the one Light wrtiich has 

bu r s t fo r th i n t o the universal c r ea t i on . When we pass from 

the Vedic hymns t o the Upanisads we find t h a t the i n t e r e s t 

s h i f t s from the objective t o the subjec t ive , from the brood­

ing on the wonder of the outside world t o the meditation on 

the s ignif icance of the s e l f . The Real, a t the hea r t of the 

universe i s re f lec ted in the i n f i n i t e deptiis of the sou l . 

The Upanisads give in some d e t a i l the path of the inner 

ascenti the inward journey by w*iich the individual souls 

get a t the ul t imate Rea l i t y . In the Upanisads we find a 

c r i t i c i s m of the CTQpty and barren r i t u a l i s t i c r e l i g i o n , 
f 

Sacr i f i ces were re legated t o the i n t e r i o r pos i t i on . They 

do not lead t o f i n a l l i b e r a t i o n , When a l l th ings are God's 
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there is no point in offering to him anyOiing, except one's 

will, one*s self. 

Discontent with the actual is the necessary precondit­

ion of eveiy moral change and spiritual rebirthi The pessimism 

of the Upanisads is the condition of all 0iilosophy. 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 the words 

of Barth' j "The Upanisads are auch more instinct with the 

spirit of speculative daring than the sense of suffering and 

weariness.^ Again in the words of Cave : "Within the 

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 redemption 

17 they proclaim," 

The Upanisads contain the elements of a genuine philo­

sophical idealism, insisting on the relative reality of the 

orld, the oneness and wholeness of spirit and the,need of 

an ethical and religious life. We shall deal with ihe philo­

sophy of the Upanisads under the two heads of Metaphysics 

w 
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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 

Meta0iysics. And under Ethics we present their views with 

regard to t̂ e analysis of the individual, his destiny, his 

ideal, ihe relation of Karma to freedom, -Uie highest con­

ception of mukti or release and the doctrine of rebirth. 

In solving Vne question of the nature of ultimate 

reality, the Upanisadic thinkers seet 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 jrfiilosophical analysis of the nature of the 

self which they call the Atman. The word »atman' is derived 

18 

from 'to breathe*. It is the brea-Oi of life. Gradually 

its meaning is extended to cover lif^, soul, self or essen-

tial being of the individual, Samkara derives atman from the 

root which means "to obtain*, *to eat» or enjoy or pervade 

all,"^ Atman 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 -Uie 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 "Uie facts of nature and all the histories of 

experience. Our small selves are included in it and trans-"̂  

cended by it. All our states of consciousness revolve round 

this central light* Viathout a subject iheie 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 v\*iich requires a ground of relations nor a 

connection of contents v\*dch is unintellegible without an 

agent who connects. We are obliged to accept the reality of 

a universal consciousness vi*\ich ever accompanies the contents 

of consciousness and persists even when •ttiere are no contents, 

This fundamental identity, w*iich is the presupposition of 

both self and not self is called the ̂ tman. "There is no 

20 
second outside it, no other distinct teiin". "As breathing 

he is named breath, as speaking speech, as seeings eyes^ as 

hearing ear, as understanding mind, all these are but names 

21 
for his operation." 
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In ttie ear ly Upanisads, atman i s the pr inc ip le of the 

Individual consciousness and Brahman -the super personal 

ground of the cosmos. When we define the ul t imate r e a l i t y 

from the objective s i d e , i t i s ca l led Brahman. But the d i s ­

t i n c t i o n diminishes and the two are i d e n t i f i e d , God i s not 

merely the transcendent numinous other , but i s a lso ihe 

Universal s p i r i t , vdiich i s the bas is of human personal i ty 

and i t s ever-renewing v i t a l i s i n g power. Brahman, the f i r s t 

p r inc ip l e of the Universe, i s known through atman, the inner 

- 22 se l f of man. In the Satpdtha Brahman and the Chandogya 

23 

Upanisad, i t i s said : "Verify, t h i s whole world i s Brah­

man" and a lso "This soul of mine within the hea r t , t h i s i s 

Brahman," 

The transcendent conception of God held in the Rgveda 

i s here transformed i n t o an immanent one. The i n f i n i t e i s 

not beyond the f i n i t e but in l^e f i n i t e , God i s both the 

wiiolly other , transcendent and u t t e r l y beyond the world and 

man and ye t he enters i n to man and l ives in him and becomes 

24 the inmost content of h i s very ex i s t ence . When we ident i fy 

the Atman with the self-conscious indiv idual , Brahman i s 

viewed as the self-conscious Isvara with a force opposed to 
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him. The conception of i svara i s the highest object of the 

r e l i g ious consciousness. When the Atman i s iden t i f i ed with 

the mental and v i t a l self of man (manas and prana) Brahman 

i s reduced to ihe Hlranyagarf)ha or the cosmic soul^, w*iich 

comes between liie i svara and the soul of man* The Hlranya-

garbha i s looked upon as re la ted to the Universe in the same 

way as the individual soul i s r e la ted t o i t s body. We see 

here the influence of the Rgveda in the Upanisads, The world 

in vi^ich WG l i v e , has i t s own mind and Jfchis mind i s Hlranya-

garbha. This conception of t^e world-soul appears in the 

Upanisads under various names and forms. I t i s cal led Karya 

Brahma or the e f fec t God, the Brahma of Nature Naturata as 

d is t inguished from the Karana Brahma or the causal God of 

Isvara or the Natura na turans . The effect God i s the t o t a ­

l i t y of created existences of v\4iich a l l f i n i t e dbjects are 

p a r t s • 

We may say t h a t the Brahman of the Upanisads i s no 

metaphysical abs t rac t ion , no indeterminate i d e n t i t y , no void 

of s i l encer I t i s the f u l l e s t and the most r ea l being* "The 

sy l l ab l e *Aum» generally employed t o represent the nature 

of Brahman^ brings out i t s concrete characters I t i s the 
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symbol of tJie supreme spirit,' the * emblem of th^ most high,* 

*Aum' 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, 'A* is Brshm the creator, 'U* is Visnu the preserver 

and •M* is Siva the destroyer," 

It is not only an abstract monism that -Uie 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 ail finites. Accord­

ing to the Upanisads the world is the creation of God, the 

active Lordi The finite is the self-limitation of the infi-

nite. No finite 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 C3iandogya Upanisad, Brahman is 

defined as tajjalan all that (tat), which gives rise to (ja), 

absorbs (li) and sustain (an) the world," The Brihadaranya 

Upanisad argues that Satyam consists of three syllables, sa, 

ti, yam,, the first and the last being real and the second 

27 unreal, madhyato anrtam. 

According to the Upanisads ihe 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 mayln, the wonder-working powerful 

Being, who creates the vrorld by His powers, Maya is tbe 

power of Isvara from which the world arise. While the world 

is treated as an appearance in regard to Pure Being, which 

is indivisible and immutable. It Is the creation of isvara, 

who has the power of manifestation. In Brh. 1,2,14. it is 

found that a personal God, Prajapatl 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 ^inese 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, "Hie 

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 

floctrlnes of theism and cosmogonism are derivation from it, 

caused by the inability of man to remain on -Uie heights of 

Pure Speculative thought, Deussen \n*io has done much to 
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popularise Vedantic lo re in Europe, points out "Oiat four 

d i f fe ren t theor ies of creat ion occur in the Upanisads, 

They are — (1) t h a t matter ex i s t s from e t e r n i t y indepen­

dently of God, wMch He fashions, but does not c r ea t e ; 

(2) t h a t God creates ^ e Universe out of nothing, and the 

l a t t e r i s independent of God, although i t i s His c rea t ion ; 

(3) t h a t God creates the Universe by transforming Himself 

i n t o i t ; (4) t ha t God alone i s r e a l , and there i s no crea­

t i on a t a l l . The l a s t , according to him, i s the fundamental 

view of the Upanisads. The world i n space and time i s an 

appearance, an i l l u s i o n , a shadow of God, To know God, we 

must r e j e c t the world of appearance. What inc l ines Deussen 

t o th3.s view in h i s own bel ief t h a t the essence of every 

t rue r e l i g ion i s the repudiat ion of the r e a l i t y of the 

world, 

The naive mind of the natura l man i s l i ke ly t o cons i ­

der the forces of nature as ul t imate r e a l i t i e s ; but a deeper 

speculat ion and a grea ter i n s igh t i n t o events show t h a t the 

phenomenal forces cannot be taken t o be the ult imate r e a l i ­

t i e s . A passage of the Tai t t i r lyai Upanisad declares that" 

behind the cosmos -Uiere rofist be an existence wrtiich must be 
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regarded as responsible for i t s o r ig in , sustenance and 

absorption : " tha t from which a l l these beings, ccane i n t o 

exis tence tha t i s by viAiich they l i v e , ttiat i n t o wAiich they 

are f i n a l l y absorbed, know tha t t o be the e te rna l va r i e ty , 

the Absolute."'^® 

When once an e te rna l Unity behind the cosmos has been 

postula ted, the Upanisadic j*iilosophers have no hes i t a t i on 

i n making i t the f ront and source of a l l power vdiatsoever. 

They consider i t t o be the source of i n f i n i t e power which 

i s only p a r t i a l l y exhibited in the various j^enomena of 

Nature , Accordingly, a l l creatures are Brahman, "This 

(consciousness, i . e . the Atman) i s Brahman, t h i s i s a l l 

the Gods; i t i s the f ive elements, ear th , wind, e ther , 

water , l i g h t s , i t i s the t iny l iv ing creatures and whatever 

i s s imi la r to -Uiem; i t i s the seed of one and anottier kind; 

i t i s t h a t wAiich i s born of an egg or Hie mother *s woinb, 

of sweat or from a shoot; i t i s horses , c a t t l e , men, e l e ­

phants — a l l t h a t l i v e s , a l l t h a t walks or f l i e s , a l l t h a t 

i s motionless. ' ' (Ait.- 3 . 3 . ) . ^ ^ 

There are passages in the Upanisads vtAiich make out 

t h a t the world i s an appearance, Vacarambhanam vikaro 
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namadheyam while the Reality is Pure Being, There are 

others which grant reality to the world though they main­

tain that it has no reality apart from Brahman, s'amkara 

tells us that the former is ihe true teaching of the Upani-

sads v\rtiile the latter view is put forward only tentatively 

as a first step in the teaching to 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 l&iiverse. According 

to the Talttirlya the several elements of the cosmos are 

found in the nature of the individual. In the Chandogya 

Upanisad (vi, II 3 and 4) fire, water and earth are said 

to constitute the jivatman or the individual soul, together 

with the principle of the infinite. 

The insistence on the unity of the supreme self as 

the constitutive reality of the world and of ihe individual 

souls does 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

versal Absolute so long as the world of manifestation is 

functioning. 

The individual, is, in a sense created by God after 

His ovsn image and in His own likeness, but He has his crea-

turaly form. The individual ego is subject to avidya or 

ignorance v\*ien 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 scsnething higher than the actual self which 

has to attain to secure peace of mind, 

2.3 The Briiadaraoyaka Upanisad : 

The Brhad-aranyaka Upanisad contains six chapters, 

of w*iich the second, the third and the fourUi are of great 

(philosophical consequence, the others containing p̂ iiloso-

phical matters interpersed wi-Ui much Miscellaneous reflect­

ion. In t^e 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 "archl" of all things; 
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ancL then ta/e have a parable In proof of the supremacy of 

prana which i s followed by a number of c r e a t i o n i s t myths put 

together a t random. In the second chapter we have the famous 

conversation between Gargya# the pxoud Brahmin, and f^stasatxM 

the quiescent Kshatriya k ing . I t i s i n t h i s chapter , we are 

introduced for the f i r s t t i n e t o the grea t sage Ya^avalkya, 

who i s making a p a r t i t i o n of h i s e s t a t e between h i s wives. 

<ihe sage Yaynavalkya to 6̂*iom we are introduced in chapter 

two becomes the prominent f igure in chapters th ree a i^ four 

and Jus t as i n chapter two we see him discuss ing with h i s 

wife Maitreyi , s imi la r ly i n chapter t h r e e , we see him d i s ­

coursing with a number of philosophers i n the court of king 

janaka and i n chapter four with king Janaka himself, 'ihe 

king Janaka f igures l a rge ly in the t h i r d and fourth chapters 

of t h i s upanisad, in the t h i r d chapter being only a spec ta ­

t o r of the great controversy in h i s court and in the fourth 

taking the l i b e r t y to learn personal ly from Yaynavalkya him­

se l f . I t i s t h i s king, who i s a lso introduced for a labile in 

the f i f t h chapter of t h i s Upanisad^ which many o ther th ings , 

bes ides , such as a number of miscellenous r e f l ec t ions on 

e t h i c a l , cosmological and eschatological mat ters ; while 
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the s ix th and the f ina l chapter of the Upanisad contains 

the celebrated parable of the senses and we are Introduced 

t o the 9l^ilosopher Pravahana J a i v a l i , 

The Brhad-aranyaka Upanisad maintains t h a t the u l t i ­

mate Real i ty i s being, Sanmatram ni brahma. Since nothing 

i s u/ithout reason there must be a why something e x i s t s . The 

world i s ncit self-caused, self-dependent, se l f -mainta in ing. 

Al l philosophical inves t iga t ion presupposes the r e a l i t y of 

be ing . The theologian acc§pts the f i r s t p r inc ip le of being 

as an Absolute one; the i^hilosoj^ier comes t o i t by a process 

of medi ta t ion. We cannot have a ratiaonal l i f e without assum­

ing the r e a l i t y of being. -* 

In the Brhadaranyaka i t i s said t h a t the Brahman has 

two forms; t h a t which i s v i s i b l e and t h a t which i s i n v i s i b l e 

and we know t h a t i t i s said in the T a i t t i r l y a t h a t Brahman 

i s both consciousness and t h a t v\*iich has no consciousness. 

So the view t h a t i t i s the Brahman t h a t cons t i tu tes the 

e n t i r e r e a l i t y finds i t s expression in the Brihadaranyaka 

Upanisad consis ts in the emphasis t h a t i t gives t o the fac t 

t h a t the self i s the deares t of a l l dear tJ^ings. Thus i t 

says t h a t the innermost self i s dearer than the son, dearer 
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than r i c h e s , dearer than everything e l se and i t i s only by 

regarding the sel f as the deares t t h a t one can a t t a i n the 

t rue b l i s s . The same idea i s repeated in the well-known 

di^alogue between Maitreyl and Yayriavalkya, v\*i9re Maitreyl 

sa id to her husband tha t she did ndt want anything by w*tich 

she could not be inimortal, and Yayriavalkya i n an eloquent 

speech explains t o her t h a t everything i s t rue to us because 

the se l f i s t rue t o us and t h a t i t i s t h i s se l f t h a t has t o 

be meditated upon and resiii-^ed; t h a t by the r e a l i s a t i o n of 

t h i s se l f everything e l se becomes known. J u s t as a lump of 

s a l t when thrown in water loses i t s e l f i n i t and i t cannot 

be separated out of i t , and in v\*iatsoever par t ttie water i s 

t e s t ed i t appears as s a l i n e , so i s t h i s i n f i n i t e universal 

consciousness and a l l the diverse forms and names -Uiat a r i s e 

out of the Universe around us are u l t imate ly merged and 

l o s t i n i t , NOTe of t h e i r spec i f i ca t ions , i n d i v i d u a l i t i e s 

or separate exis tences can be fur ther d i f fe ren t i a t ed in 

t h i s ul t imate Rea l i ty , I t i s only i n liie reign of dua l i ty 

t h a t there i s the perceiver and the perceived, the hearer 

and -Wiat which i s heard, the thinker and the object of 

thought, the knower and the known. The ul t imate r e a l i t y 
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being -the self of a l l , v\*io i s there t o smell anyUiing, v\*io 

i s there to perceive anything, who i s there to hear anything, 

vA\o i s there t o know anything, who i s there to think anything, 

how can the ult imate perceiver vuhich i s the essence of a l l 

be perceived by anything e lse? This se l f i s fur-Uier desc­

r ibed in another passage where i t i s iden t i f i ed wilJi the 

experience of dreamless s leep as beyond a l l des i res of s ins 

and of fear ; i t i s a b l i s s f u l experience through which one 

forgets a l l e l se t h a t one knows, and i t i s the essence in 

vrfiich a l l the r e l a t i o n s of fa ther , mother, gods, a s c e t i c s , 

s inners and worldly man cease, which i s beyond s in and 

v i r t u e , vjherein the hea r t transcends the realm of a l l 

sorrows. No one can perceive t h i s se l f , for there i s no 

perceiver when i t i s perceived, because the pure perceiv­

ing i l luminat ion of t h i s supreme essence never ceases t o 

shed i t s e te rna l l i g h t . Al l the senses of the man ceases to 

operate here , but ye t the underlying consciousness of a l l 

knowledge remains j u s t the same. I t i s only by the r e a l i s ­

a t ion of t h i s r e a l i t y -tiiat v̂ 'e e x i s t , and i t i s through i t s 

ignorance tha t we d i e . I t i s the great self of man, the 

Brahman and he vitxo knows Brahman becomes Brahman, Yajna-

valkya says to h i s wife, Maitreyl in t h i s Upanisad t h a t 
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not only t h i s world, bu t a l l the worlds proceed from the 

Self or B r a ^ a n , In answer to Uddalala Arunl a l so , Yajna-

valkya says t h a t the Self i s the pul le r or r u l e r of the 

sky, the heaven, the sun, the s t a r s and the Gods. 

The question a r i s e s w*iat are the sources from vi^ich 

the knowledge of Brahman i s t o be derived? In BriiJV^ i t i s 

sa id — j u s t as when a f i r e i s l a id with damp wood, clouds 

of smoke spread a l l around, so in t ru th from t h i s grea t 

Being have been breathed forth the Rgveda, the Yajurveda, 

the Samaveda, the (hymns) of the Atharvans and the Angirases, 

the n a r r a t i v e s , the h i s t o r i e s , ihe sc iences , the mystical 

doc t r ines (Upanisads), the poems, the proverbs, the para­

b l e s and exposit ions — a l l these have been breathed forth 

from him. The general view t h a t l i e s a t the bas i s of the 

Upanisads i s t ha t Brahman, i . e« the atoan i s an object of 

knowledge. The Atman, i n t ru th should be seen, heard, com­

prehended and re f lec ted upon. The experimental knowledge 

v\*iich reveals to us a world of p l u r a l i t y where in r e a l i t y 

only Brahman e x i s t s . In Briir^T^i the world of names, forms 

and works i s defined as amrtam satyena channam, "the immor­

t a l (Brahman) vei led by the (empirical) r e a l i t y . The word 
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Satyam (reality) is used precisely as Sat with a twofold 

meaning, \Â ile it denotes Brahman in 'Uie 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 

satyam is <m the contrary the reality of experience and 

Brahman is contrasted wit^ it as satyasa satyam, that v\*iich 

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 

- 30 

these that Prana is veiled," Since the opposits of satya 

(true) is usually anrta (untrue), it is perhaps conceivable 

that "Uie formula in another recension took the form amrtam 

satyena channam, Thi^ would explain the cqrious play upon 

the word satyam which is carried out in this Upanisad -^ 

"This satyam consists of -Uiree syllables. The first sylla­

ble is sa, the second ti, the third yam. The first and the 

last syllables are the truth (^atyam), in the middle is the 

untruth (anrtam); this untruth is enclosed on both sides by 
tbe truth (anrtam ubhayatah satyena Parigrlhitam), by this 

» • * 

31 means it becomes an actual being," 
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In t h i s Upanisad Vidagdha Sakalya attempts t o define 

Brahman as forming the climax of a l l t h a t the word atraan 

denotes (sarvasya atmanah parayanam), After having e igh t 

times in succession propounded a one-sided view t h a t r e p r e ­

sents the ear th love, forms, ettier e t c , as i t s b a s i s , he i s 

corrected by Yajnavalkya who points out to him t h a t , that 

which he explains as the climax of a l l the word atman deno­

t e s (Sarvasya atmanah parayanam yam at tha) i s on the con­

t r a r y , only a subordinate Purusta} t h a t ru les i n the bodily 

forms, in love the sun, sound e t c . All the view put forward 

by Yajnavalkya i n the Brtiadaranyaka Upanisad centre in the 

convict ion t h a t Brahman, the ¥tman i s the knowing subject 

within u s . In Bxh. 3 .4 , he i s inv i ted by Ushasta t o exp­

l a i n , "the immahent, not transcendent Brahman tha t as soul 

i s within a l l , " For answer he re fe r s to the soul , v\*iich by 

i n sp i r a t i on and expi ra t ion , by the intermediate and the 

u03reathing manifests i t s e l f i n experience as the v i t a l 

p r i n c i p l e . To the objection ttiat, not to give an explana­

t i o n of i t , he re jo ins — ""niou canst not see the seer of 

see ing , thou canst not hear the hearer of hear ing, thou 

cans t not comprehend the comprehender of comprehension. 



54 

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^ "vy*iatever is distinct from 

that is liable to suffering." He concludes his d^script-

ion of the all mighty being who sustains and pervades space 

and with it the entire Universe, by saying Idiat iJiis imperish­

able one sees but is not seen, hears but is not heard, com-

prebends but is not comprehended, knows but is not known. 

Besides Him there is none that sees, besides Him there is 

none that hears, beside Him there is none that comprehends, 

beside Him there is none that knows. In truth, in this impe­

rishable one the space inwoven aiid interwoven. 

There is a passage in the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, 

where in his conversation with tois wife Maitreyl, Yajna-

Sialkya said that all -Oiis Brahmana-hood, all this Kashatriya-

hood, all these worlds, all "Uiese Gods, all these beings, 

in fact, everything that exists is Atman. Just as when a 

drum is being beaten, one is not able to grasp the exter­

nal sound, but by grasping the drum or the beater of the 
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drum, the sound becomes grasped; j u s t as when a conch-shell 

I s being blown one I s not able to grasp the external sound, 

but by grasping the conch-shell or the blower of the conch-

s h e l l , the sound becomes grasped; t h a t j u s t as v^en a l u t e 

i s being played, one i s not able to grasp liie external sound, 

bu t by grasping the l u t e or the player of the l u t e , the sound 

becomes grasped. Similar ly in the case of ihe knowledge of 

the external world, i f one i s not able to grasp the external 

world as i t i s in i t s e l f , by grasping the mind or by grasping 

the Atman, the external vaorld becooies grasped. This l a t t e r 

s ta tement , i s only implied in the above passage and not 

e x p l i c i t y s t a t ed , but i t ^cannot be said t h a t the Atman i s 

here compared to -Uie l u t e player or the drum-beater or the 

conch-blower, while the mind by means of vi^ich the Atman 

perceives compared to the l u t e or tiie drum or the conch> 

wAiile the external world i s compared to the sounds t h a t 

i s sue from these ins t ruments . This i s ve r i l y an i d e a l i s t i c 

monism in which the ac t ive pa r t i s a t t r i bu t ed to -the Atman, 

v\*iile the mind serves as the instrument for i t s a c t i v i t y . 

In another passage of the same Upanisad, Yajnavalkya t e l l s 

MaitreyT tha t the Atman i s the only knower and tha t he could 
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not be known by anyone except himself, " I t i s only when 

there seems t d be a dua l i ty t ha t one smells the other, t ha t 

one sees the o-Uier, "Uiat one hears the o-Uier, t h a t one speaks 

about the other , t h a t one imagines about the o-Uier, t h a t caaa 

thinks about the o ther ; but wAiere the Atman alone i s , v\*iat 

and vdiereby may one smell, v\diat and whe2Hby may one perceive, 

what and vdiereby may one imagine, v\*iat and w*iereby may one 

think? He v\*iO knows a l l t h i s , by wiiat may anybody know Him? 

32 He i s the external knower, by v\*iat may be known?" 

Such a doctr ine takes Yajnavalkya per i lous ly near the 

pos i t ion of an Absolute solipsism from which he t r i e s t o 

e x t r i c a t e himself i n h i s conversation with King Janaka in 

a l a t t e r chapter of the same Upanisad wAien he t e l l s us t h a t , 

"wiien i t i s said t h a t such a oris does not see , the r ea l 

t r u t h i s t h a t he sees and ye t does not see ; for never i s 

the v is ion of the seer destroyed, for t h a t i s i n d e s t r u c t i b l e , 

bu t there i s notiiing besides him abd outside him, viAiich may 

be said t o be seen by him. When i t i s said t h a t such a one 

does not smell or t a s t e or speak or hear or imagine or touch 

or know, he does a l l -Uiese things and ye t does not do -Uiem, 

for never are the o l fac t ion , the t a s t e , the speech, the 
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audit!on> the imagination^ •tti© touch or the knowledge of 

him destroyed, for they are i n d e s t r u c t i b l e ; "Uiere i s , how­

ever, nothing outside him and d i f fe ren t from him w*iich he 

may smell or t a s t e , or speak or hear , or imagine, or touch 

33 - ~-

or th ink . " In :6his way, Yajnavalkya e x t r i c a t e s himself 

from the absolutely s o l i p s t i c pos i t ion in v<*jich h i s Absolute 

monism has landed him. The outcome of these passages i s , 

t h a t for the a b s o l u t i s t ttiere i s nothing d i f f e ren t from or 

outside the Stman, t h a t knowledge of any par t of him i s the 

knowledge of the wAiole t h a t a l l causa t ion- is u l t imately due 

t o him, t h a t everything beside him i s an appearance, t h a t 

he i s the only external knower and "ttiat i s only when he 

becomes entangled in the y^ienomenal ac ts of perception and 

knowledge t h a t he may be said to perceive and know and ye t 

the t ru th i s t h a t he d^es not perceive and know. 

According to Yajnavalkya, i n the s tage of oneness^ 

vAien dua l i ty has ceased t o e x i s t , wAien the individual 

Brahman are f(Xind t o be one and the same ^ i n g j no question 

of knowing a r i s e s , because the knower and tha t which i s to 

be known have coalesced. In ihe s tage , the d i f fe ren t between 

'•Uiou' and * t h a t ' has disappeared, the one alone remains. 
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Human knowledge ordinarily consists of a knower and a thing 

to be known, the subject and the object. In that stage of 

knowledge^ when the subject and the object are found to 

have coalesced, that is to say v\*»en everything is found to 

be in •Uie one and the one in everything, the distinction 

between the knower and that wdiich is known does n6t arise, 

for it is found not to exist. Of -Uiis ultimate stage, we 

can certainly form some idea, and it is not therefore 

altogether incapable of comprehension. One element of truth 

in Yajnavalkyam's discourse is that so. long as a person is 

in the stage of duality, he cannot fully realise the stage 

of oneness, -Uiough he can form sane idea of it, just as 

YajiTavalkya 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 -Uiat many 

had sprung. As every one of us is a potential Brahman, it 

is only a question of time wAien we will have perfect know­

ledge like Brahman, or beccane 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 r e l i g i o n and for VnQ explanation of the phenomenal e x i s ­

tence of the world, a God i s necessary. There i s a passage 

in the Bihadaran,yaka vdiich t e l l s us t h a t God i s the Antar-

yimin of the universe; He l ives ins ide and govern the 

universe from wi th in . The doctr ine of the Antaryamin, which 

i s advanced in t ha t Upanisad in the conversation between 

Uddalaka Aruni and Yajnavalkya, cons t i t u t e the fundamental 

posi t ion of the ^jhilosophy of Ramanuja v\4ien ge c a l l s God 

the soul of Nature . Uddalaka Aruni asked Yajnavalkya two 

quest ions — (1) what i s the thread by which t h i s world and 

the other world and a l l other things are held together? and 

(2) who i s the c o n t r o l l e r of the Thread of t h i s world and 

the other world and a l l the things there in? Yiijriavalkya 

answered the f i r s t question by saying t h a t Air might be 

regarded as the Thread and a l l other -tilings there in are 

held toge ther . The second question he answered by saying 

t h a t He alone might be regarded as th,e inner Control ler 

"w*io dwells i n the ear th and within the ear-Ui does not 

know, whose body the ear th i s , who from within controls the 

e a r t h . He i s thp soul , the inner Cont ro l le r , the immortal. 

He who dwells i n the waters and within the waters , w*J0m 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 YSjnavalkya went on to tell 

Uddalaka ^runi 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 Maon, in the 

Stars, in space, in darkness, in light, in all beings, in 

prana, in all things and within all things,, whom these things 

do not know, whose body these things are, who contjcols 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," 

Thus Yajnavalkya declares the immanence within and 

the inner control of the Universe by the all-j)eirvading God, 

we are told in the Brhadarainyaka by the help of a simile, 

how is God, the soul of souls, ""Just as the spokes of a 

wheel are held together in the navel and felly of a wheel, 

similarly in this supreme soul are centred all these beings. 
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all Pods, all worlds, all the individuals souls — tdre 

35 
Supreme Soul is the King of them all," In ano-tiier passage, 

the same Upanisad tells us, by a change of metaphor, "ttiat, 

"Just as little sparks may come out of fire, even so from 

the Supreme Soul all pr¥nas, all worlds, all gods, all beings 

come 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 

36 whom the Universal soul is the supreme verity," Ip these 

passages we are told now god may be regarded as the soul 

of souls, and we are also unmistakably told that the supreme 

soul i s the Real of the Reals , the veurity of v e r i t i e s ; the 

individual souls and the world being themselves varities. 

Both the moving and the s t a t i c « a r e are the forms of God; 

t h i s i s the soul of organic as well as inorganic na tu re . 

He f i l l s the souls as he f i l l s the Lfiniverse, and controls 

them both as t h e i r inner governor. 

The Upanisadic ^h i losof^ers went by the theological 

approach to the conception of r e a l i t y . They began by i n q u i ­

r ing how many Gods must be supposed to e x i s t i n the Universe, 

They could not r e s t content unt i l , they arr ived a t idea of 
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one î pod, MAXO was the r u l e r of ihe wAiole universe . Ultima­

t e l y , they iden t i f i ed the god with the inner se l f in man. 

In the controversy which took place between Vidagdha Sakalya 

and the sage Yajnavalkya as reported i n the Brfiadaranyaka, 

we are told t h a t the former asked Ya^navalkya how many god 

must be regarded as ex is t ing in the world» to v\*iich the f i r s t 

answer of Yajnavalkya was, " three and three hundred", Yajna-

valkya closely following upon "ttiis by saying t h a t there were 

" three and three thousand". Not s a t i s f i e d with the answer, 

Sakalya asked again how many Gods there were, Yajnavalkya 

rep l ied there were t h i r t y - t h r e e Gods. Sakalya was again 

d i s s a t i s f i e d and asked again, Yajnavalkya repl ied there 

were s ix Gods. In answer to fur ther inqu i r i e s from Siikalya, 

Yajnavalkya went on to say t h a t there were three Gods and 

then two Gods, and even one and a half God and f i n a l l y t h a t 

there was only one God without a second. Yajiiavalkya was 

merely t e s t i ng the i n s i gh t of Sakalya as to whether he would 

r e s t s a t i s f i ed with the d i f f e ren t answers t h a t he f i r s t gave, 

and w*ien Sakalya did not seem s a t i s f i e d he f ina l ly said t h a t 

there was only one God, By mutual consent, Sakalya and Yajna-

valkya came t o the conclusion tha t He alone i s the God of 



63 

the Universe, "whose body the ear-Ui i s , whose s i ^h t i s f i r e , 

whose mind i s l i g h t and vJho i s the f ina l r e s o r t of a l l human 

s o u l s . "̂ "̂  

2 ,4 Chahdoqyopanisad j 

The Chandogya i s another jAiilosophically s ign i f i can t 

Upanisad, Pa r t i cu l a r l y chapter s ix , seven and e ight are very 

important . The f i r s t and the second chapters are merely a 

Brahmanism red iv ivus . The -Uiird chapter of t h i s Opanis^ad 

contains the famous descr ip t ion of the Sun as a grea t bee­

hive hanging in space. I t a l so contains a descr ip t ion of 

the Gayatrl Brahmana-wise, the bon motes of Sandily, a des ­

c r ip t i on of the world as huge-chest, the a i l - t o o dlisconnected 

in s t ruc t ion of Ahgirasa t o Krishna who was the son of Devaki 

and f i na l l y a piece of he l io l a to ry , wi-Ui the myth of the 

emergence of the Son out of a huge egg-. The fourth chapter 

contains -Uie philosophy of Raikva, the s tory of Satyaklma 

J i b a l a and h i s motiier, and the s tory of Upakosala; who in 

h i s turn dbtains Phi losophical wisdom fran h i s teacher 

Satyakama J a b a l a . The f i f t h chapter contains the eschato-

log ica l teaching of J a i v a l i ; i t a l so contains the famous 
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synthesis of thought effected by Asvapatl Kaikeya out of 

the six cosmological doctrines advanced by the six §hilo-

so0iers \A*io 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 ̂ ^hilosophy of Aruni \tAio estab­

lishes an absolute equation between individual and Universal 

spirit, for wAiMD, in o-Uier words, there is no difference 

between the two at all» Aruni is the outstanding personality 

of the Giandogya, as Yajnavalkya is of the Brhadaranaka« 

The seven-Ui 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 my-yn 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 all the Upanisad texts is to communi­

cate this knowledge of Brahman. It come to be realised that 

this knowledge of Brahman was essentially of a different 

nature from that w*iich we call "knowledge" in ordinary 

life. For it would be possible like Narada in Chandogya 7.1.2 

file:///tAio
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to bG 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 hind­

rance to the knowledge of Brahman. The empirical knowledge 

which reveals to us a world of plurality wtfiere 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 same vrfiich Parmenides and Plato took;v\dien they 

affirmed that "^e knowledge of the world of sense was mere 

deception, which Kant took w*ien he showed that thcf entire 

reality of experience is only apparition and not reality 

("thing in itself"). It is of tlie greatest interest to 

follow up the earliest foreshadowings of this -Uiought in 

India and to trace how the term avidya passed from the 

negative idea of ignorance to t̂ .̂  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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i s merely vacarambhanam "a matter of words" or riamadheyam 

"a mere name" and t h a t "in r e a l i t y " there ex i s t s only the 

one Being, i . e . , the Atman. I t i s only of him therefore 

t h a t a r ea l knowledge i s poss ib le . 

The Chandogyapanisad connects the 0iilosophy of Not-

being with the myth of Universal Egg# We are to ld in t h i s 

Upanisad t h a t , "What exis ted i n the beginning was Not-Being 

I t then converted i t s e l f i n t o Being, I t grew and beci^me a 

vas t egg. I t lay in t h a t posi t ion for the period of a year, 

and then i t broke open. I t s two par t s were, one of gold and . 

the other of s i l v e r . The Si lvery pa r t became the ear th and 

the golden par t became the heaven'. The th ick membrane of -Uie 

egg became the mountains; the thin membrane became the clouds; 

the a r t e r i e s of the egg became ttf© r i ve r s of the world; the 

f lu id in i t s i n t e r i o r became the ocean; wAiile w*iat came out 

of the egg was the sun; wtien the sun was bom, shouts of 

38 hurrah a rose , " This Upanisad says t h a t everything t h a t 

we find around i s Brahman, everyttiing i s produced out of i t 

and everything re turns back t o t h i s Brahman, and t h i s Brah­

man i s the se l f v\^ch i s the s u b t l e s t of the s u b t l e , dwell­

ing in the ins ide of the hea r t , and i t i s t h a t w*iich i s 
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bigger than the world, bigger than the sky and bigger than 

the entire universe, which is the source of all our deeds, 

desires sensations and experiences. Referring to this sub-

tie spiritual essence Aruni says to his son Svetaketu, "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 aLbid tree, Aruni 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 up; w*ien any 

part of it is dissociated from life it dies but the life 

itself never, dies; it is ihe subtle essence and it alone 

is ultimately real and this is the self and that are thou, 

oh Svetaketu. Taking a seed of a fine banyan tree, Aruni 
• • •> 

asks h i s son t o s p l i t i t up i n t o par t s and a lso ask him 

«what do you find in i t ? " Then he spoke t o him. "Though you 

do not find anything in t h i s fine seed yet i t i s out of t h i s 

sub t le essence t h a t -ttie big banyan t r ee grows. Believe, 

the re fore , t h a t "Uie e n t i r e universe and the ul t imate r e a l i t y 

i s nothing but the subt le essence which i s the h ighes t s e l f . 

"Throwing a lump of s a l t , in the water he asks h i s son, 

Svetaketu, t o see him again in the morning, and when he comes 
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in the morning he asks him t o "get the s a l t t h a t you threw 

in t h i s water l a s t n ight out of i t , "and SVetaketu said ^ a t 

he did how know how t o do i t , Aruni to ld him "Just as you 

cannot perceive the s a l t with your eyes, ye t you can per­

ceive i t by t a s t i ng the water, so the ult imate r e a l i t y a lso 

e x i s t s j u s t iJtiQ same "Uiough, i t cannot be perceived by the 

senses . And "ttiis ul t imate r e a l i t y , the f ine essence, i s thus 

the e n t i r e universe, and t h a t again i s nothing but the highest 

se l fo" So here we find the old teaching strongly emphasised 

t h a t tJi^ ul t imate r e a l i t y i s the subt le s p i r i t u a l essence of 

man, 

A passage from the Chandogyapanisad t e l l s us d i r e c t l y 

t h a t Being alone exis ted a t the beginning of t h ings . I t 

takes t o task those who suppose t h a t the Primeval Exis tant 

must be regarded as Not-Being, and t h a t Being aus t be 

regarded as having been produced thereformi "How could i t 

possibly be s o , " asks the Upanisad, "how could Being came 

out of n o t . Being, existence from non-existence 7 I t i s 

necessary for us t o suppose -Uiat a t the beginning ve r i l y 

a l l t h i s was Being and i t was alone and without a second. 

This Primeval Being re f lec ted l e t me be many,, l e t me p ro­

duce; having be -Uiought thus t o i t s e l f , i t produced f i r e , 
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F i re thought, l e t me many, l e t me produce and i t produced 

water . Water thought, l e t me be many, l e t me produce, and 

i t produced the Earth (food or m a t t e r ) . " ^ "The Primeval 

Being then thought, ve r i l y I am now these three d e i t i e s . 

Let me enter i n t o them by myself and unfold both Name and 

Form* Let me make each of them three fold and three fo ld , " 

" I t t h i s comes about t h a t what we c a l l the red-»colour in a 

flame belongs r ea l ly to f i r e . I t s white colour i s t h a t of 

water and i t s black colour belongs t o the e a r t h . Thus does 

vanish the flame-ness of a flame* The Flame i s indeed only 

a word, a modification and a namej, while v\*iat r e a l l y ex i s t s 

i s the three colours , what we ca l l the red colour in the 

sun, i s r e a l l y , the colour of f i r e , i t s v\*iite colour i s the 

colour of the water, i t s black colour i s the colour of the 

ear th* Thus ve r i ly vanishes the sunnness of the sun« The 

Sun i s only a word, a modification and a name, Wftiat r e a l l y 

e x i s t s i s the three co lours . Thus l ikewise does depart the 

moon-ness of the moon and the l ightning-ness of the l i g h t ­

n ing . What r e a l l y e x i s t s i s the three colours only*" 

I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g to note in these passages, i n the f i r s t 

place -Oiat the Primeval ex i s t en t i s regarded a Being and 

i s described as Being one without a second. In the second 
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place , we see how from t h i s primeval Being i s produced the 

three-fo ld P r a k r t i , vvtoich we might c a l l , "tejobannsitmika" 

P r a k r t i , t ha t i s consis t ing of f i r e , water and ea r t t i . 

Thirdly , i t must be noted t h a t the Ch^andogyapanis^j teaches 

us de f in i t e ly the doctr ine of "trivrtilfarana*' \ft*iich i s the 

Upanlsadic prototype of the "Panchikarana" of l a t e r Vedanta, 

J u s t as in the Vedantic theory of "Panchikarana'',,^ out of 

the f ive or ig ina l elements, f i r e , a i r , water, earth and 

space, half of each element was regarded as being kept 

i n t a c t ^ wAiile -the other half was regarded as being divided 

i n t o four equal d i f f e ren t p a r t s , four such par t s from the 

d i f f e r en t elements one a f te r another going t o make up a 

half , wdiich ^n' cdiribination v/ith the half of the o r ig ina l 

element made up one transformed evolute of the or ig ina l 

element. S imi la r ly , in the case of ihe Upanisadic t r i v r i t 

Karana, each of ihe three or ig ina l elements,, namely f i r e , 

water and earth i s t o be regarded^^ as being divided i n t o 

two equal por t ions , one half being kept i n t a c t , while the 

other half i s divided i n t o two equal por t ions , the two 

quar te rs of the two other elements in combination with the 

one-^alf of the or ig ina l element making up a transformed 
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evolute of the original element. In the spirit of an 

extreme nomination, the OVandogyapanlsad tries to reduce all 

later products to mere semblance or appearande, while it 

keeps the door open for the real existence of the three 

elements, all of them having been bom from the Primeval 

Being. 

In ^ e Chandogyapanlsad 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, w^ich is free from sin, free fran old age, free from 

death and grief, free from hunger and thirst,, which desires 

nothing and imagines; n.othing, must be regarded as the ulti­

mate self." The G\ods and demons were anxious to know \fl*iat 

the self was. So the Gods sent Indra and the demons Viro-

Ghana as their emissaries to leaxti the final truth from 

Prajapati. Prajapati book certain tests of the candidates 

for knowledge and found only Indra as suitable for this. He 

then instructed Indra about the highest knowledge, Prajapati 

said, •'Verily, 0 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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i s only vvtien the soul i s encaged in the body, t h a t i t i s 

cognisant of j^leasure and pain . There i s ne i t he r pleasure 

nor pain for the soul once re l ieved of i t s body. J u s t as 

the wind &nd the cloud, the l ightning and the thunder are 

without body and a r i s e from heavening space and appear in 

t h e i r own form, so does t h i s serene being, namely, the se l f , 

a r i s e frcaa t h i s mortal body, reach the highest l i g h t , and 

then appear in h i s own form. This serene Being, w^o appears 

i n h i s own form i s the highest person," There i s here an 

ind ica t ion of the t rue nature of ul t imate Rea l i t y ' a s being 

of the nature of se l f -consciousness . According to the 

Ch^ndogyapani^ad, the f ina l r e a l i t y i s reached in t h a t 

t h e o r e t i c , e c s t a t i c , se l f spectacular s t a t e in which liie 

se l f i s conscious of nothing but i t s e l f . The [§hilosoj*ier 

of the Ch'andogya Upanisad a r r ives a t the conception of 

self-consciousness as cons t i tu t ing the ul t imate Rea l i t y , 

They regard God as iden t i ca l with t h i s Pure se l f -consc ious­

nes s . Self-consciousness t o them i s the e te rna l v a r i e t y , 

God to them i s not God unless he i s i d e n t i c a l with Pure 

se l f -consciousness . Existence i s not existence i l i t does 

not mean se l f -consciousness . Real i ty i s not r e a l i t y i f i t 
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does not express ttiroughout I t s s t ruc tu re the marks of Pure 

se l f -consc iousness . We do not find any difference between 

God and the Absolute in t h i s Upanisad, God i s the theo lo ­

gica l conception and the Absolute i s the philosophical con­

cep t ion . God i s i d e n t i c a l with the Pure self -consciousness , 

the ul t imate Rea l i t y . This Upanisad dec la res , "Sarvam Khalu 

Idam Brahica"; "All t h i s indeed, i s Brahman." Ultimately, 

the re can be no i l l u s i o n , un rea l i t y , Maya, e r ror or any 

object ive concept or knowable pr inc ip le but only conscious-
V 

n e s s . Absolute Nothing e l se than consciousness can eVer b e . 

This i s the t r u t h . Since even degrees in Real i ty would mean 

ob jec t iv i ty and dual i ty the re in , they would reduce i t t o a 

phenomenal appearance Real i ty as i t i s in i t s e l f , can only 

be the Absolute free from a l l diving elements, including 

the so-cal led degrees . The Absolute i s ever I t s e l f , never 

an object , never a subject and so e t e rna l ly i n d i v i s i b l e . 

2 ,3 The T a i t t i r l y a Upanisad : 

The Tai t3t tEl^P i s divided i n t o three chap te r s . In 

the f i r s t chapter occurs the famous jdiysiological d e s c r i p t ­

ion of the "n ipp le - l ike" gland wAiich hangs downwards in the 

bra in and \A*iich i s regarded as the s e a t of Immortal Being. 
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In t h i s chapter l ikewise occur two famous e th i ca l d e s c r i p t ­

ions , as well as the mystical u t terances of Trisahku* The 

second chapter i s a co l l ec t ion of miscellaneous points con­

ta in ing among other t i l ings, the f i r s t mention of the so-cal led 

"Doctrine of sheaths" as well as a descr ip t ion of the Bea t i f i c 

c a l c u l a s . The th i rd chapter takes up the question of the 

sheaths from the second chapter and exhib i t s these as a ladder 

of metaphysical existence and ends with t h a t famous mystical 

monologue in which subject and object and the subject-object 

r e l a t i o n are a l l described as being ul t imately one. 

There are cer ta in passages in the Upanisads v\Mch teach 

t h a t Not-being was the primary e x i s t e n t . The T a i t t i r i y a Upani-

sad t e l l s us t h a t , "a t the beginning of a l l things what e x i s ­

ted was J^ot-Being, From i t was born be ing. B'^ing shaped i t s e l f 

of i t s own accordo I t i s thus t h a t i t i s cal led well made or 

43 selfHOQade," Commentators on this^Q passage^who do not want 

a p r iva t ive conception l i ke Not-Being t o be Idle "archi" of 

a l l th ings , r i g h t l y understand t h i s passage t o s ignify t ha t 

a t the very beginning of things i t was "as i f" nothing e x i s ­

ted and not t h a t not-Being was ve r i l y the f i r s t concrete 

e x i s t e n t and t h a t i t was from such a semblance of non-exis­

tence t h a t Being was crea ted , T^e author of T a i t t i r i y a t e l l s 
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us that» *'at the time of creation, God entered QVQxything 

toat he created and after having entered^ became both the 
the 

This an4^Ihat, tti® Defined and the Ofidefined. the supported 

and 3upporties3» knoi^ledge and not-knoi^lodgefr Reality and 

Unreality ->» yea, he became the Reality; i t i s for th is 

44 

reason that ail this is serily called the Beal," this 

passage declares ttie immanence of God In all things vshatso-

ever» even in contradictories^ and tells us that what thus 

cos^s to exist is the real. 

There is a passage in the CJiandogyapanisad ^ere 

three atsians are distinguished, the corporeal, individual 

and supreme^, but in a paragraphQ) of the Taittiriya which 

occupies a more advanced and developed position assumes five 

atosans (or Purushas) by further division of the intermediate 

individual ataaan into the principles of life, of will and 

of knowledge. Thus are ccsistitited ^ Q atmans, annamaya^ 

pranamaya^ aiai<»caya» vijnanamaya and anandamaya ̂ i ch are 

Qjanifested alike in mankind ami in nature as a vî -hole. The 

first four of these, like sheaUies or husks (tensed later 

Kos^as) surround the f i f ^ as the true kernel. Stripping off 

these sheaths one by one and gradually penetrating deeper 
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we f i na l l y reach the inmost e s sen t i a l being of a man and 

of na tu re , ( i ) The annamaya atman, "the se l f dependent on 

food", i s the incarnat ion of the atman in the human body 

and in mater ia l na tu re , the bodily organs are i t s c o n s t i ­

tuen t p a r t s , (2) Within t h i s i s contained the Pranaroaya 

Ttman, "the se l f dependent on the v i t a l brea th" , the atman 

as the pr inc ip le of na tura l l i f e . I t s cons t i tuent par ts are 

the v i t a l breaths in man ( inha la t ion , i n t e r h a l a t i o n , exha-> 

l a t i o n ) , but a lso in a cosmical sense, the u^ole of space 

i s i t s body, the ear th i t s foundation. By s t r ipp ing off 

t h i s atman a l so as a sheath we reach, (3) the monomaya 

atman, "the atman dependent on manas" ( v o l i t i o n ) , w*jose 

cons t i tuen t par ts are s ta ted t o be the four vedas with the 

Brahmanas (adesa) . According t o t h i s de f in i t ion we are t o 

understand by i t the pr inc ip le of the w i l l (manas) embodied 

both in men or in ^ods , i . e . , of purpose directed t o se l f i sh 

ends, (4) Deeper se l f i s found in the Vijnaijamaya~¥tanan, 

"the self-dependent on knowledge," wAiich as "Uie accompany­

ing verse dec la res , offers knowledge i n place of s ac r i f i c e 

and works, wrtiile recognising and worshipping the de i ty as 

a separate and independent being* This posi t ion a l so we 
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must abandon l ike a sheath, i n order f i na l l y t o pemetrate, 

(5) t o the anandamaya atman "the self-dependent on b l i s s , " 

as the innermost Kernel of man and of nature as a w^iole. 

This iftman, dependent on b l i s s , i s no longer an object of 

knowledge. I t i s in con t ras t with the r e a l i t y of experience, 

which l i e s beyond on ,th6' o the r . s ide , unut te rab le , unfatho­

mable an uncmsciousness, a not r e a l i t y^ In ^ e T a i t t i d y a 

Upanisad,; a d i s t i n c t i v e marks of Brahman i s given,: "Tljat, 

in t r u t h , out of w*iich there beings , a r i s e , by which they 

when the have ar isen l i v e , i n t o wAiich they a t death again 

e n t e r , that seek t o know, t h a t i s Brahman," In t h i s passage 

the reference is so le ly t o the descent of individual beings 

i n t o Brahman, not t o tha t of the Lfriiverse. 

In the T a i t t i r i y a Upanisad the pupil approaches the 

fa ther and asks him to explain t o him the nature of Brahman. 

He i s given the formal def in i t ion and i s asked t o supply the 

content by h i s own r e f l e c t i o n , "That from w*»ich these beings 

are born, t h a t in which when born they l i ve and "Uiat i n t o 

which they enter a t t h e i r death i s Brahman". TShat i s the 

r e a l i t y wAiich conforms t o t h i s account ? The son i s impre­

ssed by material 0ienomena and f ixes on matter (anna) as 
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the basic p r i n c i p l e . He i s not s a t i s f i e d , for matter cannot 

account for the forms of l i f e . He looks upon l i f e (Prana) 

as the bas i s of the world. Life cannot be the ul t imate 

p r i nc ip l e , for conscious phencmena are not commensurate with 

l i v ing forms. There i s something more in consicousness than 

i n l i f e . So he i s led t o bel ieve t h a t consciousness (manas) 

i s the ul t imate p r i n c i p l e . But consciousness has d i f f e ren t 

grades . The i n s t i n c t i v e consciousness of animal i s d i f fe ren t 

fr<3m T̂ he i n t a l l e c t u a l conseiousness of human be ings . So the 

son affirms that i n t e l l e c t u a l consciousness (vijnana) i s 

Brahman, Man alone among na tu r e ' s chi ldren has the capaci'^y 

t o change himself by h i s own ef fec t and transcend h i s l i m i t ­

a t i o n s . Even t h i s i s incomplete because i t i s subject t o 

discords and d u a l i t i e s . A deeper p r inc ip le of conscious­

ness must emerge i f the fundamental in ten t ion of na tu re , 

w^ich has led to the development of mat ter , l i f e , mind and 

i n t e l l e c t u a l consciousness i s t o be accomplished. The son 

f i n a l l y a r r ives a t the t ru th t h a t s p i r i t u a l freedom or 

de l igh t (ananda), the ecstasy of f u l f i l l e d existence i s 

the ul t imate p r i n c i p l e . The Upanisad suggests t h a t he leaves 

behind the d iscurs ive reason and contemplates the one and 
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i s l o s t in ecs tasy . I t concludes with the affirmation t h a t 

Absolute Real i ty i s satyam ( t r u t h j , jnanam (consciousness), 

ans^htam ( i n f i n i t y ) . 

The conception of t r i - suparna i s developed in the 

fourth sect ion of the T a i t t i r i y a Upanisad. The Absolute i s 

conceived as a nes t from out of \rtAiich three b i rds have 

emerged, v i z . , V i r a j , Hiranya-garbha and I svara , The Abso­

l u t e conceived as i t i s in i t s e l f independent of any crea t ion , 

i s ca l led Brahman, When i t i s ttiought of as having manifested 

i t s e l f , as the universe, i t i s ca l led V i r a j ; vrfien i t i s 

thought of as the s p i r i t moving everywhere in the universe, 

i t i s cal led Hiranya-garbha; when i t i s thought of as a 

personal god, c rea t ing , protect ing and destroying the 

Universe, i t i s cal led I svara , 

The t e x t of the T a i t t i r l y a Upanisad conceives of Brah­

man i n th'ejmasculine gender and a t t r i b u t e s t o Him the des i re 

t o be born i n t o -Uie many. I t fur ther teaches us t h a t He per­

formed aus t e r i t y following vrfilch he created a l l t h i s , v^liat-

ever there i s and indeed even entered i n t o i t . The entrance 

of the supreme i n t o the things of the world surely brings 

hcane t o our minds God's immanence and His inner ru l e r sh ip 

file:///rtAiich
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which Ramanuja advocates, Bie ul t imate has des i res and He 

c r e a t e s . The fac t of His being conceived in masculine gen-

der even supports His personal cha rac te r . The character of 

Brahman as well as described here i s understandable only 

on the supposition t h a t He was thought by the author of 

those passage t o be the personal Universal w i l l . 

The Upanisadic philosophers general ly regard God as 

i d e n t i c a l with t h i s Pure se l f -consciousness . The phi loso­

pher of the T a i t t i r i y a Upanisad gives us cer ta in charac te r ­

i s t i c s of t h i s f ina l r e a l i t y wAiich enable us to regard h i s 

argument as almost an ontpiogical charac te r i sa t ion of r e a -

l i t y . "The Absolute" he says,, " i s Existence, consciousness 

and i n f i n i t y , " Existence t o t ha t philosoi*ier means consci ­

ousness, God to t h i s i s not God, unless he i s i den t i c a l with 

se l f -consc iousness . Real i ty i s not r e a l i t y i f i t does not 

express throughout i t s s t ruc tu re the marks of Pure se l f -

consciousness. There i s not any d i s t i n c t i o n between Abso­

l u t e and G.od in the T a i t t i r l y a Upanisad. God i s only a 

form of the Absolute, 
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2o6 The Ka-^opanisad : 

The Ka-Uiopanisad i s more or less a, metaphysical work . 

The katha has i t s na tura l termination a t the end of the f i r s t 

Adhyaya>< as may be seen from the repetitican of words a t the 

end of the Adhyaya, as vvell as the "Phals ru t i " w^iich is a l so 

given a t the same p lace . The second Adhyaya |hu3 seems t o 

be taqked on t o the or ig ina l reduction of the Upanisad and 

even though t h i s l a t t e r Adhyaya seems t o furnish a sequal 

t o the Nachiketas —. Death s tory as may be seen from the 

l a s t verse of t h a t Adhyaya^ as well as from the r e p e t i t i o n 

of words even here^ s t i l l , as may be seen by reference to 

Ka-Uiopanisad I I , 5 . 6 . , Yama seems i t t h i s place j u s t to be 

supplying an answer t o the querry of Nachiketas in 1^1,29* 

which suggests that a l l the intervening posi t ion i s a l a t e r 

add i t ion . Two of the most prominent features of the Katha 

are the descr ipt ion of the ^chariot of the body" and the 

death ahd dream approaches to the problem of r e a l i t y . The 

whole of the Katha i s sucharged with lof ty ideas about the 

Immortality of the souls as well as suggestions for the 

p r a c t i c a l attainment of ^tman. In one passafcje, the Katha 

br ings out a d i s t i n c t i o n regarding the r e a l i s a t i o n of Atman 
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In the var ious worlds, l^liile vie are d^tfelling in the body, 

on ea r th , Ta;e can v i s u a l i s e the 'Atman only as in a ndrror 

t h a t i s cont ra r iwise , l e f t being to the r i c ^ t and r i g h t 

being to the l e f t , i n the world of the fa ther , we v i s u a l i s e 

the Atrnan as in a dream, the image leaving a psychical 

ittrpression, indeed, but un rea l , i n the Ti«»rld of the Gan-

dhavas, we are t o ld , we see Him as one sees a pebble under 

water, the image being t rue but re f rac ted , i t i s only i n the 

Brahman-world, we are t o ld , t h a t we can d i s t ingu i sh the Afcman 

from the non-Atman as l i g h t from shade, t h a t i s we can see 

the Atman as i n broad d a y - l i ^ t . This i s a valuable c o n t r i ­

bution which the Kathopanisad makes to Upanisadic thought. 

In a passage of the Katha Upanisad, we find t h a t the 

soul i s rK> longer conceived as of the s i ze of a mere grain 

of r i ce o r bar ley as described in the Brihadaranyaka, but 

as thought to be of the s ize of a thutrib —an idea which 

plays a very irtportant p a r t i n the Upanisads, " ^ e soul 

who i s the lord of a l l th ings t h a t have been and t h a t are 

to be, and i s therefore over-awed by none of them, i s of 

the measure of a thumb and dwells i n the midpart of the 

body ( tha t i s i n the hear t ) ,'»*^ 
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In the Kathopanisad we have the descr ip t ion of, "The 

-eternal Asvattha t r ee with i t s root upwards and branches 

doanwards,^ vrtiich i s the Pure immortal Brahman, in which a l l 

these worlds are s i tua ted and beyond \AW.ch there i s nothing 

46 / 

e l s e . " In t h i s passage we are to ld t h a t ^Uie Asvattha t r ee 

i s the Brahman i t s e l f and tha t i t i s imperishable. On the 

other hand, the Bhagavadgita a t ^ e opening of i t s 13th 

chapter , t e l l s us t h a t , "the Asvattha t r e e has i t s roots 

upward and branches downwards. I t s leaves are the Vedas. I t 

sends out i t s branches both downwards and upwards, v\*iich are 

nourished by the gunas. The sensual objects are i t s fo l i age . 

Yet again, i t s i n f i n i t e roots spread downwards in the form 

of act ion in the human world. I t i s not possible t o have a 

glimpse of t h a t t r e e here in -Uiis fashion. I t has ne i the r 

end, nor beginning, nor any s t a t iona r iness viAiatsoever, 

After having cut off t h i s As'vattha t r e e , v*dch has very 

s t rong roo t s , we should then seek a f te r t h a t c e l e s t i a l 

abode from vAiich there i s no r e tu rn , and reach the Primeval 
47 person, from whom a l l existence has sprung of o ld ," There 

i s (9B agreement between the Upanisad and the Bhl[gavadglta 

so fa r as the Asvattha t r e e i s regarded-, as having i t s root 
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upward and i t s branches downwards. But, vwhlle the Upanlsad 

teacher -Uiat the Asvattha t r ee i s r e a l , and i d e n t i c a l with 

Brahman and therefore , impossible of being out off, the 

BhSgavad^ta teaches -Wiat the Asvattha t r ee must be regar ­

ded as unreal , and as i d e n t i c a l with exis tence , and ^ e r e * 

fore that i t i s necessary to cut off t h i s t r e e of existence 

by the potent weapon of non-attachment. 

In the Katha Upanisad in the development of p r inc ip les , 

the g rea t se l f stands a f t e r the undeveloped and the Primeval 

s p i r i t , Hiranyagarbha, the world soul i s the f i r s t product 

of the pr inc ip le of non-being influenced by the Eternal 

s p i r i t , IsVara, Hiranyagarbha i s the grea t se l f , mah^-atma, 

which a r i s e s from the undiscriminated, the avyakta, v\*iich 

corresponds t o the pr imit ive material or waters of the 

Brahmanas or the P rak r t i of the Samkhya, We have Vne supreme 

se l f , the Absolute the supreme sel f as the e te rna l subject 

Observing the e te rna l object , waters or P rakr t i and the 

grea t se l f w*iich i s the f i r s t product of Uiis i n t e r ac t ion 

of the e te rna l subject and the Pr inc ip le of o b j e c t i v i t y . 

The supreme Lord Isvara , who e te rna l ly produces, ou t l a s t s 

the drama of the Universe. 
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The Kathopanlsad tells us that the form of God does 

not fall \Athin the Ken of our vision "Never has any man 

been able to visualised God by means of si#it, 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 who know 

48 this sublime truth that beconas immortal," Later writers 

have translated the above passage in a different \sray. They 

tell us that even thou^ it may not be possible for us to 

"visualise" 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," "niere 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 

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

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 noteviorthy, from the later verse from the Katho-

panisad that the nature 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 

file:///Athin
file:///sray
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about I t s na tu re , or by any imaginative or highly strung 

i n t e l l e c t u a l s o l u t i o n s . I t thus becpmes c lea r t h a t ne i the r 

sense nor thought enables us t o r e a l i s e God, But a fur ther 

question a r i s e s , i f God can be r ea l i sed a t a l l , as man got 

any Faculty by means of v*lch he can so r e a l i s e Him ? To 

that quest ion, anottier verse from the Kathopanisad supplies 

an answer." "The Atman vrtio i s hidden in a l l beings i s not 

potent to the eye of a l l , i t i s carily the subt le seers viho 

can look with the one-pointed and piercing faculty of In tu i ­

t ion (Buddhi) t h a t are able t o r e a l i s e God."^° "He i s not 

easy t o be known v\*ien to ld by an i n f e r i o r person, though , 

(He may be) expounded about manifoldly; unless declared by 

another (w*io i s supremely wise) , -Uiere i s no way (of a t t a i n ­

ing Him); for He i s inconceivably sub t l e r than wiiat i s very 

s u b t l e , and unarguable,"^"^ Even the proud Indra and the 

grea t Narada became humble before t h e i r t e ache r s . This 

speaks of the majest ic transcendentness of "Uie Absolute, 

not knowable through easy means. How innocent and simple 

was t h a t Satyakama who said t o . h i s teacher , when asked 

about h i s (parentage, "S i r s , I do not know t h i s , of vihat 

family I am; I asked my mother. She to ld me in reply: " I 

begot you in my youth, when I was much busy in se rv ice . 
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and I, being such do not know this, of what family you are," 

Then the teacher inferred that Satyakaina 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 l^e Lord take 

me across sorrow," "Not by reasoning is this knowledge to 

be attained* instructed about by another, it is easy to 

52 

be known," 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 
N 

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 due to Brahman; the very resplendence and 

illumination -Uiat we meet with in the world are also to be 

regarded as manifestation of the great unmanifes.t luminoslly 

of the Absolute. "Does the sun shine by his own power ?. 

Asks the Kathopanisad "Do the moon and the stairs shine by 

their own native light 7 Does the lightening flash forth 

in its native resplendence - ? — . Not to speak of the 

paltry earthly fire, v\*»ich obviously owes its resplendence 



88 

to something else ?" 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 mafce-s 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 earthly fire. It is only the Absolute 

shines first, that all these objects shine afterwards. It 

33 
is by His luminosity that they becane luminous,** In this 

Upanisad we are asked to suppress speech and mind, merge 

the latter in the knowledge self, that in the great self, 

that it> t^e tranquil self, the Absolute. The highest stage 

is attained when the five senses, mind and intellect are 

at rest. 

Brahman i s not described in the ear ly Upanisads in 

su f f i c i en t ly personal terms, but tJie l a t e r ones l ike -ttie 

Ka-Uiopanisad and the ^^vetasVatara look upon the supreme 

as personal God v\*io bestows grace. Devotion t o the personal 

God i s reccsnmended as a means for a t t a in ing s p i r i t u a l 
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enlightennient. Th.ere i s not any d i s t i nc t i on between the 

Absolute and God in the Katha Upanisad, since i t teaches 

t h a t God i s the personal asp©<Jt of the Absolute. 

2 ,7 ConcluslCTi ; 

The Upanisads, though remote in time from us, are 

not remote in thought. They d isc lose the working of the 

primal impulses of the human soul which r i s e above the 

dif ferences of race and of geographical pos i t i on . At the 

core of a l l h i s t o r i c a l r e l ig ions there are fundamental types 

of s p i r i t u a l experience though they are expressed with d i ­

f f e ren t degrees of c l a r i t y . The Upanisads i l l u s t r a t e and 

i l lumina te these primary experience. 

The Upanisads undoubtedly have grea t h i s t o r i c a l and 

ccanparative value, but -Uiey are a lso of great present-day 

importance. No one can "Uioroughly understand the workings 

and conclusions of the mind of an educated Hindu of today 

v*iO does not know something of the fountain from which h i s 

ancestors for centur ies past have drunk, and from w^iich he 

too has been deriving h i s i n t e l l e c t u a l l i f e . The imagery 

under which h i s philosophy i s conceived, the phraseology 

in iflAiich i t i s couched, and analogies by viAiich i t i s 
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supported are. la rgely the same in the discussion of today 

as are found in the Upanisads and in S^kara»s coiranentaries 

on them and on the S u t r a s . Although some elements are e v i ­

dently of local i n t e r e s t and of past va lue , i t i s evident 

t h a t the monism of the Upanisads has exerted and w i l l con­

t inue t o exer t an influence on the monism of the west, for 

i t contains ce r t a in elements v\*iich penetrate deeply i n to 

the trutJjs v\diich every philosop^iers much reach a thoroughly 

grounded explanation of experience. 

The Upanisads have shown an unparalleled va r ie ty of 

appeal during these long centur ies and have been admired 

by d i f fe ren t people for d i f fe ren t reasons a t d i f f e ren t 

pe r iods . They are said to provide us with a complete char t 

of ihe unseen Real i ty , to give us the most immediate, i n t i ­

mate and ccmvinclng l i g h t on the s e c r e t of human exis tence, 

t o formulate, in Deussen's words, "Philosof^iical concept­

ions unequalled in India or perhaps anyvi^iere e l se in the 

world,*' The idea l wAiich haunted the thinkers of "ttie l ^a -

n i sads , the ideal of man*s ult imate beaut i tude, the per ­

fect ion of knowledge, the vis ion of the r ea l i n w^ich the 

r e l i g ious hunger of the mystic for divine vis ion and the 
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philosopher»s ceaseless quest for tru-Ui are both s a t i s f i ed 

i s s t i l l i d e a l . A metaphysical cu r ios i ty for a t heo re t i c a l 

explanation of the world as much as a passionate longing 

for l i b e r a t i o n i s t o be found in the Upanlsads, Their ideas 

do not enl ighten our minds but s t r e t ch out sou l s . 

Taking the Upanisads as a whole we find that there are 

a t l e a s t two d i f fe ren t ways of looking a t the i n f i n i t e . One 

of the trends describes Brahman as a homogeneous non-compo­

s i t e consciousness t h a t iSj perfection without a second. I t 

i s negat ively described as n e t i - n e t i and the f i n i t e has no 

place in i t . I t i s described as unlike a l l "Uiat we know. 

The world of matter and souls are described as i t s appear­

ance. There i s no other Real i ty l^an Brahman, The r e l a t i o n 

between Brahman and other appearances i s one-sided. The 

appearance i s dependent on Brahman, but Brahman i s in no 

way touched by the impur i t ies of appearance. The Upanisadic 

seers t r ace a l l t h a t e x i s t t o Brahman, They do not admit 

t h a t ihe existence of the worW of things or human exper i ­

ence i s an inexpl icable datum. Nor do they admit t h a t the 

universe i s self -complete . They examine tn turn several 

phenomena as the proposed roof-causes of the world, e , g . . 

Time, ^5ature, Necessi ty , change, the Elements e t c . and find 
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a l l of them unsat isfactory. . So they pos i t the i n f i n i t e 

s p i r i t as the cosmic pr inc ip le to account for the Universe. 

They examine the phychic pr inc ip les and submit them to 

in tense ana lys i s . This i s explained in the celebrated d i a ­

logues between Prajapat i on the one hand, Indra and Virochana 

on the other and between Brigu and Varuni. The individual 

s o u l ' s essence i s ne i ther the body, nor a bundle of q u a l i ­

t i e s , nor i s i t mere s t a t e of mind,- I t i s of the essence as 

Brahman. The Upanisads, according t o Samkara, adopt the 

"synthe t ic" method and es tab l i sh the i d e n t i t y of the i n d i ­

vidual soul with Brahman. The pr inc ip le underlying the world 

as a whole and t h a t v\Aiich forms the essence of man are u l t i ­

mately -Uie same* This e x p l i c i t i den t i f i ca t i on i s declared 

i n the celebrated words of Uddalaka t o h i s son a number of 

t imes . "All t h i s i s , i s of the nature of the self.- That i s 

the t ru th t h a t ihou a r t , " 

According t o the Upanisads, p l u r a l i t y , succsssiwv i n 

t ime, co-existence in space, r e l a t i ons of cause and ef fec t , 

oppositions of subject and dDject, are not the highest 

r e a l i t y . But -Uiis i s not saying t h a t they are non-existent,-

The Upanisads support the doctr ine of maya only i n the sense 
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that there is an underlying reality containing all elements 

from the personal God to the objects of the world, s'amkara 

says *- That Atman is in the hearts of all living creatures, 

from Brahman to a reed, The different grades of indivi­

duality are all broken lights of the one Absolute, The 

particular things are and are not. They have an intermediate 

existence. Measured by 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 oppositions and conflicts w*iish are in the fore­

ground are relative modes of ihe Absolute unity wiiich is 

in the background. 

According to the Upanisads ^ e Absolute is not a 

metaphysical abstraction or a void of silence. It is the 

Absolute of this relative world of manifestation. What is 

subject to change and growth in ihe 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 becaninc 
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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 is to 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, for Its unfolding. 

Brahman accepts world-existence. The ultimate Reality sus­

tains the play of the world and dwells in it. That is wtfiy 

we are able to measure the distance of the things of the 

world from the Absolute and evaluate their grades of being. 

There is no-Uiing in this world \A*iich is not lit up by God, 

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 Brahman; it is unreal by itself. 

The highest religion of the Upanisads, v\*iich 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 other reli­

gions. Izs central principle that there is 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 j^ilosophy does-not conflict vd.th It but only 

confirms It, The Upanisadic religion is the feeling of reve­

rence and love for ihe 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 tru-Ui, ordinary 

religious consciousness requires it, God is the friend and 

helper» l^e father and creator^ the governor of the Universe. 

He is 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 arsJ 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 Absolute into 

the universe conceived by the finite mind, the first exis­

tent being is the God or the Univers^^ soul possessing 

self-consciousness. He is the Absolute personified,Accord-

ing to the Upanisads, the Absolute and God are one; we call 

It the supreme Brahman to emphasise Its transcendence of 
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the f i n i t e I t s unknowability. I t s all-comprehensiveness; 

we c a l l I t I sva ra t o emphasise the personal aspect so nBce-

ssary for r e l ig ious devotion. The r e l a t i on between the two, 

the Absolute Brahman and ihe personal I svara , may be l ike 

t h a t of the t rue Lard t o the i d o l . Yet the two are one. The 

Absolute i s both personal and impersonal. The indiv idual 

looks upon God as something'traiscendent, and feels acutely 

the need of grace . 

However, to come to t h i s well-defined r e l a t i o n between 

the impersonal Absolute and the personal God, philosophy had 

t o wait for several c e n t u r i e s . In the Upanisads, we find 

only the germs of Vne problem. The actual solut ion s t a r t s 

emerging as l a t e as the time of Samkara who squarely bases 

h i s philosophy on the Upanisads. Vilhatever Vne log ica l cons­

i s tency of the Opanisads, t h e i r value as tftmes of s p i r i t u a l 

wisdom i s assured in the h i s to ry of human c l Y i l i z a t l o n . 
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aiAPTER-> III 

THE GREEK PHILOSOPHERS AND THE PROBLEM 

3,1 Introductory : 

Greek philosophy i s one of the f i ne s t products of 

human c i v i l i z a t i o n . In terms of i t s an t iqu i ty , depth, width, 

and sub t l e ty , i t ranks second t o none in the world. I t i s 

an important cons t i tuen t of European i n t e l l e c t u a l l i f e , the 

development of wrtiich cannot be understood apar t from i t . But 

from t h i s purely h i s t o r i c a l point of view, the h i s to ry of 

philosophy appears merely as a pa r t of the h i s to ry of c i v i ­

l i z a t i o n . From Greek i^ilosophy, the u^ole of European 

philosophy has descended. For, the ideas wiiich the Romans 

express in t h e i r philosophic l i t e r a t u r e were not o r ig ina l , 

but were taken over from the Greeks, clo-tiied in the Latin 

language and passed onto the mediaeval and modem world. 

The systems b u i l t up by the Greek philosophers are not t o 

be regarded merely as a preparation for modem f^ilosophy. 

They have a value in themselves a l so , as an achievement in 

man»s i n t e l l e c t u a l l i f e . I t was the Greeks who won for man 

freedom and independence of philosopdiic thought v^o pro­

claimed the autonomy of reason and gave i t a two-fold 
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theore t ica l explanation of the world but a lso a de f in i t e 

p r ac t i ca l a t t i t u d e t o l i f e . By the h i s to ry of Greek ph i lo ­

sophy we mean the i n t e l l e c t u a l movement vt^ich originated 

and developed i n the Hellenic world. 

The re l ig ious l i f e of the Greeks i s of pecul iar 

importance for a study of the h i s to ry of t h e i r philosophy. 

But the r e l a t i o n between r e l ig ion and |*iilosophy in the 

Greek world i s complicated. The in te rp lay between Greek 

r e l i g i o n and philosophy i s complicated by the fac t t h a t 

Greek r e l i g ion has two major aspects : 

(1) In the f i r s t aspect , i t i s the anthropomorphic r e l i ­

gion of the Gods of Olympus, made famil iar by the Homeric 

Epics in vtMch the Gods exhib i t although on a most majestic 

s c a l e , human passions and a concern fo r . the a f fa i r s of men, 

(2) The second aspect of Greek r e l i g ion , which becomes 

prominent in the re l ig ious revival of the sixtii century 

B,C, i s associated with the so-cal led mystery c u l t s . Greek 

r e l i g i o n in i t s anthropc^orphic aspect undergoes a long and 

re f in ing develppment from the e a r l i e s t times u n t i l the 
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culmination of Greek Civilisation in the fifth and fourth 

centuries B.C. and this development is intricately related 

to that of philosophy. The religious spirit of a certain 

period is frequently expressed as much in its philosophy 

as in the utterance of cult or myth. Greek religion, because 

it lacked a highly organized and specialized form, often 

expressed its theology in art, poetry and philosophy. 

Greek F*iilosophy begins with an inquiry into the 

essence of the objective world. From external nature it 

gradually turns its eye inward, on man himself. The shift­

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 the Highest Good 

and what is the end arid aim of life -- these are the chief 

questions for ethics and philosophy. In the course of this 

investigation the study of metaphysics and of human know­

ledge becomes indispensable. Finally the problem of God 

and man's relaticm to him, the Ideological 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 ihe pro­

blem of substance, wdiat is ihe basic substance or substances, 

of which the naturai\ objects are constituted and from which 

they originate and the second was the problem of change, 

i,e,, v\*iat is the nature of the process by which the basic 

substance or substances, changes into the familiar objects 

of sense. Among the earliest nature the philosophers of the 

Milesian School — Thales, Anaximander, and Anaximenes and 

among the Phythagoreans, the two problems are scarcely dis­

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 Anaxa^oras, 

the problem of substance and change both receive attention , 

The entire period is naturalistic in its almost exclusive 

concein with external nature. The second {:̂ ase of the 

development of Greek philosophy, the period of Sophists 

and Socrates, turns away from ontological and cosmological 

speculations regarding the constitution abd origin of the 
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external world and devotes i t s a t t en t ion almost exclusively 

t o the problem of man — to human knowledge and conduct. The 

systematic period of the two great philosofrfiers of antiquity^ 

Plato» A r i s t o t l e i s character ized by a concern for a l l the 

problems of philoso0iy, the metaphysical problems concerning 

r e a l i t y and the humanistic problems r e l a t i n g t o man's know­

ledge , conduct and place i n the world order . The theological 
r i s e 

movement which took i t s / i n Alexandria resul ted from the 
of 

contact/Greek philosophy with o r i en ta l r e l i g i o n s . In Neo-

platcstiism^ i t s most developed form, i t seeks t o explain the 

world as an emanation from a transcendent God vî o i s both 

the source and the goal of a l l be ing . Among the Neo-Plato-

n i s t s we sha l l discuss the views of P l e t i n u s , 

3.2 Different i^i losophers* views : 

The prc l̂fSiD of God and the Absolute» as such, i s 

not properly formulated by any Greek phi loso j^er . They have 

t h e i r concepts of the ul t imate r e a l i t y , w^jich, i n keeping 

with the s t rength of theix temperament, e i t h e r f a l l on the 

s ide of God or on the side of the Absolute. Only i n Plot inus 

we have a c l ea r formulation of t h i s problem. To come to any 

conclusion, however, we have t o make a br ief 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 ihe first great western philosopher. His impor­

tance lies in his having put the philosophical question 

clearly and in having answered it without reference to 

mythical beinga. According to Thales, water is the primary 

substance. Thilly says that Thales may have been influenced 

by the myth of Oceans and Tethys, This suggestion has some 

plausibility in view of the emergence of Greek philosophy 

fran Greek mythology and religion. Waters has the capacity 

of assuming solid, liquid and vaporous forms and thus seems 

to be in process of transformation before one's eyes; Water 

evaporates in the heat of the Sun and this is readily inter­

preted in Thales* view as the transformation of Water into 

fire; Water comes down again in thd form of rain and is 

absorbed into the ground. This could be regarded as the 

transformation of Water into earth. Finally Water is nece­

ssary to life. Out of water everytMng comes. Thales does 

not tell us how, most likely because the transformation of 

one substabce into another was accepted by him as a fact of 
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experience* This was not a problem for him at all. Apart 

from the fact that hs assumed all things to be full of God, 

2 
we do not know h i s re l ig ious views. 

3 ,2 ,2 Anaximander : ' 

-According t o Anaximander, tiie essence or pr inc ip le 

of things i s not water as Thales supposes. He agrees with 

Iha les t h a t the ul t imate p r inc ip le of things i s mate r ia l , 

but he does not name i t water» does not i n fac t bel ieve t h a t 

i t i s any p a r t i c u l a r kind of mat ter . I t i s r a the r a formless, 

indeterminate and absolutely fea ture less matter in genera l . 

The Boundless or I n f i n i t e of Anaximander i s conceived as an 

e t e r n a l , imperishable substance out ot which a l l things are 
3 

made and t o wiiich a l l things r e t u r n . By t h i s he most 

l i k e l y meant a boundless s p a c e - f i l l i n g , animate mass, the 

na ture of v;hich he did not define s p e c i f i c a l l y , because he 

regarded a l l q u a l i t i e s as derived from i t . Among a number 

of conf l ic t ing i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Anaximander's Boundless 

4 
enumerated by Burnet are : (1) t h a t the Boundless i s a 

mixture from which things a r i s e by s e ^ ^ a t i o n - - an i n t e r ­

p re t a t ion which r e s t on a somevt^at questionable passage in 

A r i s t o t l e , v<^ich con t ras t s Anaxagoras* f i r s t pr inciple with 
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the mixture of Empedocles and Anaximander, (2) tha t the 

Boundless i s an indeterminate, i nde f in i t e and q u a l i t a t i v e l y 

undi f ferent ia ted matter — an an t i c ipa t ion of A r i s t o t l e ' s 

"indeterminate po ten t ia l matter*, (3) t h a t the Boundless 

i s something intermediate between the observable elements, 

for example,^ between a i r and water or a i r and f i r e . 

The f i r s t l i v ing beings arose out of the moist element 

according t o Anaxiipander. His speculat ions on the or ig in of 

l i v i n g c rea tu res , l i k e h i s cosmological speculat ions have an 

astonoshingly modern f lavour, . According t o Anaximander*s 

doc t r ine of cyc l i ca l recurrence, innumerable worlds presum­

ably succeed one another in time but are not co -ex i s t en t . 

There i s an e te rna l cyc l ica l recurrence of the processes 

of separat ion from and re turn t o the primordial substance. 

""Hie teaching of Anaximander exhib i t s a marked advance 

beyond the pos i t ion of Thales, Thales had taught t h a t the 

f i r s t p r inc ip le of things i s water . The formless matter of 

Anaximander i s , phi losophical ly , an advance on this, show-

ing the operation of thought and abs t r ac t ion , " 
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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 Anaxime,nder held the theory of "innumerable 

worlds", and these vTorlds are^ according to the traditional 

view, successive. But here .again Prof. BOrnet considers that 

the innumerable worlds may have been co-existent as well as 

successive. Anaximenes considered the earth to 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 -Uie position of Thales in 

favour of a determinate matter as first principle. But in 

one respect at least ttiere is here an advance upon Anaxi-

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 condensa­

tion. 
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3 .2 ,4 Pythagoras and h i s school ; 

VAien we consider the iidiilosophical teaching of 

PyUiagoreans, the f i r s t thing -Uiat we have t o understand i s 

t h a t we cannot speak of the p*illosophy of Pythagoras, but 

only of the philosophy of the Pythagoreans. For i t i s not 

known v\*\at share Pythagoras had in t h i s philosophy or what 

share was contributed by h i s successors . 

The Pythagoreans are impressed by the f ac t of form and 

r e l a t i o n i n "Uie world; they find measure, order, proport ion, 

and uniform recurrence, which can be expressed in numbers, 

va.thout number, there can be no such r e l a t i o n s and unifor­

m i t i e s , no order, no law; hence number must be l i e a t the 

bas i s of "everything, pjuirfbers must be txiie r e a l i t i e s , the 

grounds of things and everything e l se an expression of num­

b e r s . For the Pythagoreans numbers are the pr inc ip les of 

th ings not as being l^e stuff or substance of things in the 

Milesian sense but r a the r as cons t i tu t ing t h e i r formal or 

r e l a t i o n a l s t r u c t u r e . Things are the copies or initia[;:tion 

of numbers, Tlie l a t e r d i s t i nc t i on between number and form 

which i s cent ra l t o the PI atomic and Ar i s t o t e l i an systems 

of metaphysics, was foreshadowed by the Pythagorean d i s ­

t i n c t i o n between numbers and t h i n g s . In t h e i r de l igh t over 
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th© 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. &t 

last we can cone to the conclusion that according to the 

Pythagoreans the first principle of things is number. Number 

is the world ground, the stuff out of whidi the universe is 

made. 

3.2.5 Parmenides : 

Parmenides was greatly influenced by the Pythagoreans 

He invented formal logic by applying their mathematical raatho< 

of proof to the philosophical probl^n of the natures of being 

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 i t , i s 

a world of change and mutation. All things a r i s e and pass 

away. Nothing i s permanent. One roocQent i t i s , another moment 

i t i s n o t . Hence, Parmenides t r i e d t o find out the e te rna l 

amid the sh i f t i ng , the abiding and ever las t ing amid the change 

and mutation of th ings . . There a r i s e s in ihis way the a n t i ­

t h e s i s between Being and not-Being. The absolutely r ea l i s 

Being. Not-being i s the unrea l , I h i s not-being he i d e n t i f i e s 

with becoming, with the world of sh i f t i ng and changing things 

the world wdiich i s known to us by the senses . The world of 

sense , according to Parjnenides i s unreal , i l l u s o i y , a mere 

appearance. Only Being i s t r u e . As Thales designated water 

as the one r e a l i t y , as the Pythagoreans named number, so far 

Parmenides the sole r e a l i t y i s Being, wholly untpixed with 

no t -be ing . He described the character of Being in a se r i e s 

of nega t ives . There i s no change in i t , i t i s absolutely 

unbecome and imperishable. I t has nei ther-beginning nor 

end, ne i the r a r i s ing nor passing away. If Being began i t 

must have ar isen e i t h e r from Being or from not-being. But 

for Being t o a r i s e out of Being, t h a t i s not a beginning, 

and for Being t o a r i se out of not-being i s impossible. 
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since there i s then no reason vrfiy i t should a r i se l a t e r 

r a t he r than sooner. Again Being cannot come out of not»being, 

nor something out of nothing. Ex n i h i l o n ih i l f i t . This i s 

the fundamental thought of Paiqienides, 

There emerges for the f i r s t time i n Parmenides* phi lo* 

sofrfiy a d i s t i n c t i o n between Sense and Reason, According t o 

Parmenides the world of f a l s i t y and appearance, of becoming, 

of not-being i s the world v\4iich i s presented t o us by the 

senses . True and Ver i table Being i s knovm to us only by r e a ­

son, by thought. The senses therefore a re , for Parmenides, 

the source of a l l i l l u s i o n . Truth l i e s only in reason. 

This i s very important, because t h i s , t h a t t ru th l i e s in 

reason and not in the world of . sense , i s the fundamental 

pos i t ion of idea l i sm, " I t was not t i l l the time of Pla to 

t h a t the i d e a l i s t i c aspect of the Parmenidean doctr ine was 

developed. I t was the genius of P la to vdiich seized upon the 

germs of idealism in Parmenides and developed them, P la to 

was deeply influenced by Parmenides. His main doctr ine was 

t h a t the r e a l i t y of the world i s to be found in thought, in 

concepts , in what i s ca l led "the i d e a . " And he iden t i f i ed 

7 
the idea with the Being of Pargienides," 
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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 iHne doctrine of Being,, In attempting 

to support the Parmenidean doctrine frcm a new point of view 

he developed certain ideas about the ultimate character of 

space and time which have been of î e utmost importance in 

philosophy, Parmenides had taught that the world of sense 

is illusory and false. True Being is absolutely one; there 

is in it no plurality. Moreover, 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 aM motion and attempted 

indirectly to support the conclusions of Parmenides by 

shovdng that multiplicity and motion are impossible, Zeno 

attempted to force multiplicity and motion to refute them­

selves by showing that^ if we assume them as real, contra­

dictory propositions follow from that assumption. Two pro­

positions i\tiich contradict each other can not both be true. 

Therefore the assumptions from which both follow, namely. 
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m u l t i p l i c i t y and motion, cannot be r ea l t h i n g s , 

Zeno advanced four famous proofs in order t o prove 

the imposs ib i l i ty of motion. Of these arguments, the f i r s t 

demonstrates the imposs ib i l i ty of moving from a pos|.tion 

t o a goal because of the necessi ty of passing through the 

i n f i n i t e number of points between the s t a r t i n g poin t" and 

the goa l . The secwd proof, the paradox of Achi l les and the 

t o r t o i s e , demonstrates the imposs ib i l i ty of passing a moving 

goa;^; Ach i l l e s , despi te h i s greater speed cannot reach the 

t o r t o i s e for , while Achi l les i s moving from h i s i n i t i a l 

s t a r t i n g point to the to r to l se^s i n i t i a l s t a r t i n g point , 

the t o r t o i s e has moved a cer ta in dis tance beyond and the 

same holds for a l l subsequent i n t e r v a l s . The th i rd argument, 

the paradox of the moving arrow demonstrates t ha t the arrow 

apparently moving to i t s t a r g e t i s a t any given i n s t a n t in 

a de f in i t e posi t ion in space — i . e . . I t i s a t r e s t or has 

zero motion, but no summation of zeros can y ie ld motion. 

Zeno also advances a fourth argument, which appeals t o the 

r e l a t i v i t y of cSjserved motions. The var iab le and conf l i c t s 

ing testimony of ttie senses , depending upon whether a mov­

ing object i s <±>servGd from a pos i t ion a t r e s t or in motion 
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a t various speeds, undennlnes the » e r y ' p o s s i b i l i t y of motion 

as such. 

The E lea t i c pos i t ion i s t h a t though the world of sense, 

of \A*iich m u l t i p l i c i t y and motion are e s s e n t i a l f ea tu res , may 

e x i s t , ye t -Uiat outward world i s not the t rue Being. Zeno 

does not deny the existence of the world. What he denies i s 

the t ru th of ex i s tence . The E lea t i c p r inc ip le would co r res ­

pond t o a r e l ig ion in which we said t h a t "God i s " but beyond 

the fac t t ha t He " i s " , He has absolutely no charac te r . But 

th i s i s a wholly barren and meagre conception of the Dei ty , 

This conception of God i s the conception of an absolutely 

empty being. 

3 .2 .7 Heracl i tus : 

The philosophical p r inc ip le of Heracl i tus i s the 

d i r e c t an t i t he s i s of Elea t lc i sm. TTie E lea t l c s had taught 

t h a t only Being i s and Beconplng i s not a t a l l . Al l change, 

a l l becoming I s mere i l lus ion . . For Heracl i tus ,on the con-

^ a r y , only Becraning i s , and Being, permanence, i d e n t i t y , 

these are nothing but i l l u s i o n . 
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The fundamental thought in the teaching of Heraclltus 

is that the universe is in a state of ceaseless change. To 

signalize the notion of incessant activity, Heraclltus chooses 

as his first principle the most mobile substance he knows, 

something that never seems to cane to rest, the ever living 

fire scanetimes 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 Heraclltus is not the 

abiding si;dt>stratum of his predecessors; It is that w*iich 

is constantly being transformed into other -Oiings, The 

primal unity Itself is in constant motion and change; its 

creation is destruction, its destruction, creation vdien 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, EveryUiing both is and is not, 

the universal process is a transition from one condition 

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 move­

ment or 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 vd.ll 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,"^ 

The Eleatics described all things under two concepts, 

Being and not-being. Being has, for them, all truth, all 

reality,. Not being is wholly false and Illusory. But for 

Heraclitus both Being and not-*eing are equally real. The 

one is as true as the other. Both are true, for both are 

identical. 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 is by 

reason that we rise to tJie knovdedge of the law of becoming. 

In the comprehension of this law lies the duty of man and 

the only road to happiness. 

http://vd.ll
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3,2.8 Xenophanes ; 

The reputed founder of the Eleatlc school was Xeno­

phanes. Xenophanes is 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 nû iber of Gods who were conceived very 

much as in the form of human being. Xenoi^anes attacks this 

conception of God ad possessing human form. 

XenofAianes is a speculative theologian than a philo-

sopher. He attacks the prevailing polytheism with his anth-

ropODorphism, 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* wi-Uiout 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 SF*iere, a perfect form 

ana not a formless infinite. 

Xenophanes is a patttheist, conceiving God as the 

eternal principle of universe, as the one and all in v4iich 

everything is God, in other words, is the world. He is God, 
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i n ottier words he i s not a pure s p i r i t , but the whole of 

animatic n a t u r § . Xenophanes i d e n t i f i e s God with the world. 

In Xenophanes* pan the i s t i c i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of God and the 

world, the emfrfiasis i s on the world, not on God. "The thought 

of Xeno0ianes i s therefore more properly described as pan­

theism ra the r than monotheism. God i s unchangeable, iromut-

ab le , undivided, unmoved, pass ion less , undisturbed. Xenophanes 

appears thus r a the r as a re l ig ious , reformer than as a p h i l o ­

sopher. Xenof*ianes never resolved the inpompat ibl l l ty b e t ­

ween the unipoved and the sensible world of constant change, 

and t h i s supposition in h i s pantheism wâ i a challenge t o 

h i s successors . Nevertheless , i n as much as he was the f i r s t 

ta> enunciate the proposi t ion, "All i s one*, he takes h i s 

place in (^ilosophy. 

3 ,2 ,9 P la to : 

P l a to was the f i r s t person i n the h i s to ry of the 

world t o produce a g rea t all-embracing system of philosophy, 

vrfiich has i t s ramificat ion in a l l department of thought and 

r e a l i t y . In doing t h i s , P la to l a id a l l previous -Uiought under 

con t r ibu t ion . He gathered a l l t h a t was bes t i n the Pythago­

reans , the E l e a t i c , Heracl i tus and Socra tes . BAt i t i s not 
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t o be lmagine<j',i t h a t P l a to wâ ~- mere ec l ec t i c or a p lag ia ­

r i s t , v/dio took the bes t thoughts of o thers , on ihe contrary , 

he Was an or ig ina l t h inke r . He takes them as the germ of a 

new development. In h i s hand, a l l previous thoughts become 

t ransf igured under the l i g h t of a new and or ig inal p r i nc ip l e , 

The cen t ra l and governing pr inc ip le of h i s philoso0iy the 

theory of Ideas* 

Hie ideas are for him not mere things of thought, but 
1 

realities. The ideas form a world which exists of itself, 

is eternal and unchanging and can only be cooaprehended by 

thought. In this pure and independent existence they have 

their abode in a "Super Celestial" place, vdiere the soul in 

its pre-existence has perceived them. For Plato, the ideas 

or forms are not mere thought in the minds of men or even 

in ihe mind of God, ihe divine thought is Itself directed 

towards them. He conceives them as existing in and for them* 

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 «hlch we 



121 

perceive are imperfect copies or reflections of the eternal 

patterns. The ideas or ar(S^etypes, though numberless, are 

not disorganizes and chaotic; they constitute a well-ordered 

world or rational cosmos. The ideas are arranged in logical 

order, and subsumed under the highest idea, the idea of the 

Good, v\̂ ich is the source of all the rest. This idea is sup­

reme, beyond it there is 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, w*ilch 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 its worship of God in virtue and knowledge. The 

Good is for Plato something ̂ solute 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 strenĝ Ui to become similar to the 

perfection that is God, In his last works Plato attacks 
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atheism in i t s various forms and puts forward a complete 

theodicy. 

P la to inves t iga ted the relaticwis of the One and the 

many. Being and not«4)eing, qui te in the a b s t r a c t . VS/hether 

the Absolute i s One or many. Being or not-being, can be 

decided independently of any p a r t i c u l a r theory of the nature 

of the Absolute, and therefore independently of Plato»s own 

theory, vdiich was t h a t the Absolute cons is t s of Ideas , "The 

Absolute must therefore be ne i ther an abs t r ac t One, nor ar> 

a b s t r a c t many. I t must be a many in One, According t o P la to 

God i s i den t i ca l with the Ideas of the Good. But i n t h a t 

case God i s not a personal God a t a l l ; since the Idea i s 

not a person. The word God i s merely a f igura '^ve term for 

the Idea , God I s for r e l i g i o n , according t o P la to , what 

the Idea i s for 0 i i losophy. 

2 .2 .10 A r i s t o t l e : 

Aristotle- was not only a philosopher in the modern 

restricted sense of that teim. He was a man of universal 

learning. There is no branch of knowledge v\*iich did not 

receive his attention, and upon which he was not the grea­

test expert of his time, except perhaps mathematics .Aristotle 
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was the greatest of all Platonists, since his system is 

still founded upon the Idea and is an attempt to found an 

idealism free from the defects of Plato's system. It is 

in fact a develojanent 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 general is nothing substantial, that properties cannot 

be outside of things of which they are the properties, that 

the ideas lack a moving force, without v\*iich they cannot 

be the causes of p*iencmena. Aristotle for his part can only 

be applied to some-Uiing v\*iich is neither predicted of some­

thing else nor an accidental property of somettiing 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 ihQ bottom of the scale will be absolutely formless 

matter, at the topQ absolutely matterless form. That which 

comes at the top pff the scale, absolute form,̂  is called by 

Ood. 

Aristotle,j/God i s pure form unadulterated by mat ter ; since 

the f i r s t cause i s unmoved, i t must be form without matter, 

pure form, for where IJiere i s mat ter , there i s motion and 

change. God thus cons t i tu tes the one exception to the p r in ­

c ip l e t h a t matter and form are inseparab le . God i s complete 

a c t u a l i t y , i . e . , he i 3 the end or goaj toward w*iich a l l 

things are s t r i v i n g . He i s substance par excel lence, indeed, 

i n a s ign i f i can t sense of IJie word he may be said t o be VnQ 

only substance. F ina l ly , God i s thought-ldiinking-thought. 

Thought alone of a l l human a c t i v i t i e s i s ascr ibable t o God. 

I t i s the highest function of man, the one t r a i t of man 

which i s t ru ly d iv ine . 
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Aristotle rejects personally the popular religion on 

account of its anthropomorjdiic 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 "Uie 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, 

3i2.1i plotinus : 

The philosophy pf Plotinus is an account of an ordered 

s tructure of livirtg reality, which proceeds eternally from 

its transcendent. First principle, the One or Good and des­

cends in an unbroken succession of stages from ihe 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 Philo, 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 frcsn God and 

on the other hand its return to God." 

Plotinus insists repeatedly that the transcendent 

first principle vŝ ich 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 passes over, in a way which he 

apparently found quite natural, from neuter to masculine 

12 
pronouns and adjectives." According to Plotinus, the 

Good is 'beyond being*, that he cannot properly be even said 

to exist —- surely the extren» of negation, l^at Plotinus is 

saying is that the unity of the Good 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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t h a t he i s concerned to exclude in speaking of the One and 

t o re lega te to the second level of r e a l i t y , t h a t of Nous. 

When he c a l l s the One ' f o rmles s ' , he does so because He i s 

I n f i n i t e , without l imi t s and because precisely as One, He 

i s the pr inc ip le of form, of number, measure, order and 

l i m i t . "The One i s not a God ' o u t s i d e ' the world (an idea 

very fashionable iriMthe ear ly centur ies of our era , as in 

many l a t e r pe r iods ) . Nor i s He remote from us, but int ima­

t e l y present in the centre of our sou l s ; or r a the r we are 

in Him, for Plot inus prefers to speak of the lower as i n 

the higher r a the r than the other way round; body i s in soul 

and soul in Nous and Nous in the One." 

In h i s conception of the idea of God, Plot inus to the 

extreme point thought of the i n f i n i t y and supermundanity of 

God, The prigjary being i s without l i m i t , form or de f in i t i on , 

i t i s the unlimited or the i n f i n i t e . Al l a c t i v i t y i s d i rec ted 

towards something e l s e , but the f i r s t must be a self-contained 

u n i t y . In order t o think or t o wi l l or to be ac t ive , we need 

something as an cfeject of t h i s a c t i v i t y ; but God requires 

nothing besides Miimself. ^ does not stand in need of him­

se l f e i t he r and cannot d is t inguish 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 w*iich we must 

trace all effects but of its nature we can know nothing 

except that it is completely different from all that is 

14 finite and known to us, God is the absolute One." From 

the One proceeds the first great derived reality. Nous, the 

divine mind vrfiich.is also the v/orld of forms or ideas, and 

so Idle totality of true being in the Platonic sense. Its 

procession from the One is necessary and eternal, 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 v\rtiich is per­

fect produces something else. 

For Plotinus the One is the source from vrfiich 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, That ŵ iich derives frcm something greater than Nous 

Is Nous Itself, which is greater tiian all things, because 

other things come after It, So sou^ is a logos and a kind 

of activity of Nous, as Nous is of the One* In so far as 

God is the primary force. It mijst produce all things. It 

is in Its nature exalted above'everything and stand in need 

of nothing. It can neither communicate Itself substantially 

to another nor make the creation of the other Its aim^ 

production cannot be regarded as a division of, the divine 

being nor as an act of will. The emergence of the derivative 

from the primary being takes place by a natural necessity, 

which does not however signify any c(snpulsi<^ for the pri­

mary being or any change in it, ITie first production of the 

Being is Nous, Thought, vy*iich is at the same time the highest 

Being, just as the predecessors of Plotinus had characterised 

the really existent, the Ideas, as the thoughts of God, 

while Plato himself had ascribed reason and bought to the 

existent, Plotinus arrived at his 4First' in passing beyond 

all being and thought. In the downward scale thought occu­

pied the nearest position to the First. The "Uiought of the 

First is not discursive, but timeless, contemplative thought 
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t h a t i s complete in every i n s t a n t . In so far as the Nous 

i s the h ighes t being» i t possess the f ive categories of the 

" i r i t e l l l g i b l e " which Plot lnus borrowed from P l a t o ' s Sophists 

— being, motion, immobility, i d e n t i t y and di f ference . 

The Absolute as the One i s the f i r s t cause, as the 

Good I t i s -Uie f ina l cause of a l l , t h a t i s , Plot inus i s quite 

e x p l i c i t in asser t ing the causa l i ty of the Absolute, But i t 

must be remembered tha t the s p i r i t u a l and phencanenal worlds 

are coeternal with the One, so t ha t causa l i ty means l i t t l e 

more than the asse r t ion of a hierarchy in Real i tyj leading 

upto an a l l embracing Absolute in which everything i s con­

tained and which in the world of becoming i s the primary 

source and f ina l consummation of every process , p lo t inus was 

well aware t h a t i t i s not easy t o show how p l u r a l i t y can 

emanate from uni ty . Being from' the supe r - e s sen t i a l ; The 

so lu t ion offered by Plot inus i s t h a t of c rea t ion . The 

Absolute l̂ ipes not cease to be the Absolute by crea t ing a 

world w*iolly dependent on i t s e l f , nor does s p i r i t loss 

anything by creat ing the soul world, Plot inus i n s i s t s upon 

the complete independence of the One, According t o him, the 

Good i s the p r inc ip le on which a l l depends, to which a l l 
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aspires» from v\*iich a l l proceeds and w^ich a l l needs. In 

i t s e l f I t i s in need of nothing, su f f i c i en t in I t s e l f , want­

ing no-tiling, the measure and the tergi of a l l th ings , giving 

out of i t s e l f s p i r i t and r e a l i t y . The necess i ty vnhich causes 

the r ea l world to proceed from the f i r s t p r inc ip le i s akin 

t o "Uie necessi ty for se l f -express ion on the pa r t of an a r t i s t , 

i t i s , according t o P lo t inus , not a v i t a l necessi ty of growth 

or s e l f -p re se rva t ion . 

In h i s presentat ion of the One, Plot inus mixes up the 

two points of view, mystical and njrietajrfiysical. On the one 

hand, he spealcs of Vne One as so transcendent t h a t i t i s 

beyond the reach of mind and speech. I t cannot be r e p r e ­

sented even in terms of the h ighes t ca tegor ies , , such as 

f r u t h . Beauty and Goodness, Being and Consciousness. I t 

cannot be grasped even through i n t e l l e c t u a l contemplatlDn. 

I t i s r e a l i s a b l e in mystical ecstasy only, through commu­

nion with and absorption in i t . On the other hand, he p re ­

sents the One as the source and goal of everything, from 

vjhom a l l oppositions and d i v e r s i t i e s swanate and as i n f i n i t e 

energy, from w*iich everything emanates. All the objects of 

experience can be looked a t as unity from one point of view 

and as mu l t i p l i c i t y frcsn another. In Indian jAiilosophy 
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Vedanta also spea& of the ultimate principle, the Brahman, 

as beyond t]^ 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 metaj:*iysic principle of Plotinus, on the 

basis of wAiich he explains tlje entire field of experience, 

including both material and spiritual, is not a rational 

principle. It is beyond f'thê  reach of discursive 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 of the One, mainr 

tains that it is only our habit of dealing vjith sensible 

phenomena that makes us prone to separate spirit, spiritual 

world and spiritual percept!on.from one anol^er. They cons­

titute unity in multiplicity. If we attempt an intellectual 

analysis of Reality, we bplit 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, spiritual 

world and spiritual perception, -Uiough, it is not so divi-

ded. 
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In the conception of the first direct' emanation from 

the One, Plotinus was considerably influenced by Plato's 

conception' of the world of ideas. He, however, differs from 

Plato in one important 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 condition. There are individual spirits 

in -Uie real world, of v^ich the individual souls are the 

images. "The object of experience of Nous is the spiritual 

world, v\*iich is made up of ideas, forms^ archetypes of every­

thing that can possibly figure as objact in empirical expe­

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 6f values 

and existence, î t is necessary that reality shall be- actu-

alised not only in every manner but also in every degree. 

The highest grade in the hierarchy 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 I s the source of a l l ex is tence , a l l oppositions 

and d i f fe rences , of mind and body, form and mat ter , but i s 

himself devoid of a l l p l u r a l i t y and d ive r s i t y , and absolu­

t e l y one. He i s the One vftio i n His i n f i n i t y contains every­

th ing ; He i s the f i r s t causeless cause from which everyUilng 

i s produced,from vrfiich everything emanates, for p l u r a l i t y 

always presupposes uni ty , unity i s p r io r t o a l l being and 

beyond a l l being. Although the world proceeds from God, He 

does not c rea te i t , for creat ion implies consciousness and 

w i l l , i . e , , l i m i t a t i o n . The universe i s an emanation frcmi 

God and inev i t ab le overflow of h i s i n f i n i t e power or ac tua­

l i t y . Plot inus employs several metajdiors t o suggest the mean­

ing of emanation. God i s a spring from vAiich the stream flows 

without exhausting i t s i n f i n i t e source or God i s the Sun from 

which the l i g h t r ad ia t e s without loss t o the Sun. 

The pr inciple s tages may be dis t inguished in the p ro ­

cess of emanation : (1) Pure thought or Mind, (2) Soul and 

(3) Mat ter . In the f i r s t s t age , God»s being divides i n to 

thought and ideas , that i s , God thinks thoughts . He contem­

p la t e s the pure i d e a l cosmos. Thought and i t s i deas , subject 

and dbject are one a t t h i s s tage , not separate in time or 
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speice; i n the divine mind >the tiiinker and h i s thoughts are 

one and the same. His thought i s not discusrsive» passing 

from idea to idea , from premise t o conclusion, but i n f i n i ­

t i v e , s t a t i c , as i t were, contemplating the system of ideas 

as a whole and a l l a t once. For each p a r t i c u l a r object in the 

sense world, there i s an idea in the mind of God, The world 

of pure thought i s spaceless and t ime less ; i t i s a perfect 

e t e rna l and harmonius i n t e l l i g i b l e world which provides the 

model of the phencxnenal world. The soul , the second stage of 

the divine emanation proceeds from pure ttiought. I t i s super 

sensuous and i n t e l l i g i b l e ; i t i s ac t ive and has ideas ; i t 

possess the power of thought, though, being d i scu r s ive , in 

l e s s complete form than pure thought, i t i s self conscious, 

though transcending perception and memory. There are two 

phases of the soul , i n the f i r s t i t i s turned in the d i r e c t ­

ion of pure thought; in the second, i t i s turned in the 

d i r ec t ion of the world of sense . The f i r s t phase, Plot inus 

c a l l s the world-soul and the second phase he c a l l s na tu re . 

The soul cannot r e a l i z e i t s des i re t o exercise i t s power, 

t o ac t and to form unless i t has something to ac t on; thus 

i t produces matter — the th i rd and lowest leve l of emana­

t i o n . Matter as such, has ne i ther form, qua l i ty , power nor 
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un i ty , i t l is absolute iniportance and pr iva t ion , the 

p r inc ip le of e v i l . Plot inus conceives the emotion of the 

world from the world soul as a necessary consequence of 

i t s n a t u r e . The emanation of ihe world soul from pure 

thought, the crea t ion of matter, the d i f f e ren t i a t ion of 

matter i n t o bodies , cons t i t u t e one continuous process vt^ich 

a b s t r a c t thought can analyse i n t o 0 iases , but v\*iich are one 

e t e rna l and i n d i v i s i b l e a c t . 

Plot inus makes d i s t i n c t i o n between the Absolute and 

the Know,̂ ab!ie:) God. He deals with the Absolute one as an 

exclusive unity to v*»iGh we r i s e by negation of a l l f ih i tqde 

abd di f ference , and which, from t h i s point of view, i s 

opposed t o everything e l s e , v\4iile y e t i t has t o be conceived 

as the source from v\*iich everything e l se flows. According 

t o Plot inus God,.the supreme unity as l i f t e d above even 

the contemplative a c t i v i t y of pure in t e l l i gence and a t the 

same time he explains how the Absolute being, v\*iose a c t i v i t y , 

so fa r as i t i s ac t ive , has no object bu t , i t s e l f , should 

y e t be the centre from which a l l being and tiiought are 

r e l a t e d . As the l a s t g rea t exponent of Greek dualism, he 

f inds himself unable t o tJiink of any outgoing or transeun^D 
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activity of God, 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 envy 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 as a self 

revealing spirit, Plotinus is obliged to fall back upon the 

unexplained necessity, that the highest being should produce 

an image or imperfect copy of itself, v\*iich again in its turn 

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

reach the lowest and roost 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 Its 

superbundance produces another than Itself, but that which 
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is produeed 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, its 

contemplation of the One gives it intelligence. The inte­

lligence, as one with the intelligible world, forms tte 

first stage in l̂ e 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 ano"Uier 

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 whl^e maintaining the divi­

sion of form and matter, he refers the matter as well as 

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

of being that springs from the One, 

Plotinus begins with the absolute csie, 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-
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menal world in time and space. Now it appears that the five­

fold hierarchy of Plotinus with the unknowable Absolute at 

the top and the unknowable matter at the bottom of it — 

the one above and ihe other below knowledge —t is the nece­

ssary consequence of the failure of Greek idealism to recog­

nise that, in rising above the opposition of the pure inte­

lligence and the consciousness of the world In space and 

time, v\iiat we are really speeding is not some ultimate dbs-

truction in which all difference disappears but rather a 

principle of unity which transcends and explains that 

difference, such a principle Is represented in the philo­

sophy of Plotinus, as in Uiat of Plato by the world — 

soul. We may gather the pecularities of the system of 

Plotinus under three heads : first, it develops to its 

extremest form the Greek dualism of form and matter, of 

the ideal and the sensible, of the pure and permanent unity 

of intelligence and the divided and changing world of sense. 

Secondly, it tJiereby 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 v«ediation, it is obliged to seek its highest prin­

ciples not in that soul, but in a transcendent Absolute 

which has no connexion with anyttiing but itself, although 
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as the highest p r inc ip le , i t must be conceived t o be the 

f i r s t and the f i na l cause of a l l t h i n g s . 

. , Now a question a r i s e s whether •Uiis Absolute can bo 

the object of worship, or of contemplation,, without a t once 

descending i n t o the sphere of Nous, Plot inus as well aware 

t h a t Omnisdeterminatio e s t negat io, but one cannot worship 

the a p r i v a t i v e . According to P lo t inus , the God of p rac t i ca l 

r e l i g i o n i s the universal soul , the God of devout and thank­

ful contemplation, the great s p i r i t , the God of our most 

insp i red mccients, the Absolute; Again, "The Absolute does 

not cease to be the Absolute by creat ing a world v^olly 

dependeht on i t s e l f nor does s p i r i t lose anything by c r e a t ­

ing the soul* world. To say t h a t the Absolute must be God 

plus the world seems t o me l i ke saying t h a t the r@al Shakes­

peare i s the poet plus the fo l i o ed i t ion of h i s work. As 

t o the motive and manner of c rea t ion , i t i s d&vious t h a t 

we cannot be expected to know much, "How God creates the 

world we can never understand," says Prof. Ward; and 

many other philosophers have urged t h a t we cannot expect 

t o know. But i f , with Herac l i tus , we assume t h a t the*road 

up' and the *road down* must be the same and i f we can show^ 
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as Plotinus has shown, that there is noŵ iere any salto 

mortale in the ascent of the soul to God, it seems reason­

able to infeS that there are no unbridged chasms in the 

creation of the various orders of being by the Absolute, 

though we cannot understand the first stages, becaiise we 

are not God," 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, wAien the soul becomes intelli­

gence, it possess and ttiink the intelligible; 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 something 

strange or foreign; for God, in his view, is not far from 

any one of us, but on the contrary, we truly come to our­

selves in Him, God, according to Plotinus, is external to 

nothing and to no one, but is present even with those v\*io 

do not know Him; though -Uiey escape out of Him or rather 
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out of themselves and therefore, are not^ able to see Him 

from wAiom they have exlt&d "Uiemselves. "As In Dante•s vision, 

the whole universe was gatJiered 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 vAicm all is lost and 

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

17 only by asserting the failure of all expression," Plotinus 

holds Idiat the Absolute one does not go beyond I t s e l f and 

t h a t I t s a c t i v i t y , , so far as we can ascribe to I t a c t i v i t y 

i s d i rec ted only to I t s e l f . The inexpl icable law t h a t the 

higher form of being always produces a lower form, though 

without any act ion di rec ted tib the lower, i s used by P lo ­

t inus a t once to account for the existence of the lower and 

y e t t o save ihe higher from any r e spons ib i l i t y for i t . Hence 

we have a descending scale of degrees of Real i ty each of 

which produces tSiaa imperfect image of i t s e l f i n t h a t which 

follows i t , t i l l u l t imately we are car r ied beyond the 

i n t e l l i g i b l e world i n t o the region of matter , i n wdiich 

defect turns i n t o physical and moral e v i l . According t o 

P l o t i n u s , t h e h ighes t unity i s t h a t which manifests i t s e l f 
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In the greatest differences and .antagonisms and overcame 

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 carries 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 abs­

tract unity, but as a unity in wAiich all difference is 

embraced. 

3,3 Conclusion 

"It is essential to the understanding not only of 

Plato but of Greek p*iilosophy generally, to realise the 

1 Q 

place held by *the Good*," Three ideas are here insepa­

rable : (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 intelligible, (3) The 

God is tbe creative and sustaining cause of the world; 

Our Good is that for which we would give up everything 

aise, Man is always a creative of means and ends; he is 

a rational being v*o lives for something. 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 Goodj 

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

the ideas, whilp for Plotinus It is above them* In the 

Republic Plato says that we must look at all other forms 

in the light of the Form of the Good, which is the starting 

point of knowledge. The Good is beyond knowledge and being, 

or at least beyond our knowledge of being. Beauty and (f):nih 

are the Good under certain forms. The question has often 

been raised whether in Plato the Form (or Idea) of the 

Good is the same as God, This identificatix>n is not possible, 

becauser 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 Goc^4to a more inaccessible attitude than Plato 

has done. It is not for us only, but for the highest inte-

lligence, that the Good is 'beyond being'. But if the Good 

is the Absolute, the question at once arises whether we can 

rightly use such a name for it as 'the Good', Plotinus 

insists tlgat the Absolute cannot be 'the Beautiful'; but 

Beauty or the source of the beautiful, 

"Platonic philosophy is an ontology of intellectual, 

moral and aesthetic value. It is concerned with bringing 
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out the essent ial nature of three values, universally r e ­

cognised by humanity, t rue , good and beautiful, 'fliey are 

the constituents of r ea l i t y . They'are the a t t r ibutes under 

which the Reality i s known to humanity. "They are the highest 

19 forms, in which Reality can be apprehended by s p i r i t . " 

The Good, for plotinus i s Unity, as the goal'of des i re . He 

says that t h i s desire i s Universal. The Good i s the fu l f i l -

rrent of the natural desire for self-conpletion and self-

-transcendence, which every f ini te centre of consciousness 

feels. This unity which i s the Good of a l l f ini te l i fe i s 

also the source of a l l individual being. All things begin 

and ends in the Good sp i r i t flows over into a>ul, uncon­

sciously.- Soul returns to sp i r i t , consciously, and sp i r i t 

i s rooted in the one. 

Good in relat ion to ' f ini te experience, i s the per­

fection, to which each grade in the hierarchy aspires and 

having attained tadiich i t passes into the next stage above. 

True l i fe and true sp i r i t are identical and both come from 

the Good, The ideas, the sp i r i tua l world and i t s contents 

~ are Good but not in the Good, we cannot stop at the world 

of s p i r i t , as i f the f i r s t principle was to be found there . 

The soul does not aspire to sp i r i t alone, s p i r i t i s not our 
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suprenB end, and a l l does not aspi re t o s p i r i t , while a s p i ­

res t o the Good, beings which do not possess Nous, do not 

a l l seek to possess i t , while those which do possess i t are 

not content to stop t h e r e . Nous i s sought as the r e s u l t of 

reasoning* but the Good i s des i red before argument. According 

t o P lo t inus , the f u l l e s t l i f e i s the f u l l e s t love; and the 

love coines from the c e l e s t i c a l l i g h t which streams forth from 

the Absolute one, the Absolute Good , t h a t supreme p r inc ip l e , 

which made l i f e and made s p i r i t , the source and beginning, 

which gave s p i r i t to a l l s p i r i t u a l th ings and l i f e t o a l l 

l i v i n g t h i n g s . But we may ask, what i s there in the idea of 

absolute per fec t ion , to kir^ile t h i s passionate love and ador­

a t ion i n the soul 7 The bes t ansvier t o t h i s question we have 

found i n plot inus* conception of One, For i t i s unquestion­

able genuine expezrience of h i s own — t h i s e c s t a t i c love of 

the Absolute, Moreover, the great nuntoer of mystics. Chr i s ­

t i a n and Muslims corroborate a l l t h a t the great Neo-platonist 

descr ibes t o u s , The'spiir i t i n love ' i s the culmination of 

personal r e l i g ion ; and the object of t h i s adoration i s not 

the l imited half human God of popular r e l i g ion , but the i n ­

effable mysterious power to whom we shrink from ascr ib ing 

any human a t t r i b u t e s whatever. 
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CHAPTER^ IV 

THE MEDIAEVAL PHILOSOPHERS AND THE PROBLEM 

4 , 1 Introduct ion : 

There was a time vftien mediaeval philosophy was con­

s idered as unworthy of ser ious study because i t was then 

taken for granted t h a t philosophy of the middle ages was 

so subservient to theology t h a t i t was p r ac t i ca l l y i n d i s ­

t inguishable therefrom. In other words i t was taken for 

granted t h a t European philosophy contained two main per iods; 

the ancient period, \ft*iich to a l l i n t en t s areJ purposes meant 

the philosophies of P la to and A r i s t o t l e and the modem 

period, \filtien the speculat ive reason once more began to 

enjoy freedom af ter 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 i t 

was a s l a v e . 

If the speculat ive thought did not die out altoge"Wier 

i n -Uiis d i s t r e s s fu l period i t was la rge ly because Augustine 

continued t o be read by a few, Augustine produced hardly 

any purely philosophical works but Neo-platonlsm permeated 

h i s whole outlook. Although h i s philosophy i s intermingled 

file:///filtien
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with h i s theology, a l l the elements of a philosophical 

system are t h e r e . The mediaeval th inkers were go fa r ther 

than he did and t o develop philosophical systems vidiich, 

while fu l ly co-ordinat§d witti Chr is t ian theology, were 

construct ions of pure reason log ica l ly independent of 

theology. I t i s an i n t e r e s t i n g example, since Hegel 's 

d i a l e c t i c a l idea of the h i s to ry of philosophy obviously 

demanded t h a t mediaeval philos^pphy should be portrayed as 

making an e s sen t i a l contributi<ai t o 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, 

t h a t of expressing in philosophic terms the 'absolute con­

tent* of Chr i s t i an i ty but he i n s i s t s t h a t i t i s only forma-

l i s t i c r epe t i t i on of the content of f a i t h , in \«*iich God i s 

represented as something ' e x t e r n a l ' , for Hegel fai-Ui i s 

the mode of r e l ig ious consciousness and i s de f in i t e ly 

i n f e r i o r to the philosophic or speculat ive stand^point , 

the standpoint of pure reason, i t i s c l ea r t h a t in his 

eyes Mediaeval philosophy can be j^iilosophy only in name. 

Accordingly he declares t h a t Scholas t ic philosojrfiy i s r e a l l y 

theology, By t h i s Hegel does no t mean t h a t GcKi i s 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 

philosophy was thus philosophy according to content but 

theology according to form and in Hegel's eyes the history 

of mediaeval philosophy is a monotonous one. 

The Inportant theme of mediaeval thought is the re­

lation of theology to phiiosophy and that different thinkers 

adopted different attitudes in regard to this question. 

Starting with the endeavour to understand the data of reve­

lation, early raediaevals in accordance with the maxim Credo, 

but intelligam applied rational dialectic to the irysteries 

of faith in an attempt to understand them. In 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 

iopulse to msdiaeval philosophy, ihe 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 d6finitionS)Of 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 philosoj^ers was to realize the idea of a philo­

sophy whichgj while it was in harmony with C3iristian 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 "Uie 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 phi losophers of the middle ages, we sha l l 

d iscuss the viewrs of God of the three /p'hilosophers namely, 

S t . Augustinej S t . Anselm and S t . Thcmas Aquinas, 

4 .2 S t . Augustine : 

S t . Augustine was the g rea t e s t construct ive thinkers 

and the roost i n f l uen t i a l teacher of the ear ly ch r i s t i an 

church. In h i s system the most important theological and 

philosophical problems of h i s age are discussed and a 

Chr i s t ian World-view i s developed viiiich represents the 

culmination of p a t r i s t i c "Uiought and becomes the guide of 

Chr is t ian pliilosophy for centur ies t o ciMoe, Augustine 

achieved a pliilosophy, w*iich although not thoroighly s y s ­

temat ic , touches on a l l the basic philosophical problems. 

At the hea r t of h i s philosophy i s the doctr ine of the T r i ­

n i t y , w*iich in h i s monumental work. On the Tr in i ty , he 

t r e a t s as the inexhaust ible p r i nc ip l e , accepted on f a i t h , 

wAiich sheds I n t e l l i g e b l y on idie whole of r e a l i t y . 

"Hie mingling of theological and prfiilosophical themes 

may appear odd and unmethodical to us but one must remember 

t h a t (j^ugustine, in common with o-Uier Fathers and ear ly 

Chr is t ian w r i t e r s , made no c lea r d i s t i n c t i o n . He knew quite 
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well t h a t r a t i ona l arguments can be adduced for God's 

ex is tence , but i t was not so much the mere i n t e l l e c t u a l 

assent to God's existence t h a t i n t e re s t ed him as the r ea l 

a s sen t , the pos i t ive adhesion of the w i l l to God, and he 

knew t h a t in the concrete , such an adhesion t o God requires 

divine grace . Augustine did not play two p a r t s , the pa r t of 

the theologian and the pa r t of the philosopher vrfio considers 

the ' na tu ra l man'; he thought r a the r of man as he i s in the 

concrete fa l len and redeeijsed mankind, man who i s able indeed 

t o a t t a i n t ru th but v\̂ o i s constant ly s o l i c i t e d by God's 

grace and who requires grace in order t o appropriate the 

t r u t h t h a t saves . Reason has i t s par t t o play in bringing a 

man to f a i t h , and once a man has the f a i t h , reason has i t s 

p a r t to play in penetrat ing the data of f a i t h ; but i t i s 

the t o t a l r e l a t i o n (t»f "Uie soul t o God which primari ly 

i n t e r e s t s Augustine, 

Dominant concept in Augustine's theology i s the 

Neoplatonic conception of the absoluteness and majesty of 

God and l^e ins igni f icance of His c rea tu res , cc«nsidered 

apa r t from Him. God i s an e te rna l t ranscedent being, a l l 

powerful, al l-good, a l l -w i se ; absolute uni ty , absolute 

i n t e l l i g e n c e and absolute w i l l , t h a t i s absolute s p i r i t . 
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He i s absolutely f ree , but h i s decisions are as unchange­

able as h i s nature , he i s absolutely holy and cannot vd l l 

e v i l . In him wi l l ing and doing are one; vi^at he w i l l s i s 

done without the help of any interiD^diate being or Logos, 

In h i s i n t e l l i gence are a l l ideas or forms of th ings , wdiich 

means t h a t he proceeded r a t i o n a l l y in crea t ing the world 

and t h a t everything owes i t s form t o him* 

The cen t ra l and favouri te proof of God's existence 

given by S t . Augustine i s t h a t frcan thought, i . e . , a proof 

frcm wi th in . The s t a r t i n g point of t h i s proof i s the mind's 

apprehension of necessary and changeless Truths . This Truth 

i s super ior t o the ndnd, i n as much as the mind has t o bow 

before i t and accept i t ; the mind did not cons t i t u t e i t ; 

nor, can it.amend i t ; the mind recognises t h a t t h i s Truth 

transcends i t and ru les i t s thought r a the r than the other 

way round. The e te rna l t ru ths must be founded on being, 

r e f l e c t i n g the ground of a l l t r u t h s . Truth i t s e l f , re f ­

l e c t i n g the necessi ty and immutability of God, This r e f e r s 

t o a l l e s sen t i a l s tandard . This argument t o God as the 

ground of eternal<and necessary t ru th was not only fiodep-

ted by the 'Augustinian School*, but reappears in th^ 

thought of several eminent Philosopher, l i k e Le ibn i t z , 
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"Like a l l genuine mystics, S t . Augustine s t r e s se s the 

imperfect nature of t h i s experience of God, I t can never be 

anything but a momentary rap tu re , v*dch passes l i k e a f lash 

of l igh tn ing , and t h i s v is ion , he c lea r ly sees , cannot be 

confused with a d i r e c t apprehension of the very being of 

God, This i s beyond our poor ear-Uily l i f e , beyond t h i s time 

i n vi*iich human h i s to ry i s wrought out in anguish; only in the 

peace of the heavenly City wi l l the soul of man r e s t for 

e t e r n i t y in b l i s s f u l contemplation of God,"'*' S t , Augustine 

does indeed prove the existence of God from the external 

corporeal world; bu t h i s words on the subject are r a the r of 

the nature of h in t s or reminders or supnary statements than 

developed proofs i n the academic sense . He was not so much 

concerned t o prove tocthe- a t h e i s t t ha t God ex i s t s as t o snow 

how a l l creat ion proclaims the God vî om the soul can expe­

r ience i n i t s e l f , tile l iv ing God, I t was the dynamic a t t i ­

tude of the soul towards God vt^ich in t e re s t ed him, not ihe 

const ruct ion of d i a l e c t i c a l arguments with a purely theore ­

t i c a l conclusion, S t . Augustine t r i e s t o show t h a t crea t ion 

cannot give the soul the perfect happiness i t seekS, but 

points upwards t o the l i v ing God who must be sought wi th in . 

"Vi/hen he a s se r t s in the De C iv i t a t e Dei t h a t *the very order. 
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d i spos i t i on , beauty, change and motion of the world and of 

a l l v i s i b l e ^ i n g s s i l e n t l y proclaim t h a t ' i t could only 

have been made by God, the ineffably and i nv i s ib ly great 

and the ineffably and inv i s ib ly b e a u t i f u l ' , he i s t a t h e r 

reminding Oi r i s t i ahs of a fac t than attempting t o give a 

systematic proof of God•s ex i s t ence , ' ^ 

According to Augustine, God created the world out of 

nothing; i t i s not a necessary evolution of His own being, 

as the Pan the i s t i c Neoplatonists hold, for t h i s transcends 

the nature of His c r e a t u r e s . His c rea t ion i s a continuous 

c rea t ion (Creat io Continua), fo r unless i t were sustained 

by God the world would d i s so lve . I t i s absolutely and con­

tinuously,, dependent on Him, We cannot say t h a t the World 

was cr^lated in time or in space, for before God created the 

World, there was ne i ther time nor space; i n c r ea t ing . He 

created time and space. He Himself i s t imeless and without 

space* 

Augustine i n s i s t s t ha t the world of crea tures ref— 

l e c t s and manifests God, even i f i t does so i n a very 

inadequate manner. 'Greatures tend indeed t o not being, but 

as Icwng as they are , toey possess some form and t h i s i s a 
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reflection of the Form w*iich can neither decline nor pass 

away. Thus the order and unity of Nature proclaims the unity 

of the creator, 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 eternity 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 tiqie. The species of created things have their 

ideas in God, and God from all eternity saw in Himself, as 

possible reflections of Himself, the things w*>ich he could 

create and would create. 

The grand discovery is that the solution of the 

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

other than God, If God is our happiness, it is because He 
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i s God, the being who i s e t e rna l , unchangeable, perfect , 

i n f i n i t e . The moment when man discovers what God i s , then 

i n some degree he forgets himself, he gives himself up 

e n t i r e l y and loses himself -in adoration of -Uiis i n f i n i t y . 

In analysing h i s l i f e , ttie l i f e of a man, S t . Augustine 

discovers and makes us discover, i n the very depth of h i s 

being, the absence of God in s i n , the need and capacity 

for God i n d i squ ie t of soul , the coming of God in sa lva t ion 

and the now recognized presence of God i n the l i f e of g race . 

Predest inat ion i s the e te rna l reso lve of God t o confer 

e t e rna l l i f e on t h i s man or t h a t by the i n f a l l i b l e means of 

g race . Predest inat ion ijnplies God*s foreknowledge of man*s 

choice, but Augustine thinks t h a t such foreknowledge i s in 

no way pre judic ia l t o man's freedom. Augustine i s unwilling 

t o l i m i t divine freedom i n the s l i g h t e s t degree; God can 

do as He pleases with man and He has s e t t l e d from a l l 

e t e r n i t y v\Aiat i s going to happen t o very i nd iv idua l . 

According t o Augustine man in the person of Adam, has had 

h i s chance, he abused, the p r i v i l e g e . God knew he wouid 

abiuse i t ; but since roan was under no compulsion t o do 

wrong, no indiv idual has a r i g h t t o complain i f he i s not 

among -Uie e l e c t . Nevertheless, i f a man t ru ly loves God, 
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if he has the good will» he vd.ll be redeemed. 

After experiencing all the implications of ancient 

Skepticism, Augustine gave a classical answer to the prob­

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 trii.th. And if you establish truth you affirm 

God, »Where I have found the tru-tti, there I have found ray 

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, God is the presupposition 

of the question of God. This is he ontological solutiw of 

3 
the problem of the f̂ iilosophy of religion," 

4»3 St. Thomas Aquinas : 

The 0iilosophy 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 so far as this is attain­

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

http://vd.ll
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a notion from which r e a l i t y i s to be deduced; but he s t a r t s 

from the ex i s t en t world and inqu i r i e s w*iat i t s being i s , 

how i t e x i s t s , what i s the condition of i t s ex i s t ence . 

Moreover, h i s thought concentrates on the supreme exis tence, 

on Vne being vi*iich does not merely possess exis tence , but 

i s I t s own e x i s t e n c e . . His thought renains ever in contact 

wi"tJi the concrete , the ex i s t en t , both with t h a t which has 

exis tence as some-Uiing derived, something received and with 

t h a t w*iich does not receive exis tence but i s e x i s t e n t . 

S t . Thomas i n s i s t e d on the fac t t h a t God i s subs is ten t 

ex i s tence , t h a t t h i s essence i s not primarily goodness or 

thought but exis tence, he was but rendering e x p l i c i t the 

implicatlcais of the Jevdsh and Chris t ian view of -Uie world 's 

r e l a t i o n t o God. One of the chief c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of S t , 

Thomas's philosophy i s i t s ' o b j e c t i v i t y ' r a the r than i t s 

' s u b k e c t i v i t y ' . The immediate object of the human i n t e l l e c t 

i s the essence of the mater ia l th ing , and S t . Thomas bui lds 

up h i s philosophy by re f l ec t ion on sense experience. In the 

proofs v\*iich he gives of God's exis tence , the process of 

argument i s always from the sens ib le world to God, 

The r e l a t i on between God and a l l other r e a l i t i e s i s 

described by S t . Thomas in the A r i s t o t e l i a n terms of f ina l 
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causality, St. Thomas explains this relation by means of 

b o ^ immanent and transcendent elements. Among all the causes, 

he says, that pf finality is the chief and primary cause 

because it denotes both the goal of any entity and the 

reason for the Initiation of that entity. God is both the 

reason for which everything comes to be and the goal towards 

which everything is ultimately dravm. 

Various references in the works of St. Thomas show 

that there were views about God, current at his time, w4iich 

have quite a modem ring* One was to the effect that God was 

within us and so can be Imirediately apprehended without the 

need of argument. This, which has a perpetual appeal and 

many different guises, can be called ihe argument fran 

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 understoal 

by us. Faithful to his theory of knowledge, St. Thomas holds 

that we start with sensible reality, and -tiiat it is only 

from finite existent being thus revealed that we can argue 

to t̂ e existence of God, 
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The metaphysics of St, Thomas centre in his analysis 

of existence. He reluctantly puts on one side the ontological 

argument of St, Anselm, That argument is to this effect, that 

the notion is formed in the mind by \Â oever hears the naipe 

"God", of one than w*iom nothing greater can be thought. Such 

a being cannot be a notion merely, 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 laid in the five ways. The first of 

the five proofs of Gods existence given by St, Thomas is 

that from motion, which is found in Aristotle and was uti­

lised by Maimonides and St,; Albert, "The first way is 
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described in the Stsnma TheoXogicdi.;as especially c^ylc^ 

(manefestior),.IhisepiMieit should probably be interpreted 

in the l i gh t of the inuph lengthier foro^£]lation of ijie proof 

in the SamQa c<mtra gentiles., where Acquinas: employs all . the 

resources of Aristotel ian physics to conclude as: Aristot le 

had done, to "Uie existence of the f i r s t unmoved mover•v 

"The second proof, lAihich i s ^pc(gested by t̂ @ secocid 

book of Ar i s to t le ' s Metai^iysics and vMc^ fatas used by Avi-

cehna, Alan of I , i l ie and S t . Albert, also s t a r t s from the 

sensible world, but th is time from the order or ser ies of 

eff icieht causes,"^ We <^serve instances of the relat ion 

of cause and effect and we find that ttie cause i s i t s e l f 

the effect of another cause* This series cannot be in f in i t e , 

for if nothing could cause without being caused^ ^ e r e would 

be nothing to se t the causal ser ies going. Hence we must 

conclude to the existence of an uncaused cause. . . 

the third proof proceeds from the notions of necessity 

and cbntingincy. In t h i s proof, Aquinas reproduces the sugges­

t ion of Miaimbnides that , if everything were capable of non­

existence, there would actually be a time a t tohich nothing 

existed, and in that case nothing could ever come to ex i s t . 
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Whatever may be thought of t h i s , i t i s c l ea r t h a t the 

u l t imate source of the coming-to-be of the contingent must 

be sought in the necessar i ly e x i s t e n t . If "Uiere were no 

necessary being, nothing a t a l l would e x i s t . 

The fourth proof i s suggested by some ctoservations 

-iii-Ari^stotle*s Metaphysics and i s foynd subs t an t i a l l y i h 

S t . Augustine and S t . Anselm, "The four-Ui way i s taken from 

the d i f fe ren t grades we find in t h i n g s , For we find in things 

t h a t v\*iich i s more and t h a t vrfiich i s l e s s good, t r u e , noble 

e t c . But more and less are predicated of d i f fe ren t th ings , 

i n so fa r as in d i f f e ren t degrees ihey approach t h a t which 

i s most; as a thing i s warmer wtien i t i s more l i ke t h a t 

which i s most warm. Hence something e x i s i s t h a t i s the 

t r u e s t , bes t , noblest and consequently a lso the g rea t e s t 

being."^ 

The f i f t h proof i s taken from the subject ion of things 

t o guidance. We see t h a t many "Uiings possessing no knowledge, 

namely physical objec ts , ac t towards a goal, which follows 

from the fac t t h a t they are always ac t ive in the same way 

i n order t o a t t a i n t h a t vy*iich i s b e s t . From t h i s i t follows 

t h a t they a t t a i n t h e i r goal not by accident bu t purposively. 
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But t h a t which has no knowledge tends towards a goal only 

through guidance by a being. Hence an i n t e l l i g e n t being 

e x i s t s by w*iom a l l things of nature are d i rec ted towards 

t h e i r goal , and t h i s we c a l l God. 

Thomas Aquinas, "in s e t t i n g forth h i s celebrated 

'Five ways* of demonstrating the exis tence of God did not 

mean by demonstration yiAiat people now-a-days often sui^pose 

he meant. He never ca l led them proofs . True, he taught t ha t 

the exis tence of God could be 'known by na tu ra l r eason ' ; 

bu t he presupposed a cer ta in i n t e l l e c t u a l c l imate , a God 

centred way of th inking, within wAiich he f e l t prepared t o 

exh ib i t or demonstrate the existence of God,"' 

God i s the end of a l l th ings , so as t o precede a l l in 

be ing . There i s an end vMch, 'tiiough i t holds t l ^ f i r s t place 

in causing in so far as i t i s in the in tens ion , i s never the-

l e s s l a s t in execution. There i s an end wdiich, j u s t as i t 

precedes in causing, so a lso does i t precede in be ing. Thus 

t h a t which one intends to acquire by one's motion or act ion 

i s said t o be one's end* Accordingly, God i s the end of 

things as something t o be obtained by each l^ing in i t s own 

way. Again, God i s a t once the l a s t end of things and the 
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f i r s t agent . Now the end effected by the agen t ' s act ion 

cannot be the f i r s t agent but , r a the r i s i t the agen t ' s 

e f f e c t , God, therefore , cannot be the end of things as 

though He were something effected, but only as something 

already ex i s t ing and t o be acquired. The e f fec t must tend 

t o ihe end in the same way as the agent ac ts for the end, 

God, wtio i s the f i r s t agent of a l l th ings , does not ac t as 

though He gained something by His act ion bui as bestowing 

something thereby. Since He i s not in p o t e n t i a l i t y so t h a t 

He can acquire something, but so le ly i n perfect a c t u a l i t y , 

vy*iereby He i s able t o bestow. Things therefore , are not 

ordered to God as t o an end t o v^ich something wi l l be 

added; they are ordered to Him to obtain God Himself, Al l 

c rea tures are images of the f i r s t agent, namely God, s ince 

the agent produces i t s l i k e . The perfect ion of an iipage 

cons i s t s in represent ing the or ig ina l by a l ikeness t o i t , 

for t h i s i s why an image i s made. Therefore, a l l things 

e x i s t for the purpose of acquiring a l ikeness t o God, as 

for t h e i r l a s t end. 

S t , Thomas ce r t a in ly be l ie f t h a t i t i s •Uieoretically 

possible for the philosoidier t o work out a t rue metaj^ysical 
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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 vd.th the Tru"Ui it­

self, with God who is the principle of all tru-Ui and he is 

unable by purely human rational investigation to discover 

all that knowledge of Truth itself, of God, wrtiich is nece­

ssary for man if he is to attain his final end. The Truth 

that God is one is not vitiated by the very fact that noth­

ing is said or known of the Trinity of person? the further 

truth completes the first, but the first truth is not false, 

even taken by itself. If the philosopher states that God is 

one and simply says nothing about the Trinity, because the 

idea of ihe Trinity has never entered his head; 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 csne in Nature is a correct statement. Of course, 

if the 0iilosopher states positively that God is one person, 

he is stating v\*iat 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, 

Accorciing to St. Thomas, since there can be only one 

infinite being, there can be only one God, and .since all 

pure perfections are contained in God, Go& must be the sup­

reme intelligence and will* God, therefore, is supremely 

personal, and this is the real God of religion. The perfect­

ion of the Infinite being must inconceively transcend our 

finite conceptions, but we have a genuine philosophical 

knowledge of God. As far as it does we know that he is 

infinite being, 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 being so v/e 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.j says, in effect, that the 

existence of God is self evident.' Everyone really believes 

in God though not everyone adroit it even to himself. Every­

one believes in God, thinks Anselm, because it is impossible 

p 
to do otherwise." 
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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 ncminalistic 

heresies of Roscelln in a system of thought based on Plato­

nic and Aristotelian principles. He seeks to prove by 

ceason vAiat has to be accepted c»̂  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 Incamaticai 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 scane 

treatment and development of those philosophical categories, 

St. Anselm deserves a place in the history of philosofdiy 

by contributing to the development of that branch of phi­

losophy which is knovm as natural theology, VHhether his 

arguments for the existence of God are considerejd 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. 



169 

In the Monologlum, S t . Anselm develops the proof of 

God»s exlstorjce from the degrees of perfect ion which are 

found in c r ea tu r e s . In the f i r s t chapter he appl ies the 

argument to goodness, and in the second chapter to ' g r e a t ­

nes s ' » meaning, as he t e l l s us , not quan t i t a t ive greatness^ 

but a qual i ty l i k e vidsdom. Such q u a l i t i e s are found in 

varying degrees in the objects of experience, so -Uiat the 

argument proceeds from the empirical observaticari of degrees 

of, for example, goodness, and i s therefore an a pos te r io r i 

argument* But judgement about d i f f e ren t degrees of pe r fec t ­

ion implies a reference t o a standard of perfect ion, v^ i l e 

the f a c t t h a t things p a r t i c i p a t e object ively in goodness in 

d i f f e r en t degrees shov/s t ha t the standard i s i t s e l f objec t ­

i v e . This type of argument i s P la tonic in charac te r , " I t 

does Aot proceed from the idea of absolute goodness t o the 

exis tence of absolute goodness but from obsei^ed degrees 

of goodness t o the existence of absolute goodness and from 

degrees of wisdom t o the existence of absolute vdsdom, the 

absolute goodness and wisdom being then iden t i f i ed as God,*"^ 

In the t h i r d chapter of the Monologium, S t . Anselm 

appl ies the same s o r t of argument t o being, v\*iatsoever 

e x i s t s , ex i s t s e i the r through something or through nothing. 
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S t . Anselm goes on t o Introduce a P la ton ic element vohen he 

argues t h a t i f there i s a p l u r a l i t y of ex i s t en t things 

vi^ich have being of themselves, i . e . , are self-Kiependent 

and uncaused, there i s a form of being-of i t s e l f i n which 

a l l p a r t i c i p a t e . Again v^en several beings possess ihe same 

form^ there must be a uni tary being, external t o them which 

i s t h a t form. Therefore, -Uiere can be one s e l f - e x i s t a n t or 

u l t imate being and tills must be the bes t and h ighes t and 

g r e a t e s t of a l l t h a t i s . 

In the Monologium S t , Anselm proceeds t o give reasons 

for the Tr in i ty of persons in one Nature without giving any 

c l e a r ind ica t ion t h a t he i s conscious of leaving the pro­

vince of one science t o enter that of anotiier, S t , Anselm 

gives a pos t e r io r i arguments for God*s existence which are 

of a much more systematic character than those of S t , Augu­

s t i n e and he a lso deals careful ly with ihe divine a t t r i b u ­

t e s , God's immutabil i ty, e t e rn i t y e t c , 
N 

In the Proslogium, S t , Anselm develops the so-cal led 

ontological argument vydiich proceeds from the idea of God 

t o God as a r e a l i t y . According to him, t h i s proof s t a r t s 

from the idea of God as t h a t than which no g rea te r can be 

conceived, i , e . , as absolutely per fec t ; t h a t i s what i s 
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meant by God, If such a being had only idea l r e a l i t y , 

exis ted only in our subject ive idea , we could s t i l l con­

ceive a g rea te r being, namely a being vihich did not e x i s t 

simply in our idea but in objective r e a l i t y . I t follows 

t h a t the idea of God as absolute perfect ion i s necessar i ly 

theidea of an ex i s t en t being and S t . Anselm argues t h a t in 

t h i s case no one can a t the same time nave the idea of God 

and ye t deny His exi;stence. If a man thought of God a s , 

for ins tance , a superman, he would be qui te r i g h t t o deny 

God*s exis tence i n t h a t sense but he would not r e a l l y be 

denying the ob jec t iv i ty of t ha t idea of God. If, a man had 

r i g h t idea of God, conceived the meaning of the term 'Godt, 

he could indeed deny His existence vdth h i s l i p s , but i f 

he r e a l i s t what the denial involves and ye t a s se r t s the 

den i a l , he i s gu i l ty of a plain con t rad ic t ion . The abso» 

l u t e l y Perfect Being i s a Being, ihQ essence of which i s 

t o e x i s t or which necessar i ly involves exis tence , s ince 

otherwise a more p re fec t Being could be conceived; i t I s 

the Necessary Being and a Necessary Being v\4iich did not 

e x i s t would be a 9ontradict ion in terms. S t . Anselm wanted 

h i s argument t o be a demonstratiwi of a l l t h a t we bel ieve 

concerning the divine na ture , and since the argun^nt 
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concejnns the absolutely Perfec-tv Being, the a t t r i b u t e s of 

God are contained impl ic i ty in the conclusion of the argu­

ment. 

Again we have only t o ask oturselves wAiat i s implied 

by the idea of a Being than udiich no grea te r can be thought, 

in order t o see t h a t Good must be omnipotent, omniscient, 

supremely j u s t and so on. The argument given by S t . Anselm 

in ihe Proslogium was attracked by the monk Gaunilo in h i s 

'Liber Pro Ins ip ien te adversus Anselmi in Porslogio r a t i -

ocinationem*, wherein, he <Aserved t h a t the idea we have 

of a thing i s no guarantee of i t s extramental exis tence 

and t h a t S t , Anselm was gu i l ty of an i l l i c i t t r a n s i t i o n ' 

from the log ica l t o the r ea l order . The being of God i n 

the mind, he dec la res , i s the same as the being of any 

other thing in the mind, t h a t i s , so fa r as i t i s thought. 

**The case of God, Anselm argued, i s a spec ia l one. 

In a l l other cases, such as the i s l and , i t i s j u s t as p o s s i ­

b l e to conceive of non-existence as of ex i s t ence . In the 

case of God, thinks Anselm, t h i s i s not s o ; i t i s not 

possible t o conceive of God*s non-exis tence. For in -Uiis 

case we are not thinking of an i s land or a horse or a school 
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t h a t i s the g rea te s t and most perfect of i t s kind; we are 

thinking of »*iatever i t i s t h a t i s the g r ea t e s t and most 

perfect of a l l kinds of be ing." In the t h i r t e en th century 

t h i s argument was employed by S t , Bonaventure, with a less 

log ica l and more Psychological emphasis, n*iile i t was 

re jec ted by S t , Thomas.Duns Scotus used i t as an inc iden ta l 

a i d , Descartes adopted and adapted i t , Leibnitz defended i t 

in a careful and ingenious manner, Kant attacked i t . 

4̂ *5 Observations : 

Because of the preponderance of r e l i g ion (theology) 

over metaj^ysics (philoso{:^y) in the middle ages, we do not 

see the growth of absolutism. As any philosopher seldom rose 

t o the heights of metaphysical daring, there was no concep­

t ion of an impersonal abso lu te . God was considered personal 

a l l through. Mediaeval period i s marked for i t s d i s t i n c t 

r e l i g ious mlHue where philosophy was almost a handmaid t o 

religiCMD. 

During the middle ages, the words au thor i ty , obedience 

and subordination form important terms in the vocabulary of 

l i f e . In p o l i t i c s , r e l i g i o n , morals , education, philosophy, 

sc i ence , l i t e r a t u r e and a r t - i n every sphere of human a c t i v i t y 
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— the influence of i>rganized Christianity is 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, w4iat need is there of search­

ing for it; wtiat need of philosophy except as the hand­

maiden, of theology — these questions arise in the tninds. 

The individual is subordinates to the church in his reli­

gious beliefs and practices, the church stands between him 

aiKl his God. 

The Augustinian philosophy of history considers the 

temporal and historical process in the context of the eternal 

nature and purpose of God and seeks a vindication of the ways 

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 

distinguished by this, that time does not exist without 

some movement and transition while in eternity there is no 

change," 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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12 but simultaneously with time," God by an eternal act 

created both tJie world and time and in the original creative 

act God envisaged under the form of eternity the entire 

succession of temporal and historical events v>*iich was denied 

to unfold in tigie. The cause of creation is the goodness of 

God, and consequently all created things which emerge in 

time contribute to the goodness of the created universe, 

"no nature of ail is evil, and this is a name for nothing 

13 
but the want of good." The essential features of the Augu-

stinian Philosophy of history are —• (i) The conviction that 

the entire historical process is a purposive or teleological 

wiiole, the parts ot which, down to the most minute detail, 

contribute to the goodness and perfection of the v\diole; 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 ihe 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 
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Monologium he employs the cosmological argument, which had 

been advanced by S t . Augustine, In h i s proslogium, he offers 

another proof, which I s based on P la tonic rea l i sm; i t i s 

the so-cal led Ontological with which h is ijame has become 

linked in the h i s to ry of tiiought. This proof cons is t s i n 

deducing the exis tence of God from the concept of God, in 

showing t h a t the very idea of God implies h i s ex i s tence . 

The idea of a being having existence i s the idea of a more 

perfec t being than the idea of one having no exis tence• 

Hence, God as the most perfect being, must e x i s t . In ibhis 

way Anselm seeks t o prove t h a t the perfect ion of God implies 

h i s ex i s t ence . This conclusion does not necessar i ly follow 

frcan Anselm's premises; His reasoning proves no more than 

t h a t when we think of a being as e x i s t a n t , we are thinking 

of a being that i s more perfect than a non-exis tant being. 

The notion of an ex i s t an t being i s the notion of a being 

t h a t has more q u a l i t i e s than a being conceived as not e x i s ­

t a n t . He does not^prove tha t God e x i s t s , but merely t h a t 

the idea of an ex i s t an t God ccannotes more than the mere 

subject ive idea of God, Of course, the idea of God includes 

the idea of ex is tence ; but i t does not necessar i ly follow 

from the notion of a perfect toeing, a notion which ca r r i e s 
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with it the idea of existence, that such a being actually 

exists. The ontological argument seems cogent to anyone, 

who accept the realistic presupposition that universals have 

an extra-mental reality; the realistic theory of universals 

is thus an implit^tlpremises of the ontological argument for 

God's existence. 

St̂ . Thomas Acquinas does not advocate idie intellect-

ualist position in its most extreme form; indeed, in M.s 

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 object 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 raldier negative conclu­

sion. We shall repeat that religion being the doninant 

factor in even the intellectual pursuits in the west 

(one might even venture to say^ that was -ttie case the world 

over) — metaphysics; free and lofty, could not •Uirow up 

concepts like the Absolute. As a result of this, we do not 
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see the probiem of God and the Absolu te as f a r as the 

mediaeval ivestern phi losophy i s concerned, 
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GHAPTEiU- V 

THE PROBLEM AND SOVIE MODERN PHILOSOPHERS 

5 . 1 Introciuction : 

The pr(A>lem of the r e l a t i o n between God and the 

Absolute i s a v i t a l prd&lem i n the philosophy of the Bast 

and the West. There are many philosophers vuho have d iscu­

ssed the prdblem. In t h i s chapter we sha l l make a study of 

the views of some modern philosophers on t h i s problem, 

5.2 Some modem t^iilosophers : 

The problem of God and the Absolute has a t t r ac t ed 

many modem philosoti^ers a l s o . I d e a l i s t s and a b s o l u t i s t 

phi losof^ers had t o take recourse t o the d i s t i n c t i o n bet-> 

ween the metaphysical and re l ig ious u l t ima tes . In t h i s 

chapter our t h r u s t wi l l be on those irfiilosophers who have 

well-defined views on t h i s prdblem. Hence, na tu ra l ly , we 

s h a l l s t a r t with Spinoza, the prince among ear ly modem 

western a b s o l u t i s t s . Then we sha l l pass on t o Bradley i n 

the west and Aixcdbindo and Radhakrishnan in the Eas t . 

5 . 2 . 1 Spinoza : 

The doc t r ina l contr ibut ion of Spinoza t o i^ilosophy 

may be summarised in one word, t h a t i s , the concept of the 
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Absolute . Spinoza may be said t o have made t h i s concept 

complete and cons i s t en t . All other doctr ines may be regarded 

as the log ica l der iva t ion of t h i s , God, the supreme r e a l i t y 

was recognised t o be the Absolute, bu t i t s log ica l imp l i ­

ca t ions were not noticed f u l l y . 

Thje prdt)lem which exercised Spinoza 's mind most was 

the problem of purifying the concept of God. His study of 

grea t masters of r e l ig ious thought had impressed upon him 

t h a t on account of the ingress of sentimentalism, many 

incons is tenc ies had crapt i n t o the concept of God, witit the 

r e s u l t t h a t a l l other problems of j ^ l o s o p h y a lso were 

wrongly approached. Out of the many def in i t ions of God, 

Spinoza se l ec t s one vt^ich seems to s a t i s fy a l l the condi­

t i ons of the def in i t ion of an uncreated th ing . The essence 

of a thing i s t h a t from which a l l i t s proper t ies can be 

deduced. The three specia l characteii^iftics of a thing 

uncreated a re , ( i ) t h a t th(? thing must not need expla­

nat ion by anything outside i t s e l f , i . e . , should exclude 

the idea of a cause, ( i i ) t h a t the de f in i t ion should 

leave no room for doubt as t o \A^ether the thing e x i s t s 

or not , ( l i i ) t h a t the de f in i t ion must not contain 
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abs t r a t i ons* Keeping a l l these i n view the only cor rec t 

de f in i t ion of substance i s " t h a t which i s in i t s e l f ard i s 

conceived through i t s e l f . " Two objection agains t Spinoza's 

procedure may be an t i c ipa t ed . I t may be said t h a t Spinoza's 

de f in i t i on i s not c o r r e c t . But the correctness of i t may 

be demonstrated by showing tha t i t contains» a l l t h a t i s 

i m p l i c i t in the notion of God as absolute being.. 

As se l f -ev iden t being, substance i s by i t s very 

na tu re , p r io r t o modes both epis temlcal ly and onto logi -

c a l l y . Modes are known or conceived through God or subs­

tance udiich i s se l f -conceived. Modes are not s e l f - e x i s t e n t 

bu t dependent on.God uAio alone i s s e l f - e x i s t e n t . As se l f -

conceived, i . e . , absolutely unrelated, substance must be 

one and un ive r sa l . The unity of substance may be proved 

d i a l e c t i c a l l y . If there were many substances, they must be 

e i t h e r absolutely a l ike or absolutely d i f fe ren t or par t ly 

a l i k e and par t ly d i f f e r e n t . If they are absolutely al ike, , 

they cannot be dis t inguished caie f,rom the o ther , because 

d i s t i n c t i o n Implies t h a t they are not absolutely a l i k e . 

If the substances are absolutely d i f f e ren t , then i n wrtiat 

sense are Uiey a l l sulgstances? To be designated by the 

same name substance, they must have a t l e a s t some common 
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features and if -ttiey do have, then they arci not absolutely 

different. If, however, the substances,- are said to be partly 

alike and partly different, then both the above criticisms 

apply• To the extent, they are different, they cannot all 

be substances and to the extent Uiey are alike they cannot 

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

admitted. 

Since all determination is negation, substance cannot 

be finite or determinate. It must be absolutely infinite and 

indeterminate, capable of being infinitely determined, 

2 
i,e., it has infinite attribites since there is nothing 

else beside substance, all determinations will be subjective 

1. > 

and false. Since substance is absolutely infinite nothing 

3 
can be outside it. Substance is the sole and universal 

4 
reality. The appearance of plurality, does not mean that 

5 
substance is divided, for if the parts retain the nature 

of substance, then '^ere^will be many substances, and if 

they do not, substance would cease to be. 

Substance transcends appearance. Even though substance 

is indivisible, infinite, things in infinite modes follow 

from it, because God being the sole reality. He is the sole 



183 

cause, i . e . , the cause of everytti ing. Substance i s imma-

7 
nen t . Being the sole cause God i s a l so the free cause. 

He acts merely according t o His own laws, and i s compelled 

by nothing. God i s the immanent and not the t ranseunt cause 

of t h ings , because -Oiere i s no-Uiing outside him. He i s not 

only the efficiint, effecting cause of the existence of 

things, but also of their essence. All that is possible 

Q 

i s actual^'^ because there i s no-Uiing t o prevent God from 

creat inge 

From the above discuss ion, i t i s seen "Uiat Spinoza's 

desc r ip t ion of the proper t ies of substance generally agrees 

with the t r a d i t i o n a l conception of God, This i s why he does 

not h e s i t a t e t o c a l l hiis substance God, The only change he 

introduces i s regarding the causa l i ty of God. The t r a d i ­

t i o n a l conception of creat ion i s Memiurgic*, t e l eo log ica l 

and v o l i t i o n a l . These conceptions appeal more t o our r e l i ­

gious sentiment than t o reason, Spinoza was of the opinion 

t h a t in the p h i l o s o ^ ^ c pursui t of t r u t h , r e l ig ious s e n t i ­

ment should be kept a t a d i s t ance . 

Substance as indeterminate Being cannot be said t o 

be s e l f - d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g or dynamic because "Uiat would mean 
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that i t has in i t the seeds of difference and t h i s vould 

evidently mil itate against the conception of substance as 

pure Being, self-detertnination in^l ies negation also« and 

substance i s free from a l l kinds of negation. Spinoza's 

substance i s conceived as the negation of a l l difference, 

and hence i t i s not possible to retrace our steps from 

substance to the wo rid* Spinoza to be aware of th i s 

d i f f i cu l ty , and th i s i s why he introduces the doctrine 

of attributes which makes the abstract unity of substance 

a concrete unity capable of se l f -d i f ferent iat ion , since 

substance i s absolutely indeterminate, the attributes can 

not be found in i t . Por the sane reason the attributes can 

not be of the same status as the substance. Again, since 

there i s nothing determinate in substance i t can lend 

i t s e l f to in f in i t e determination, i t i s only deterrainate-

ness that r e s i s t s further determination. The indeterminate 

cannot r e s i s t determination, in fact i t lends i t s e l f 

freely to be determined in in f in i t e ways. Thus, we have 

an in f in i t e number of determinations or at tr ibutes . The 

attributes are only the different ways of determining or 

conceiving the self-conceived or the incoceivable, such 

attributes must be in f in i t e though only re lat ive ly so, 

in f in i te because i t i s supposed to express the essence 
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of in f in i t e substance, and relat ively inf in i te because 

only substance i s absolute i n f i n i t e . Again each a t t r ibute 

must be exclusive of the real since each i s independently 

conceived to express the essence of substance. Each i s 

equally in f in i t e , the a t t r ibutes may be regarded as para­

l l e l . The main problem regarding the Attributes i s vdiether 

they are products of the i n t e l l ec t or something indepen­

dent of the i n t e l l e c t . The concept of substance as indeter­

minate pure Being requires that the at t r ibutes roust be 

regarded only as ascript ions. The a t t r ibutes may best be 

understood as the upadhis of substance. An upadhi does 

not add anyttilng to substance, i t only l imits i t or deter­

mines i t in a part icular way. Upadhis are ascribed to 

Brahman or substance tn order to explain i t s relat ion to 

thQ world. 

The Absolute as such i s not dynamic or creative and 

tha t in order to be dynamic or creativa i t has to be asso-

elated with i t s Attr ibutesj that i s to say that Attributes 

make substance creat ive. There i s no other purpose of i n t r o ­

ducing the a t t r ibutes except that of bringing in a principle 

of differentiation or dynamic en t i ty . To explain VyaTvahara 

one has to admit change and difference. If substance could 
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not be c rea t ive o r s e l f - d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g even in conjunction 

with i t s upadhis, the a t t r i b u t e s the very purpose of i n t r o ­

ducing them would be defeated. Brahman assumes Mayeias i t 

i s wanted to c r e a t e , on the one hand the Attr ibutes obscure 

the indeterminateness of substance, t h a t i s , they make i t 

appear as determinate and on the o ther , they give r i s e to 

modes. The a t t r i b u t e s have thus both the poxiiers (s 'akt is) , 

namely, the power of obscuring (Avarana sak t i ) and the 

jjower of pro jec t ing (Viksepa s 'akt i ) , I f the a t t r i b u t e s had 

merely the obscuring power and were not c r e a t i v e , the re 

would be no phenomenon. Hence both the aspects of the 

a t t r i b u t e s , t h a t i s t h e i r r e l a t i v e determinateness and 

t h e i r dynamic nature have to be recognised i f the abso­

luteness of substance i s to be kept i n t a c t . 

The a t t r i b u t e s of substance make i t determinate and 

dynamic but i t s t i l l remains i n f i n i t e . The question i s how 

do f i n i t e th ings proceed from God? Spinoza says t h a t , t h a t 

which i s f i n i t e and has a conditioned exis tence , cannot be 

produced by the absolute nature of any a t t r i b u t e of God, The 

f i n i t e th ings therefore do not proceed d i r e c t l y from God but 

i i ^ i r e c t l y through some in te rmediar ies . These i n t e r ­

mediaries are ca l led i n f i n i t e modes and t h e i r purpose 
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is to explain individuation* This infinite modes are of two 

kinds 3 the immediate infinite modes and the mediate infi«> 

nits modes* ̂ e n Spin(»sa v̂ as asked to give examples^ he 

pointed out that infinite understanding and moti<H) and 

rest, are the licmediate infinite modes of Thought and 

Extension respectively* The mediate infinite mode is the 

face of the ̂ '̂ ole universei^ whieh although it varies in 

infinite modes, yet remains always the same* It is true 

that there must be an ident i ty bets^en cause and effect 

according to Spinoza but th i s does not mean ttiat only the 

in f in i t e can proceed frcmi the inf in i te* This i s true only 

of the absolute v ^ i ^ i s the immediate cause of only ^ e 

in f in i t e modes* As regards the re la t ive inf in i te or the 

immediate mode, i t can be said t o give r i s e to f in i t e 

modes because i t i s already a mcde* 

To sum up «^at has been said ««• ( i ) sti^stance and 

Att r ibutes , the two mooients in Spinoza^s conception of 

God, involve the fusion of absolute unity and complete 

variety of ^ a r a c t e r s * Spinosa merely s ta tes the together* 

ness of the Attributes in God as a feet ; and again he 

merely s ta tes as a fact that God cosiprehends in u!&r<&en 

unity, in f in i t e variety of ultimate characters, ( i i ) And 
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Spinoza's conception of Attributes, or again of substance, 

renders the intelligible coherence of 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 modification of 

substance, or that which exists in and in conceived through 

something other than itself. Thus a mode is absolutely 

dependent both in its essence as well as existence. The 

modes are the modifications of substance and not sane thing 

over and above substance. A mode is empirically conditioned 

by other finite modes aM transcendentally conditioned by 

the Infinite. Infinite number of modes follow frcsn 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." 

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 t o Spinoza, God as the Absolute must be 

both epistemologically and ontological ly independent; 

t h i s i s to say t h a t God i s self-conceived and s e l f - e x i s ­

t e n t . No other en t i t y or existence can be posited without 

a t the same time tampering with His absoluteness.- God must 

be admitted t o be the universal r e a l i t y . Being universa l , 

God must a lso be absolutely indeterminate and i n f i n i t e 

because there i s nothing v\^ich can s e t l i m i t to or make Him 

determinate# Al l determination i s negat ion . And since the 

f i n i t e or the condit ions necessar i ly presupposes the i n f i ­

n i t e or the unconditioned, the Absolute must a lso be regar ­

ded as the cause or ground of i^enomena. The Absolute i s 

not a hypothet ical concept but the necessary existence or 

the necessary implicate of the universe . This i s not t o 

say t h a t the Absolute i s understood in r e l a t i on t o the 

f i n i t e , i t only means t h a t the Absolute must be understood 

as the negation of the f i n i t e . Since the conditioned i s 

not se l f -suppor t ing and must be re jec ted , the affirma­

t i o n of the unconditioned i s necessary. God i s therefore 

absolutely i n f i n i t e and indeterminate, unique and univer­

s a l , se l f -ev ident and necessary be ing. 

The world of (dienomena must be regarded as an appear­

ance and not as r e a l . Since the r e a l i s cnangeless, a l l 
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change has to be understood as i l l u s o r y or subjec t ive . 

Both Thought and Extension, the modes of which make the 

world of appearance should be regarded as subjective or as 

i n t e l l e c t u a l asc r ip t ions to ^ e Absolute* These a t t r i ­

bu tes t o the extent they personate ihe Absolute, appear as 

i n f i n i t e and r e a l . The Absolutely i n f i n i t e i s only a nega­

t ion or d i sso lu t ion of the r e l a t i v e l y i n f i n i t e , i . e , , the 

a t t r i b u t e s . The Spinoza on the one hand, pul ls down Thought 

and Extension from the s t a tu s of substance t o t h a t of a t t r i ­

butes, , and on the other , he denies any difference of s t a tus 

between the two a t t r i b u t e s . Thought i s not superior t o 

Extension. Though he speaks of the world as belonging t o 

imagination and opinion, he does not e laborate the IJieory 

behind i t , as i s done in the Vedanta, 

In h i s , treatment of the problem of crea t ion , 

Spinoza r e a l i s e s t h a t i t i s not log ica l t o proceed Imme-^ 

d i a t e l y from the Absolutely indeterminate to the u t t e r l y 

determinate and hence he recognises d i f fe ren t gradual 

s tages of determination such as Immediate i n f i n i t e modes, 

mediate i n f i n i t e modes and f i n i t e modes. I t i s necessary 

t o show, t h i s process of c rea t ion , i f i t i s t o be held, 

t h a t the world i s nothing but a determination of the 
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Indeterminate t h a t i s immanent In i t . The Absolute i s imma­

nent in the vorld as the ground of i t and transcedent to i t 

as indeterminate , i n t h i s connection a vedantin might l i k e 

t o know the d i s t i n c t i o n between the Absolute, as such and 

the Absolute as modified by At t r ibu tes . The vedantins makes 

t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n by bringing in the concept of saguna 

Brahman o r Tsvara and t r i e s to harmonise r e l ig ion and 

philosophy; but Spinoza seems to have a l toge ther dispensed 

with the idea of a personal God, perhaps because of h i s 

contention t h a t r e l ig ion and philosophy are Absolutely 

d i s t i n c t . 

5,2,2 P.H. SradSey 5 

The v i s ion which generates Bradley 's 

philosophy i s the v i s ion of Real i ty as a harmonious un­

divided whole of experience in which a l l aspects of 

i n f i n i t e experience are included, but are not parted and 

r e l a t e d . I t i s general ly akin to the root concept of 

s p i r i t on which the Hegelian outlook has been seen to be 

based, with two inpor tant po in ts of d i f fe rence . F i r s t l y , 

Bradley 's ' exper ience ' i s a whole, which i s not s inply 

reason o r thought, but also feel ing and wi l l ing , a l l of 
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which remain merged in one undifferent ia ted Absolute, 

Secondly, t h i s Absolute i s not conceived by him in a r e l a -

•tiional form; though i t contains a l l thoughts and -Oiings, 

they are not s p l i t up i n t o d i f fe ren t elements, "Fully t o 

r e a l i z e the existence of the Absolute i s for f i n i t e beings 

impossible"} but a l imited idea of the Absolute, "seens 

fu l ly a t t a inab le by tlie f i n i t e i n t e l l e c t , " In "mere 

fee l ing or immediate presentat ion, we have the experience 

of a whole. The whole contains d ive r s i t y , and on the other 

hand, i s not parted by r e l a t i o n , " Such an experience, 

"serves t o suggest t o us tlie general idea of a t o t a l 

experience, where w i l l and thought and feel ing may a l l 

once more be one," 

According t o Bradley, everything i s experience and 

experience i s a whole. Experience of every phychical 

centre involves i n t e l l e c t wi l l and feel ing and -Uiere i s 

an antagonism and outwardness amongst tiiese aspect of 

exper ience. The r e s u l t of t h i s antagonism and outwardness 

amongst these aspect of experience i s t h a t things and 

events , t h e i r a t t r i b u t e s and r e l a t i o n s as cognized by 

the i n t e l l e c t and objects of v o l i t i o n s and emotions t h a t 

occupy Psiychical cen t res , appear as independent e n t i t i e s . 
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Rea l i ty , however, being always Vne wAiole of experience, 

according t o Bradley, these p a r t i a l aspects f a l l shor t of 

r e a l i t y as such and are therefore appearances. For Bradley, 

the inimediate experience i s f e l t unity,, not ye t parted by 

any r e l a t i o n and d i s t i nc t ion» 

Bradley holds t i iat the God of religican i s an appear­

ance and i n the /Uasolute, God and r e l i g ion are equally l o s t . 

Religion na tura l ly implies a r e l a t i o n between man and God. 

But a r e l a t i on always i s self<-contxadictory. I t implies 

always two terms wtiich are f i n i t e and vrtiich claim inde ­

pendence. On the other hand, a r e l a t i o n i s unmeaning, 

unless both i t s e l f and the re la ted are tiie adject ive of a 

whole. And t o find a so lu t ion of t h i s Indiscrepancy would 

be t o pass en t i r e ly beyond the r e l a t i o n a l point of view, 

Man i s on ihe one hand a f i n i t e subject , merely standing 

i n r e l a t i on with God, And ye t , on the o1^er hand, apar t 

from God man i s merely an abstraticnn, God again i s a 

f i n i t e object , standing above and apar t from Qtan, and i s 

something independent of a l l r e l a t i o n t o h i s wi l l and 

i n t e l l i g e n c e . Hence God taken as thinking and feel ing 

being has a p r iva te perscnnallty. But sundered from those 

r e l a t i o n s u/hich qualify him, God i s incons i s ten t emptiness 
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and qual i f ied by h i s r e l a t i on t o another, he i s d i s t r ac t ed 

f i n i t u d e . God i s there fore , taken as transcending t h i s 

ex terna l r e l a t i o n . He vd l l s and knows himself, and he 

f inds h i s r e a l i t y and selfoconsciousness, in uni(»i with 

roan. Religion i s a process with inseparable f ac to r s , each 

appearing on ei-Uier s i d e . I t i s the unity of man and God, 

which in various stages and forms, w i l l s and knows i t s e l f 

throughout. We may say t h a t i n reli)gion God t(Snds always 
i 

t o pass beyond himself. He i s necessar i ly led t o end i n 

the Absolute, \A^ich for r e l i g i o n i s not God« 

The essence of r e l i g i o n , according t o Bradley l i e s 

i n having communion with God, vAio i s the embodiment of 

a l l va lues . In r e l ig ious experience one becomes one with 

God and so in t h a t moment of uni<»rt, we seem to a t t a i n t o 

divine perfecticxn. Hence, vuhat we vainly seek in morali ty 

appears t o be a t ta ined in r e l ig ious ccomiunion^ In t h a t 

moment of union we fee l as perfect as God i s . But do we 

a t t a i n t o perfect unity ? Here once again the old dilemma 

crops up. If the union with God i s not complete the f i n i t e 

se l f does not become the Absolute r e a l i t y ; and, i f the 

union i s complete, then the p o s s i b i l i t y of devotion a l so 
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disappears , s ince the Ind iv idua l i ty of the worshipper I s 

l o s t In the r e a l i t y of God, So even In r e l ig ious experience, 

e i t h e r we do not a t t a i n perfection or e l se we go beyond 

r e l i g i o n I n t o a stage of sup ra - re l ig ion . Religious r e l a ­

t i onsh ip requires t h a t God should understand, w i l l and love 

the worshipper* In other words, God i s supposed t o have 

pe r sona l i ty . But any personal i ty remains sundered i n t e r ­

na l ly by diverse demands of fee l ing , wi l l and cogni t ion . 

So God having personal i ty becomes a f i n i t e be ing . Besides 

God*s personal i ty wi l l repel the impect of other f i n i t e 

pe r sona l i t i e s of worshippers, with -Uie r e s u l t t h a t the 

t o t a l union with God and the re l ig ious experience remain 

incomplete, incons is ten t and so ul t imately they are appear-

<^solute. 
ances and not the /* l f you ident i fy the Absolute with God, 

t h a t i s not the God of r e l i g i o n . If again you separate 

them, God becomes a f i n i t e fac tor i n the whole. And the 

e f f o r t of r e l ig ion i s t o put an end t o , and break down, 

t h i s r e l a t i on — a r e l a t i o n which, nonetheless , i t essen­

t i a l l y presupposes. Hence shor t of the Absolute, God can­

not r e s t , and having reached t h a t goal , he i s l o s t and 

r e l ig ion with him,""'̂ '̂  
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God for Bradley has no neaning outs ide of the r e l i ­

gious consciousness, and t h a t e s s e n t i a l l y i s p r a c t i c a l . The 

Absolute for him cannot be God, because in the end the 

Absolute i s re la ted to nothing, and there cannot be a p r a c t ­

i c a l r e l a t i o n bett«een i t and the f i n i t e w i l l . Wĥ n we begin 

to worship the Absolute o r the universe, and make i t the 

object of r e l i g ion , we in t h a t moment have transformed i t . 

Bradley did not lack re l ig ious convict ion, but he 

14 did not share r e l ig ious be l i e f ca l led popular Chr i s t i an i ty , 

The h i 0 i e s t r e a l i t y i s the Absolute for Bradiey and the 

Absolute means t h a t which i a the end i s re la ted to noth-> 

15 ing . But in r e l ig ion the worshipxaer i s r e la ted to God, 

So the Absolute cannot be the God of r e l i g i o n . Nor can God 

be the h i ^ i e s t r e a l i t y , for God has wi l l and persona l i ty 

and these marks of imperfection and f in i tude for Bradley. 

Therefore, God cannot be the highest r e a l i t y , 

"The highest Real i ty so fa r as I see, must be super-

personal . At the same tin© to many minds p r a c t i c a l r e l i g ion 

seems to c a l l for the be l i e f i n God as a separate ind iv idua l . 

And, where t r u e l y t h a t be l i e f i s so required, i can accept 

i t as J u s t i f i e d and t r u e , but only i f i t i s supplemented by 

o the r b e l i e f s which r e a l l y con t rad ic t i t . And these o ther 

b e l i e f s , I must add are more v i t a l for r e l i g ion , A God who 
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has made this strange and glorious Nature outside of which 

16 
he remains is an idea at best one-sided. 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 TflAiat in fact is an inconsistent PolyUieism. And 

we can break with this only by an individualism v\*iich 

reduces God to one finite person among others, a person 

whose influence remains utterly external. If, in short, 

for religion we need a personal God, we must accept also 

a creed w^ich is not consistent. 

Bradley is an advocate of different degrees of 

reality. But in the conception of Reality in relation to 

"appearance" as given by Bradley, -Uiere is an apparent 

difficulty in making out the possibility of degrees in 

such conception. To Bradley appearance as appearance, 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 them,, from their 
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veiry nature of being appearances of r e a l i t y the i t tp l ica-

t i on of t h e i r coherence, our knowledge of appearances 

i t rpl ies in the f i r s t instance i so l a t i on bet^aeen one appea­

rance and another, but t h i s i s o l a t i o n o r cont radic t ion i s 

a t once transcended by any judgement in the un i ty which a l l 

knowledge implies between i t s subject and p red ica te , Prora 

t h i s i t appears t h a t apjjearances have an implicat ion of 

un i ty o r coherence in the act of our knowing them. But 

our knowledge could not have achieved t h i s uni ty o r coherence 

amongst appearances unless they were imbedded in the bosom 

of Real i ty , our knwledge being a progressive discovexry of 

wider and wider coherence among appearances, and therefore 

of higher and higher t r u t h s . The Absolute o r highest t r u t h 

w i l l mean cotiplete conference among a l l the aspects o r 

appearances of Real i ty , Prora t h i s i t follows tha t c o r r e s ­

ponding t o the d i f fe ren t degrees of t r u t h represented by 

more or l e s s l imited systems of coherence in the aspects o r 

appearences of Real i ty , there wi l l be d i f fe ren t degrees of 

Real i ty as we l l . I f r e a l i t y i s a coherent system and i f 

appearances stand transmuted and t ransf igured in r e a l i t y , ^ 

then any system of appearances as more o r l e s s , giving 

r i s e to what may be ca l led d i f fe ren t degrees of r e a l i t y , 

we see t h a t here i s the sense in which Bradley concede to 

degrees of r e a l i t y i 
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In the Absolutisgi of Bradley there is a sharp con­

trast between God and the Absolute and, therefore, between 

religion and philosophy and between practical and ultimate 

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 

relatiCHTi of the finite and the infinite wills wdiich it 

involves. Hence, the God of religion is a lower category 

as it involves want of the comprehensiveness of the wdiole 

of experience wiiich 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." ' Bradley here raises the 

familiar question of personality and discusses its appli-

6 

cabi l i ty to ^ e God of religion. Personal idea l i s t s make 

much of God's personality and the the is ts regard i t as 

one of the at t r ibutes of God. But Bradley takes a dif fer­

ent meaning of personality fran what the personal idea­

l i s t s and the is t ic wriLters attach to i t . Personal idea­

l i s t s emphasise anti thesis and not union between f in i te 
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w i l l s and the wi l l of God. But Bradley thinks t h a t our 

r e l i g ious consciousness involves both a n t i t h e s i s and union 

between the human wi l l and Vne d i v i n e . So he i s not catego­

r i c a l in his asser t ion as to uhether the God of r e l i g ion 

roust be a person. All t h a t he says i s t h a t in -Uiis double' 

r e l a t i o n between the divine and the human w i l l , one may 

apply personal i ty t o God, But he adds t ha t there i s a far 

more e s sen t i a l t ru th in re l ig ious consciousness in th|Q fac t 

t h a t we fee l ^ e presence of God*s w i l l i n ours, and a l l 

of. us in our r e l i g ious communion feel a feel ing of s a t i s ­

fac t ion i n common, iA^ich should be denied u s . In fac t , 

t o Bradley the God of r e l i g ion i s a f i n i t e r e a l i t y and 

therefore d i f fe ren t from the Absolute Real i ty which i s 

the universe . 

Regarding the r e l a t i on between God and ihQ Absolute, 

Bradley says 5 "If you ident i fy the Absolute with God, 

•ttiat i s not the God of r e l i g i o n . If again you seperate 

them, God becomes a f i n i t e fac tor i n the whole. And the 

e f f o r t of r e l ig ion i s t o put an end t o and break down, 

t h i s r e l a t i o n — a r e l a t i o n , w*iich, none the l e s s , i t 

e s s a n t i a l l y presupposes. Hence, shor t of the Absolute, 

God cannot r e s t , and having reached -Urat goal he i s l o s t 
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and re l ig ion with him. I t i s ihis d i f f i c u l t y which appears 

in the problem, of the r e l ig ious se l f -consciousness ; God 

must ce r t a in ly conscious of himself in r e l i g i o n , but such 

self-consciousness i s most imperfect-. For i f the external 

r e l a t i o n between God and man were en t i r e ly absorbed, the 

seperat ion of subject and object would, as such, have gone 

with i t . But i f again the self , which i s conscious, s t i l l 

contains in i t s essence a r e l a t i on betv/een two unreduced 

terms, where i s the unity of i t s selfness ? In shor t , God 

as the highest expression of rea l ized good, shows the 

cont radic t ion which we found to be inherent in t h a t p r in ­

c i p l e . The f a l l i ng apar t of idea and existence i s a t caice 

e s s e n t i a l to goodness and negated by Rea l i t y . And the 

process , which moves within Real i ty , i s not Real i ty i t s e l f . 

We may say t h a t God i s not God, u n t i l l he has become a l l 

i n a l l , and tha t a God which i s a l l in a l l , i s not the 

God of r e l i g i o n . God i& but an aspect and ih&t must mean 

18 
but an appearance, of the Absolute." 

5.2.3 Sri Aurobindo : 

The metaphysical outlook of Aurobindo is basically 

that of the Vedanta. He translated, annoted, reinterpreted 

and expounded many of "Û e creative and nan-technical sources 
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of Indian frfiilosophy — the Vedas, the Upanis^sv^ the 

BhagavadgXtaT and the l a t t e r e p i c s . He t r i e d t o grapple thus 

with a l l the basic problems of Indian Cul ture , unravel the 

mysteries and symbolisms and explore an i n t e g r a l point of 

view w*iich would harmonize the divergent trend of Indian 

thought and syntgesize them a l so with the valuable elements 

of western thought, Bo-Ui Indian and western thought have 

met in S r i Aurobindo.S,K. Mitra w r i t e s , "This meeting i s 

not mere handshaking, but t h a t there i s a r ea l synthesis 

of these two types of thought in him. There i s even some­

thing more, a fulf i lment of what each of them aims a t but 

IQ has not been able t o r e a l i s e . " ^ "The west aims a t a f u l l e r 

r e a l i s a t i o n of the evolutionary and cosmic character of i t s 

thought . But i t i s hampered by i t s i n t e l l ec tua l i sm and i t s 

e x i s t e n t i a l outlook vshat i t requires i s the acceptance of 

a s p i r i t u a l s tandpoint , leading t o ihe abandonment of i t s 

e x i s t e n t i a l outlook and a modification of i t s extreme 

i n t e l l e c t a a l i s m . S imi lar ly , Indian thought i s s p i r i t u a l 

bu t i n d i v i d u a l i s t i c and s t a t i c . I t must break i t s narrow 

walls of individualism and acquire a dynamic and cosmic 

c h a r a c t e r . There l i e s i t s fu l f i lmen t , . S r i Aurobindo f u l ­

f i l s t h i s function by dealing with three main problems of 
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h i s philosophy : l^e problem of Evolution, the problem of 

Yoga and the prctolem of the nature of Rea l i t y , 

Aurobindo's philoso^iy of the Life Divine i s known 
20 

as "Rea l i s t i c Advaita" as con-trashed with I l l u s i o n i s t i c 

Advaita of Samkara. Of course, S r i Aurobindo, \AAiose ph i lo ­

sophy i s in t rue wiih U p a n i s ^ l J ^ thinking, bel ieves in 

Sachidananda -> Bl i s s - Existence <- Consciousness - as the 

u l t imate t r u t o . But the rea l import of the term R e a l i s t i c 

Advaita i s -Uiat, according t o him, t h i s creat ion i s iho 

manifestat ion of t h a t One Real i ty and, therefore , the mani­

fested world and a l l t h a t has become i s as r ea l as Brahman. 

"An Omnipresent r e a l i t y i s the Brahman, not an Omnipresent, 

cause of p e r s i s t e n t i l lusions,"^ '* ' 

According t o Aurobindo, the Vedantic formula, »One 

without a second* must be in te rpre ted in the l i g h t of the 

other t ru th "All t h i s i s Brahman." The c r i t e r i o n of r e a l ­

i t y i s t h a t , *Truth has t o be sought i n l a rge r and complete 

af f i rmat ion." For him r e a l i t y has two aspec t s . Non-Being 

and Being, s i lence and word, ihe s t a t i c and the Dynamic; 

the former i s the bas i s and support of -Uie l a t t e r . There 

i s one Trutii, One Rea l i ty , the Being and the many are His 

becomings. This Xruth behind a l l d u a l i t i e s , a l l cont ra­

d i c t i o n s , a l l va r i a t i ons , seen in ^ e irarious l eve l s of 

consciousness i s Brahman the Omnipresent R e a l i t y . 

S r i Aurobindo held t h a t th ings and beings of -Uiis 

universe are r e a l . But in the event of the individual 

file:///AAiose
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being real, the question has to be settled if —(i) the indir 

vridual 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 Auroblndo as it 

is repugnant to his monistic philosophy. There is one truth, 

one Reality and the many are his becomings. The truth that 

"Brahman 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 flurobindo. It may appear that sri Ajrobindo is 

inclined towards the second alternative, i,e., the individual 

seems to have been accorded the status of being an aspect of 

the whole, the sac^idananda* vSien iuirobindo talks of involu­

tion and Evolution in the gradual steps of matter, life and 

consciousness etc* 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 ;^solutist 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 His 

apparent opposites, first in matter, then in life and 

mind, and He would finally stand fully manifested as the 

spirit which will be the consumation of the evolutionary 

moverasnt. At last we can say that sri Aurobindo favours 

the third alternative, i»e., the individual is identical 

with the whole or with Brahman, But here also his posi­

tion is not without its uniqueness, vdiile declaring the 



205 

equal t ion of the Individual with Brahman^ he i s a l so 

COTiScious of the in tegra l i sm of the former. The h i s to ry 

of evolut ion, according t o him, ind ica tes t h a t the preceed-

ing elements has been taken up, t ransf igured and made the 

ba s i s of the next dominent p r i nc ip l e . Aurobiodo -Uiinks 

t h a t the individual w i l l find h i s t rue s e l f , i , e» Divini ty 

i n the evolutionary process, v\^ich wi l l take him up and 

transform the i*iysical - v i t a l • mental being i n t o i t s 

h igher r e c i p r o c a l s . 

Aurobindo says ^ a t Real i ty i s i n t e g r a l , the one 

t h a t becomes manifest in the individual and the cosmos, 

t h a t transcends and holds them. The main t ene t of Auro-

b indo ' s philoso0iy of the l i f e Divine i s , "Brahman, I svara 

i s a l l "ttiis by"His Yoga - maya,«Reality has three funda­

mental aspects , Atman, Purusa and Tsvara with i t s cons­

ciousness force . Real i ty i s Saguna in as much as i t i s 

capable of manifesting q u a l i t i e s , and nirguna as i t i s 

no t l imited by any sum of q u a l i t i e s , Aksara or s i lence 

or Ksara or movements are complementaries and t ranscen­

dent , but a l so capable of gradual c rea t ive se l f expression 

by s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n and se I f -de tennina t ion , " I t i s perfect ly 

underste^dable t h a t the Absolute i s and must be i n d e t e r ­

minable in the sense ttiat i t cannot be l imited by any 

determinat ions, or any sum of possible determinat ions, 

bu t not in the sense t h a t i t i s Incapable of s e l f - d e t e r -
22 minat ion." The Absolute cannot be defined with any 

qua l i ty , property and power, not because they do not 
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belong t o i t , -but because i t cannot be ful ly conceived and 

expressed by t h e s e . I t i s immanent as well as trans.cendent• 

The Absolute . i s described by the Advaitins negatively by 

denying a l l determinat ions , Aurobindo thinks t h a t such 

negation in another way l imi t s the Absolute by denying i t 

even the freedom of se l f -express ion and se l f -de terminat ion , 

S r i Aurobindo not only emj^asises t h a t a i l Real i ty 

i s consciousness, but he goes fur^ttier and says t h a t the 

measures of Real i ty of anyUiing i s determined by the nature 

of consciousness t h a t i s revealed in i t . The higher the 

pos i t ion of anyUiing in the scale of Rea l i ty , the deeper 

and more unified i s the consciousness t h a t i s revealed in 

i t . His conclusion, therefore , i s j u s t the reverse of t h a t 

of P l o t i n u s , The Absolute, far from being character ised by 

the t o t a l absence of ccMisciousness, i s , the Highest cons­

c iousness . And the ind iv idua l , i f he i s to a t t a i n union 

with the Absolute must possess the broadest , deepest and 

most unified consciousness. Unconsciousness i s the chara­

c t e r i s t i c of matter in i t s grosses t fprm, Sr i Aurobindo*s 

concepticari of Divine Descent has an outward s i m i l a r i t y 

wlith P lo t inus ' theory of Emanations, Like Plotinus^ he 

a l so looks upon creat ion as t^e emergence from God of a 

h i e r a r c h i c a l l y graded world, the emergents being of a l l 

grades of Rea l i t y . But the vihole conception of creat ion 

and the r e l a t i on of the created world t o God are t o t a l l y 

difierervt. in h i s phi loso^Y î Qsa fA\at. they ar© in the 

system of P l o t i n u s . In ca l l ing creat ion a descent of God, 
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S r i Aurobindd wants t o emf^asise i t s double s ign i f i cance . 

F i r s t , t h a t the created world, even in i t s lowest l eve l s , ' 

exh ib i t s on i t s face the stamp of i t s Divine o r ig in , 

Sectaidly, t h a t i t i s a descent for the sake of ascent , so 

t h a t the lowest order of existence has the' promise and 

potency of reaching the Divine s t a t u s . "God, according to 

him, does not descent d i r e c t l y i n t o the human consciousness 

or mind. A l ink i s necessary between Absolute, the super-

consciousness^ and Mind oi; ordinary consciousness. To this 

l ink or intermediate Beal i ty Aurobindo gives the name of 

supermind. I t i s only -ttirough the instrumentalety of the' 

supermind tha t Mind can r i s e to the Absolute and the 
23 Absolute can descend t o Mind.", . 

S r i Aurobindo's jAiilosop^y of evolution i s the d i r e c t 

outcome of h i s i n t eg ra l world-view; In the Life Divine he 

enunciates' four main theor ies wi-Ui t h e i r corresponding 

mental a t t i t u d e and idea l s in accordance with four d i f f e r ­

ent conceptions of the t ru th of existence "These we may 

c a l l the supracosmic^the cosmic and t e r r e s t r i a l , the supra-

t e r r e s t r i a l or other worldly, and the i n t e g r a l or synthe t ic 

or composite. In ihis l a s t category would f a l l Sr i Auro­

bindo* s view of our existence here as a Becoming with the 

Divine Being for i t s or ig in and i t s object , a progressive 

manifes ta t ion, a s p i r i t u a l evolutic»i with the supracosmic 

for i t s source and support, the other worldly for a con­

d i t i on and connection l ink and the cosmic and t e r r e s t r i a l 
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for i t s f i e l d , and with human mind and l i f e for i t s nodus 

and turning-point of re lease towards a higher and h ighes t 

perfection. Our regard then must be on the first three to 

see v*iere "ttiey depart from the i n t e g r a l i s i n g view of l i f e 
24 

and hor far the t ru ths they stand on f i t i n t o i t s s t ruc ture" 

In the supra-cosmic view of things the supreme Real i ty i s 

alone e n t i r e l y r e a l . In the extreme forms of i t s world-

v i s ion , human existence has no r ea l meaning; i t i s a mis­

take of the soul or a delir ium of the w i l l to l i v e , an 

e r r o r or ignorance v\*iich somehow over-casts the Absolute 

Reali ty^ The cosmic - t e r r a s t r i a l view considers cosmic 

exis tence alone as r e a l . I t s view i s confined, o rd ina r i ly , 

t o l i f e i n the mater ia l unj.verse. God, i f God e x i s t s , i s 

an e te rna l Becaning; or i f God does not e x i s t , then Nature 

i s a perennial Becoming.Earth i s the f i e ld or i t i s one of 

the temporary f i e l d s , man i s the h ighes t possible form or 

only one of the temporary forms of the Becoming, The supra-

t e r r e s t r i a l view admits the r e a l i t y of the material cosmos 

and i t accepts the temporary durat ion of ear th and human 

l i f e . I t perceives behind "Uie mor ta l i ty of the bodily l i f e , 

of man the immortality of the soul within him. But, f i n a l l y 

there must open in us, as our mental l i f e deepen^";? and 

sub t l e r knowledge develops, the perception t h a t the t e r r e s ­

t r i a l and the s u p r a - t e r r e s t r i a l are not the only terms of 

being; there i s something which i s supra-cosmic and the 

h ighes t remote or igin of our exis tence." In th i s i n t e g r a ­

t i o n the supra-cosmic Real i ty stands as the supreme t ru th 

of being; t o r e a l i s e i t i s the h ighes t reach of our cons? 
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consciousness. 

Sri Aurdbindo speaks of a fourfold principle of 

Divine Being creative of the Universe namely. Existence, 

consciousness force. Bless and supermind. These are all 

veiled behind the cosmos. But they express themselves 

characteristically through their respective subordinate 

terms. For example,, the supermind is acting -Uirough 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 principle 

— Supermind, Conscious-Force and Existence are working 

through their subordinate terms, matters, life and mind. 

According to Aurobindo, at the subliminal level there is 

our Inner being composed of the mental Purusa, the Vital 

Purusa 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 ihls 

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 l a y e r s . The upper, which he c a l l s jivatoaan, i s a spark 

of d i v i n i t y , a posi t ion of the Divine se l f (Para Matman); 

i t i s the transcendent pr inc ip le which i s above the 
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manifes ta t ion . In individual l i f e and presides over i t . The 

lower, v\Mch i s the Psychic being, i s the immanent p r i n c i ­

p l e , the deputy of Jlvatman, which stands behind -Uie mani­

f e s t a t i on in individual l i f e and supports i t , Aurobindo 

c a l l s t h i s Psychic being Shandamaya Purusa and says : " I t 

i s th^ ccancealed witness and cont ro l , the hidden guide, 

the Daemon of Socrates , the inner l i g h t or inner voice of 

the myst ic . I t i s t h a t wAiich endures and i s imperishable 
> 

in us from birth to birth, untouched by death, decay or 

25 
corruption, an indestructible spark of the Divine." It 

is this Psychic being which takes delight in all the 

varied experiences of t̂ e 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 ^ings and happen­

ings. There is M question of pleasure or pain, as all 

the things andh'ap.peiiings are equally delightful. This 
1 

s t a t u s of -the Psychic being i s equivalent t o t h a t pf the 
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•Sthitaprajna» described in the 6 1 t a . 

Now we can say t h a t our rea l se l f i s the Psychic 

being or the Qai l !^"^ Purusa as Aurobindo c a l l s i t . I t i s , 

as the Upanisad'^ describe i t , the Purusa seated within the 

h e a r t , no bdgger than the thumb : "Angustha matrah Purusa 

sada jananam hardaya sannivis tah" Aurdsindo re fe rs t o thii^ 

TiCaii^jg Purusa as the f sva ra of GIta seated in the human 

h e a r t . This innermost inhabi tant of our hea r t s t r i v e s t o 

develop our mind, l i f e and body and t o express i t s e l f . I t 

w i l l lead man from ignorance t o knowledge, S r i Aurobindo 

says t h a t unless and u n t i l l the Psychic Being canes t o the 

fore front to t ake ,con t ro l of our e n t i r e suirface - forma-

t i on , the ult imate aim of l i f e , our ascent i n t o the s p i r i ­

t ua l exis tence , i s not possible,^ 

Sri Aurobindo does not ident i£y Real i ty e i t h e r with 

Being or Becoming, bu t looks upon both of these as poises 

of Reality.* The Absolute i s beyond the two, i t i s e t e rna l 

and i n f i n i t e , and, t i ierefore, i s i n i t s essence i nde t e r - • 

minable and indefinable and inconceivable by the f i n i t e 

Mind. I t i s not described e i t h e r by negations - rieti, 

n e t i , or by affirmatives - i t i , ye t t h i s supreme Real i ty 
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manifests i t s e l f t o our consciousness i n the Universe by 

r e a l and fundamental t r u th s of His being, which transcend 

the Universe and are the foundation upon which the universe 

r e s t s . These t ru ths present themselves t o our i n t e l l e c t u a l 

knowledge as the fundamental aspects in which we see and 

experience -the I n f i n i t e Rea l i ty , This supreme Real i ty or 

Brahman, as i t manifests i t s e l f t o our consciousness, i s 

an e t e rna l and Absolute se l f - ex i s t ence , self-awareness and 

self-power and s e l f - d e l i g h t of be ing . I t i s Sachidananda, 

I t s se l f -ex is tence appears i n ^ r e e forms: Self conscious 

Being or S p i r i t , and God or the Divine Being or , t o use 

the more expressive terms of Indian Philosophy, i t mani­

f e s t s i t s e l f as Atman, Purusa and Tsvara. S imi lar ly i t s 

self-awareness or force of consciousness, consciousness -

Force, appears in tiiree forms : Mlya, Praki(gO "̂̂ ^ ^ ^ k t i . 

May! i s the force of the Absolute consciousness, concep­

t u a l l y crea t ive of a l l t h ings , Prakijtii) i s Nature or force 

as dynamically executive, working out a l l -Uiings under the 

supervis ion of "Uie Supreme S p i r i t , Q^a^ti i s -Uie conscious 

power of the Divine Being which i s both conceptually 

c rea t ive and dynamically execut ive . These three aspects 

and these three pov;ers, according t o Aurobindo embrace 
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the v«*iole of existence and all nature and, if viewed as a 

whole, reconcile all apparent contradictions, 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

ding, constituting all relativities. 

5,2,4 Dr. Sarvapalli Radhakrishnan : 

Dr. Radhakrishnaviis one of the greatest of modern 

thinkers. He \iA\o is pertiaps 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 conpetent enough to gather the 

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 
I* 

a new development and has constructed a new edifice of 

thought on their foundation." His idealism "Uiough bear­

ing the marks of (yedantic, Platonic and Hegalian influence, 

is distinguished from all of these by sane of its peculiar 

stresses and especially by its appeal to the modern mind 

file:///iA/o
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According to Radhakrishnan, the Universe is a spi­

ritual unity. The real is an Absolute who is pure, passion­

less, perfect, changeless and eternal. The cosmic process 

of change and evolution, the vjorld we know, is not the 

Absolute but an aspect of it only. 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 of the Absolute, with­

out any determination whatsoever. It could have created a 

world different in every detail frcan that which is actual. 

If one drama is enacted and other possible ones postponed, 

27 
it is due to the freedom of the Absolute," The world as 

we know it, is not a mere appearance in the sense in which 

the Absolute aline is reality, it is a reality, in which 
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the p o s s i b i l i t y , v\rtiich i s the Absolute actual ized i t s e l f , 

s t i l l may, "the creat ion of the world" being "an inc ident 

2ft 
in the never ending activity of the Absolute." 

Philosophy has to find out an all comprehensive and 

universal concept wrtiich itself requires no explanation 

while it explains everything else. The attempt of materi­

alise to grasp Reality is like that of Bhrigu ̂  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 

30 

i t s e l f . " Thus, according to him. Brahman i s the ul t imate 

Rea l i ty , from w*iich everything i s born, in wAiich everything 

l i v e s and i n t o vrfiich everything enters a t the end.di^iJcQ. 

Hegelianism, the fundamental concep-^ of Radhakrishnan*^ 

philosophy i s S p i r i t . But unlike many Hegelians and Indian 

i d e a l i s t s \n^o conceive the s p i r i t as substance, Radha-

krishnan takes i t t o be l i f e , " S p i r i t i s l i f e not thing" 

he says , "energy not immobility, something r ea l in i t s e l f 

and by i t s e l f , and cannot be compared to any substance 
31 subject ive or ob jec t ive . " Brahman or the Absolute i s 
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the t o t a l . s p i r i t u a l r e a l i t y manifest and unmanifest, 

ac tual and po ten t ia l rea l ized and unreal ized . The universe 

i s but the temporal manifestation of the Absolute, As a 

matter of f ac t , the se l f , God and Absolute -p- a l l are 

names of the one universal s p i r i t in i t s d i f fe ren t a spec t s . 

The se l f i s the manifestation of the(s)pir i t in the human 

centre through the body and mind of man, God i s ihe s p i r i t 

as manifest in the world a t l a r g e , v\^ereas the Absolute i s 

the t o t a l s p i r i t u a l r e a l i t y . 

So far as -the world i s concerned God i s organic with 

i t . I t i s ijnpossible t o detach God from ihe world, the 

Hindu theologian Ramanuja regards XhQ r e l a t i o n of God t o 

the world as one of the soul t o body. He brings out the 

organic and complete dependence of the world on God. God 

i s the sus ta iner of the body as well as i t s inner guide. 

Life e te rna l v\^ich ca r r i e s us beyond the l imi t s of tem-> 

poral growth may take us t o the Absolute, but God i s 

e s s e n t i a l l y bound up with l i f e in t ime. 

According t o Hadhakrishnan, there are four poises 

of Rea l i ty , the Absolute Brahman, the c rea t ive s p i r i t , 

Tsvara, the s p i r i t Hiranyagarbha and the world the vir'art 
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svarupa. This order i s only a log ica l succession and not 

a temporal one. They are the four s ides of one whole. The 

transcendental universal Being an te r io r t o any concrete 

r e a l i t y ^ the causal pr inc ip le of a l l d i f f e r en t i a t i on , the 

inner most essence of the world and fourthly the manifest 

world. They are co-ex is ten t and are not a l t e rna t ing poises . 

When the supreme Real i ty i s viewed in r e l a t i o n t o the cos­

mos we ca l l i t God. God i s the Absolute from the cosmic 

point of view and the Absolute i s the pre-cosmic nature of 

God. Brahman i s the transpersonal ground and Tsvara i s the 

personal God, the former i s the object of nirvikalpa-sam"a-

dhi and the l a t t e r i s the object of Savifealpa-Samcfdhi, 

To Radhakrishnan, God i s the t imeless s p i r i t , a t tempt­

ing t o r e a l i s e t imeless values on the plane of t ime. The 

idea l of the cosmic process vydiich ^t the same time in i t s 

goal and explanation i s r ea l in one sense though wanting 

to be rea l i sed in another . The idea l I s the g rea t e s t f ac t 

i n one way and a remote p o s s i b i l i t y i s another . The values 

wdiich the cosmic process i s attempting t o achieve are only 

a few of the p o s s i b i l i t i e s contained in the Absolute. God 

i s the d e f i n i t i s a t i o n of ttie Absolute in reference t o the 

values of the world. There are aspects in r e l ig ious 
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experience, such as the sense of rest and fulfllment» of 

eternity aitd completeness, v\4iich require the conception 

of a being vAiose nature is not exhausted by the cosmic 

process, v\*iich possesses an awefulness of̂  reality which 

) 

our world faintly, shadows. This side of religious expe­

rience demands the conception of the supreme as self-exix-

tence, infinity, freedom, absolute light and absolute 

beautitude. On the other hand, there are features of our 

religious experience \Â ich 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 presupposes a God who looks into our hearts, knows 

our tribulations 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 M*IO 

influences our life. The permanent reality beyond the 

transient world of struggle and discord is also here and 

in everyUiing, In religious experience itself there is 

no conflict. The supreme satisfies both sets of needs. 
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The most striking features of Radhakrishnan*s 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 mllrta, the personal 

creator. The Absolute is full of infinite possibilities, 

and the world is the actualisation of one of -Uiem. Accord­

ing to Radhakrishnan, "that the abstract possibility, and 

the concrete realisation are both contained in the one 

reality, which is Absolute - God, The two aspects repre-

sent the absolute silence of the spirit and its boundless 

movement* The silence is the basis of the movement, the 

condition of power. The distinction i^ only logical. The 

silence of the 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 self-determining 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 fran the cosmic end, the consciousness -Uiat 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. 

32 
lated into the world of space and time," 

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 GTta 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 v\*ien 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 and redeemer than crea­

tor and Judge* As an essentially human {^enomenon, religion 

insists on the »o-Uiemess« of Godv 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 personal love meets certain religious needs there 

are others which are not fulfilled by it. In ihe highest 

spiritual experience we have the sense of rest and fulfil-

ment> of eternity and completeness, Hiese needs provoked 

from the beginning of human reflection, conceptions of the 

Absolute as pure and possionless being, vdiich transcends 

the restless turmoil of the cosmic life, God, v^o is the 

creator, sustainer and judge of this world, is not totally 

unrelated to the Absolute, God is the Absolute from the 

human end, v\*ien we limit down the Absolute to its rela­

tion with the actual 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."'^^ 

According to Radhakrishnan, "the great problem of 

the philosophy of religion has been the reconciliation 
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of the character of the Absolute as in a sense eternally 

complete with the character of God as a self-determining 

principle manifested in a temporal development wdiich 

34 

includes nature and man." 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 

35 
lord of all world's," 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 

"36 
subject to it. Radhakrishnan always tries to reconcile 

the different points of view of Samkara and Ramanuja, 

according to the former the universe is Brahma Vivarta 

(illusory appearance of Brahman), w*iich according to ttie 

latter the universe is Brahman - Parinama (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 world of 

pure being is not exhausted by the cosmic process which 

is only one of the ways in which the Absolute Reality, 
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^lich transcends the series, reveals itself. The Absolute, 

is the foundation and prius of all actuality and possibi­

lity. This universe is for the Absolute only one possibi­

lity. 

Now, a question arises, if the idea of the Absolute 

is accepted, can the idea of God be dispensed with ? 

Rgdhakrishnan's reply is that the personal God does 

answer to certain intense needs. "We cannot worship the 

Absolute whom no one hath seen or can see, who dwelleth 

37 
in the light that no one can approach unto,"*̂ ' The finite 

man can picture the Absolute only in the form of God, 

"The highest reality appears to the individual, who has 

not felt its oneness with his own nature, as possessing 

a number of perfections. The conception of a personal 

God is"^e fusion of the highest logical truth vdth tbe 

deepest r e l ig ious convic t ion . This personal God i s an 

object of genuine worship and reverence, and not a non-
38 

e t h i c a l duty ind i f f e ren t to man's needs and f e a r s , " 

There are two aspects of r e a l i t y and corresponding t o 

these two aspects -Uiere are two d i rec t ions from vnî ich 

r e a l i t y may be viewed "The supra-personal and the 

personal representa t ions of the r ea l are the Absolute 
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3Q 
and the relative ways of expressing the one reality," ^ 

Radhakrishnan says iJiat a * personal God* has meaning 

only for -Uie practical religious consciousness and not for 

the highest insight* To the finite Individual blinded by 

the veils, the Absolute seems to be determinate and exclu­

sive of himself. If a personal God exclusive of -Oie indi­

vidual were the highest, then mystic experience would 

become unintelligible, and we should have to remain con­

tent with a finite Godi On -Uie other hand, the Absolute 

transcends not merely its finite but also its infinite 

expressiims taken singly or in a finite number. In its 

range of expression the Absolute transcends all finite 

limits. The question of irananence and transcendence does 

not arise with reference to the Absolute, For immanence a 

implies the existence of an o-^er In which the Absolute 

represents the totality of being and there, is nothing 

other than it. The Absolute is in this world in the sense 

that the world is only an actualisatlon of one possibility 

of -Uie Absolute and yet liiere is much in -Uie Absolute 

beyond this possibility which is in process of realisa­

tion i God is the Absolute with reference to the possibi­

lity of wAilch He is ttie 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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i d e n t i c a l , "The Absolute i s the pre-cosmic nature of God 

and God i s the Absolute from the cosmic point of view,"'*^ 

"We c a l l the supreme Absolute when we view i t apar t from 

the cosmos, God in r e l a t i o n t o the cosmos." The Hindu 

never doubted the r e a l i t y of the One supreme universal 

s p i r i t , however much the descr ip t ions of i t may f a l l shor t 

of i t s na tu re . I t i s a sound r e l ig ious agnosticism which 

b ids us hold our peace regarding the nature of the supreme 

s p i r i t . Silence i s more s ign i f i can t than speech regarding 

the depths of the d i v i n e . When the seers of the Upanisads 

are asked t o define the nature of God, -Uiey s a t s i l e n t and 

w^en pressed to answer ttien exclaimed that the Absolute i s 

s i l e n c e . 

Again Radhakrishnan admits "Hinduism af^rns t h a t some 

of the highest and r i c h e s t manifestations w*iich r e l i g ion 

has produced require a personal God. There i s a r a t i ona l 

ccsnpulsion t o pos tu la te the personal i ty of the divine 

v\4iile Hindu thought does Jus t i ce t o the personal aspect 

of the supreme, i t does not allow us t o forget the supra-

personal conception of God, urge t h a t there are highests 

and dep'Uis in the being of God which are beyond our com-
42 prehension," "The supra-personal and the personal 

representa t ions of the r ea l are the Absolute and the 

relative ways of expressing the one reality. When we 

emphasize the nature tff r e a l i t y in i t s e l f 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

cep t s , nor are they unre la ted , God, "the c rea tor , sus ta iner 
43 

and Judge of t h i s world," does not denote a pr inc ip le or 

force seperate from -Uie u l t ima te . Both are i n f i n i t e and 

divine exalted over a l l -Uiat i s f i n i t e and the l imi t ed . But 

the Absolute i s a t once the sum and the source of l i m i t l e s s 

p o s s i b i l i t i e s . When one of the p o s s i b i l i t i e s has beccane 

ac tua l ized , and -Uien to t h i s actual ized pos s ib i l i t y of 

i t s e l f , the Absolute stands i n a spec ia l r e l a t i o n . I t i s 

the specia l relaticxi in w*iich i t stands t o the ac tua l ly 

ex i s t i ng fac t of the world, tha t the Absolute appears as 

God, a being guiding and loving, l^e world. According t o 

Radhakrishnan, t^e idea of God i s an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of 

exper ience . I t i s not a d i r e c t reve la t ion of an object ively 

r e a l i nd iv idua l . Thus a l l r e l ig ion i s from i t s very nature 

symbolic. At l a s t , we can come to the conclusion, t h a t God 

and the Absolute are not two d ispara te e n t i t i e s , but t h a t 

God i s the way i n v\*jich the Absolute appears t o , and i s 

known by u s , God i s thus "tiie Absolute from the human 

end,* 

Radhakrishnan boldly r e in t e rp re t e s Sariikara, This 

has na tu ra l ly roused the opposition of the orthodox and 

neo-orthodox scholars , who want a more r igorous account 

of s'anlkara»s view than i s offered by Radhakrishnan, 

Radhakrishnan wri tes : " I t i s for ^anlkara a mixture $f 

t ru th and i l l u s i o n . I t partakes of the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of 
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being and noiv-being (Sada-Sadatmaka). Although, therefore 

i t has a lower form of r e a l i t y than pure s p i r i t , i t i s not 

non-ex i s t en t , Vllhile Sanikara refuses t o acquiesce in the 

seeming r e a l i t y of the ac tua l , he does not dismiss i t as an 

unreal i^antasmagoria. I t i s not determinable e i t h e r as r ea l 

or as unrea l . (Sada-Sadbhyam anirvacaniyam)," Radhakrishnan 

recognizes the s t r i c t implicat ion of thd anirvacaniya theory, 

as the l a s t sentence in the above quotation shows. But he 

has already prefigured the kind of transformation he means 

t o give to i t i n the second sentence : " I t pertakes of the 

charac ter of being and non^^eing." Then he goes on t o 

explain the transformation. " I t s t ru th i s in being r e a l i t y , 

t r u t h (Sa t ) ; i s untrue (an-r tam)," In f i n e , Radhakrishnan 

accepts the posi t ion of Samkaracharya on fundamental poin ts , 

bu t does not follow him r i g i d l y . He i s drawn by the pos i t ive 

s ide of ^amkara and fee l s t h a t he i s bas ica l ly r i g h t ; but 

he a lso fee ls t h a t the c r i t i c i sm of r i v a l schools — and 

espec ia l ly of Ramanuja — i s not e n t i r e l y without fo rce . 

5 .2 .5 Conclusion : 

Spinoza regards substance as one, i n f i n i t e , se l f -

caused and etejnnal r e a l i t y from which a l l -Uiings follow 

n e c e s s a r i l y . This i s a lso the descr ip t ion of God in theo­

logy . For t h i s reason Spinoza c a l l s substance as God. As 

God or substance i s an a l l inc lus ive wAiole, outside of 

which nothing can be , so nature conceived as a whole i s 

i d e n t i c a l with God. In Western Geology God i s taken te 
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t o be the c r ea to r of the universe , Spinoza denies t h i s 

concept of God, i^cording to him, God can c rea te only out 

of some p re - ex i s t i ng matter , TJhis would make matter c o - e t e r ­

nal with God and u l t imate ly t^uld lead to dualism and not 

to monism. As there i s nothing over and above God^ so a l l 

i s §od and everything follows from God, For t h i s reason God 

i s said to be the indisell ing and pervading p r inc ip le of the 

Universe, God^according to Spinoza ins tead of being regar ­

ded as transcendent i s r e a l l y an immanent ground of a l l , 

t ha t i s God o r Nature as a s e l f - c r e a t i n g r e a l i t y i s knottfn 

as Natura Naturans, we sha l l find t h a t th ings of human 

experience have been ca l l ed by Spinoza as modes. And modes 

are l ike the ever-vanishing waves t h a t never a r e , i n t h i s 

phenotrenal aspect , the world appeared to him unreal and 

God i s fu l ly r e a l , God alone i s a l l , we find Spinoza i s 

t r y i n g t o teach about God c e r t a i n th ings which were never 

taught about Him, I f Spinoza i s teaching a r e l ig ion , then 

t h i s r e l ig ion i s not only ant i-Jewish but a lso a n t i - t h e i s t i c . 

This new teaching could be b e t t e r understood, according to 

Spinoza, by equating God with nature CDeus s ive na tu ra ) , 

Bradley e s t ab l i shes the r e a l i t y of h i s Absolute purely 

and e n t i r e l y on speculat ive grounds. I t i s an inference from 

the contingent and cont rad ic tory charac te r of the world of 

appearances. I t does not i n t e r p r e t r a t e our acual experience 

where a l l t h a t we have i s appearance. I t i s only vdien a l l 

appearances are blended and fused toge ther t h a t we . can 

^ t the Absolute, and as t h i s a l l inc lus ive t o t a l i t y i s 



229 

beyond the experience of man, i t remains ever Inaccess ible 

t o him and the d e t a i l s of i t s being are ever beyond the 

grasp of h i s i n t e l l e c t . Bradley can give us only a specula­

t i v e ce r t a in ty about h i s Absolute and h i s soft-repeated 

a s se r t a in t h a t we have a ' pos i t i ve knowledge* of ;tthe Abso­

l u t e can mean nothing beyond that» On the other hand,Bradley 

holds t h a t the God of r e l i g ion i s an appearance and in the ' 

Absolute, God and r e l i g ion are equally l o s t , God taken as 

thinking and feel ing being has a pr iva te pe r sona l i ty . But 

sundered from those relat lcais wAiich qualify him, God i s 

i ncons i s t en t emptiness, and qual i f ied by His r e l a t i o n t o 

another He i s d i s t r ac t ed f i n i t u d e . We may say t h a t in r e l i ­

gion God tends always t o pass beyond Himself, He i s nece­

s s a r i l y led to end in the Absolute, which for r e l i g ion i s 

not God* The r e l i g i o u s consciousness according t o Bradley, 

seeks t o worship God as the highest r e a l i t y . The Absolute 

cannot be the object of worship, because i t i s ne i ther a 

self-conscious s p i r i t , nor a person; self-4iood and persona­

l i t y are e s sen t i a l l y marks of f i n i t u d e . Personal i ty l ike 

self-hood I s a f i n i t e appearance of the Absolute; the 

Absolute has t h i s appearance but a lso 4xanscends i t . The 

Absolute i s not i den t i c a l with the God of r e l i g ion , God 

again i s a f i n i t e object standing above and apar t from 

man. "As an d&Ject of worship God must be d i s t i n c t from 

the worshipper, hence He i s not the a l l inc lus ive Rea l i ty ; 

but only an aspect of i t , " ^'if you Ident i fy the Absolute 

with God, t ha t i s not the God of r e l i g i o n . If again you 
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47 separa te them, God becomes a f i n i t e fac tor in the wAiole." 

Bradley concludes^ "Gttd i s but an aspect , and t h a t must mean 
48 but an appearance, of the Absolute," 

Aurobindo regards the ul t imate Real i ty as in i t s 

essence u t t e r l y t ranscendent . I t cannot be descr ibed. The 

only thing t h a t can be asser ted about i t i s t h a t i t i s 

above and beyond a l l t h a t i s th inkab le . But, from the point 

of view of -tiie human consciousness i t can be said t h a t 

Real i ty has a threefold charac te r . I t i s not sheer uni ty; 

no t i s i t dua l i t y , nor m u l t i p l i c i t y . I t i s t r iune p r i n c i ­

p l e ; i t i s Existence, Consciousness and B l i s s . Hence, 

Aurdbindo often r e fe r s to the Absolute as (^Sachidananda . 

Aurobindo at taches grea t importance to the concept of the 

Supermind, ishich he describes t h a t i t i s a power of cons­

cious force expressive of Real being, born out of Real 

being, and partaking of i t s na tu re . I t i s conscious Real i ty 

throwing i t s e l f i n t o mutable forms of i t s own imperishabke 

and immutable substance. I t s se l f -ex i s tence appears in 

three forms — self-conscious being or s p i r i t , and God 

or the Divine Being, Aurobindo i s a Pure Monist, for him 

God i s the descent form of the Absolute. Absolute i s an 

or ig ina l» unbroken uni ty , not a unity constructed by reason 

out of m u l t i p l i c i t y ; I t an unmanlfested uni ty , ivhlch can 

f ree ly manifest i^^elf , however in countless f i n i t e express­

ions of i t s e l f . 
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According t o Radhakrishnan, the Absolute i s -the t o t a l 

s p i r i t u a l r e a l i t y , manifested and unmanifested, actual and 

p o t e n t i a l , r ea l ized and unreal ized . The cosmic process i s 

the attempt t o r e a l i z e only a few of the i n f i n i t e poss ib i ­

l i t i e s contained in the Absolute i t i s not necessary for the 

Absolute , As t o vrfiy t h i s world came i n t o existence or any 

world a t a l l , »we have t o answer t h a t i t i s an expression 

of the freedom of the,Absolute,; I t i s not necessary for the 

Absolute t o express any of i t s p o s s i b i l i t i e s . If t h i s poss i ­

b i l i t y i s expressed, i t i s a free ac t of the A b s o l u t e , " ^ 

On the oihQT hand, God i s the Absolute with reference to 

t h i s p o s s i b i l i t y of v\^ich He i s the source and c r e a t o r , 

God i s the Absolute considered as the ground of t h i s world, 

"Even as the world i s a de f in i t e manifestation of one spe­

c i f i c p o s s i b i l i t y of the Absolute,, God with whcan the wor­

shipper stands in personal r e l a t i on i s the very Absolute 

i n the world context and i s not a mere appearance of the 

50 Absolute" , As a c rea tor God i s personal v\4iile the 

Absolute i s impersonal. But the " l i f e of a personal being 

i s not possible except in r e l a t i o n t o an environment, if 

God has no environment on which He a c t s . He cannot be 

person", "God can only bie a c rea t ive personal i ty act ing 
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on an envirwiment, which, though dependent on God, i s not 

51 ' 

God.* * In other sords, God can be conceived as a creator 

because of His attempting to actualize an unrealized possi­

bility in -Uie Absolute. Things that are experienced by us 

as being in this world are that part of the possibility 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-being into being, actualize the 

unrealized potential. The non-being is, therefore, the envi-

ronment by which God is faced and on v\diich "Uie creative 

effort of God is directed. Therefore, Radhakrishnan conclu­

des "ttvat wAien the non-being is reduced fully to being, the 

dualism between God and the given environment ceases, the 

distinction between "Uie creator and the created vanishes. 

"i^en the creator and the created coincide, God lapses 
52 

into the Absolute." 
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CHAPTER " VlQ 

.i^^ScARA AND THE PROBLEM 

6.1 Introduction t 

The Absolutism of Staodcara is the most zeputed 

phiXosoplM-cal system of India. It is called the ASvaita 

vedanta, sanikara g)ave a final shape to it. Vedanta 

literally means "the end of the Vedas". The word prima­

rily stood for the upanisads which might be regarded as 

the end of the vedas in different senses. First, the 

Upanisads 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. Thirdly, 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 Upanisads. 
• 

The monism of ^amkara i s based on h i s i n t e rp r e t a t i on 

of the Brahma-sutra and the upanisads. sanikara never c la im­

ed to have given an o r i g i n a l philosophy of h i s own. He 
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says t h a t he I s cserely e^^unding« the views embodied in 

the Upanisads. i n upholding the Upanisadic view of t r u t h 

and r e a l i t y , he was aided by h i s profound r e f l ec t ions and 

se l f - ana lys i s as well as by c e r t a i n log ica l assumptions 

which are not corononly d i spu t ab l e . By a s o r t of t ranscen­

denta l r e f l ec t ion and an analys is of self-consciousness« 

he i s able t o br ing hone t o us the notion of the pure sub­

j e c t , which i s nothing but pure consciousness, 

"^amkara presents to us the t rue idea l of p h i l o ­

sophy which i s not so ntuch knowledge as wisdom, not so 

much log ica l leajming as s p i r i t u a l freedom. For i^amJcara, 

as for some of the g r e a t e s t th inkers of the world, p la to 

and p lo t inus , Spinoza and Hegel, philosophy i s the austere 

v i s ion of e t e r n a l t r u t h , majestic in i t s freedom from the 

p e t t y c a r e ' s of man's p a t t y l i f e . Through the massive and 

a t the same time subt le d i a l e c t i c of saibcara the re shows 

for th a vivid emotional tettperament which philosophy tends 

to become a mere game of l o g i c , A master of the s t r i c t e s t 

l og i c , he i s a lso master of a noble and animated poetry 

which belongs t o another o rde r . The rays of h i s genious 

have illumined the dark places of thought and soothed the 

sorrows of the most forlorn hear t which h i s philosophy fo r ­

t i f i e s and consoles many, the re a r e , of course, those t o 
2 

whom it seems to be a abyss of contradiction ai»a darkness," 
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Sartikara recognises that our whole ett^irical 11£6« 

whether of knowledge or action, depends on our ident i f ica­

t ion with our bodies. But he regards th i s identif ication 

as i l lusory and finds that t h i s fundamental i l lus ion under­

l i e s a l l our ac t i v i t i e s , theoretical or pract ica l , religious 

or secular. This he has brought out very clearly in his 

masterly introduction to h is osirorcentary. The fundamental 

d i f f icul ty of the Alvaitic theory i s how to explain th i s 

false appearance, one has to ca l l t h i s appearance false, 
* 

only in View of the faith that r ea l i ty i s u t te r ly alone * 

But actually the vrorld of difference and dis t inct ion does 

not immediately appear to be false, but comes to us as rea l , 

we do not normally understand how there can be an appearance 

of something vdiich i s not there, eacept in an i l lus ion , so 

we are told that the world i s an i l lus ion , And the tjorld 

i l lus ion mast be due to our ignorance of the underlying 

rea l i ty which i s the self or Brahman, Prom the /dvai t ic 

point of view the whole world i s i l lusory, but a l l our 

eit5)irical knowledge, derived through the so-^salled valid 

means of knowledge such as perception, inference etc* has 

reference to the tin:>rld and i f the world i s i l lusory, then 

a l l our expirical knowledge must be condemned as i l lusory 

too . If ti>e lose our fai th in our empirical knowledge. 
-̂  derived from perception and inference, from science and /̂, ̂  
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history as well as our personal Intercourse with other 

men, our pract ical l i f e would becone quite impossible, 

According to Sachkara, we can real ise the i l l u so -

riness the world only when we have realised our ident i ty 

with Brahman and i t s sole r ea l i t y . Ti l l t h i s real isat ion 

i s taken place, we are allovjed to retain our belief in 

ett5>irical knowledge emd carry on a l l the duties of our 

pract ical l i f e . For most people, the ident i ty of the self 

with the Absolute i s a matter of religious faith and not a 

fact of d i rec t personal rea l i sa t ion . Along with t h i s fai th, 

whether firm or feeble, they continue to believe, in the 

xaorld and in the vicissi tudes, of t he i r worldly l i f e . 

Believing in the world and i t s lack of self-subsistence, 

they have to believe in son© world-ground to which the world 

owes i t s maintenance in existence as well as i t s changing 

fortunes. This i s our God who i s non-distinct from Brahman, 

Like philosophy, religion generally offers a view of 

rea l i ty , which defines an ideal for our l i f e and shows us a 

pract ical way in which we ttay t ry to real ise the idea l , 

Advaitism has not founded a new religion in India; i t tnBrely 

sanctions the ancient religion of Hindu culture which i s 

supposed to be ultimately based on the Vedanta, Hindu r e l i ­

gion covers many different schools of religious t h o u ^ t and 

Advaitism represents one such school which generally agrees 
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with o ther as orthodox schools In t h e i r b e l i e f s about God, 

next l i f e e t c . on the o the r hand, i t may be supposed t h a t 

Mvait ism should be inconpat ible with any kind r e l i g ion , 

s ince i s does not bel ieve in a r ea l God, d i s t i n c t from 

individual souls , whom they can love and worship. But i t 

caniK>t be accepted. Ihe non-d is t inc t ion of God from the 

individual soul i s a cnatter of mystical r e a l i s a t i o n . Unt i l l 

the r e a l i s a t i o n has taken p lace , we go on bel ieving in the 

^rorld and i n God, whom we take to be the c r e a t o r and subs-

t a i n e r of the ^rorld. we are advised to love and worship 

t h i s God, out of trfiose grace mystical r e a l i s a t i o n may be 

made poss ible for u s , which i s to lead us to sa lva t ion , the 

idea l of Hindu r e l i g ious l i f e , îie are even requited t o pe r ­

form various dut ies? but these d u t i e s are not t o be performed 

for t h e i r own sake o r with a view to achieving a happy hea­

venly l i f e a f t e r dea th , i^vai t ism ix>ints out t h a t the l i f e 

of heavenly b l i s s i s not a worthy s p i r i t u a l idea l as freedom 

o r l i b e r a t i o n i s . samkara apx^ears t o have been a r e l ig ious 

reformer, in h i s t i n e r e l i g ious people were general ly en­

grossed in the performance of var ious r e l i g ious r i t e s 

enjoined i n s e r i p t u r e s . samkara ca l l ed them t o a l i f e of 

inner p i e t y and enlightenment. He pointed out t h a t the 

performance of mere ac t ions , of whether so r t , i s not cotiv-

petent to br ing us near our goal . I t i s through knowledge 

and knowledge alone t h a t l i b e r a t i o n can be achieved. 
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Of course^ s'an&ara did not brush aside a l l r e l ig ious 

and cnoral du t i e s as o£ no consec^uence a t a l l , A^ordlng to 

him they are very useful in purifying the rairoi and making i t 

a f i t medium for the davn of d ivine knowledge? the knowled^ 

of our e s s e n t i a l i d e n t i t y with Brahman* Normally Mvalt lsm 

bel ieve in God and conceives him as a l l powerful and a l l -wi se , 

and, above a l l , as possessing the grea t power of magical 

I l l u s i o n (l^ya) • so although God i s conceived as the c r ea to r 

and subs ta iner as wall as the u l t imate des t royer of the world, 

an fldvltist does not profess t o understand how God does a l l 

t h i s . This i s expressed by,- saying t h a t he does h i s work 

t h r o u ^ h i s magical power, t h a t i s , t h a t there i s an element 

of i n s c r u t a b i l i t y i n God's ways which transcends human under­

s tanding, i ^ v a i t i c r e l ig ion i s not so much a r e l ig ion of 

ex te rna l ac t s o r emotional fervour as of conten5)latlon and 

meditation and inner percept ion . I t i s supposed to follow 

the path of knowledge (Jnanamarga) r a the r than t h a t of act ion 

(Karma) o r devotion (bhakti) although these elemants are not 

eschewed a l t o ^ t h e r . I t has thus i t s api>eal for people of 

c e r t a i n specia l terr^jeraments. I f for A3valtlsm as r e l ig ion , 

the i ^ r ld and i t s c r ea to r , God are su f f i c i en t ly r ea l for a l l 

p r a c t i c a l purposes, they assume a dubious role for Aivaltism 

as philosophy, phi losophical ly considered the world i s found 

t o be ne i the r r e a l , nor unreal and the concept of God i s a lso 
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found to be doubtful validity, God, for ASvaltlsm, is 

nothing but Brahman or the Absolute misconceived by human 

intelligence. As misconceived by us, it cannot of course 

be real. But what is misconceived is, hoti;ever, the abso­

lute reality, 

âriikara was a philosopher with an acute and critical 

mind. The main interest of î ivaitisra is, as t̂e have seen, 

in the identity of the individual self with the Absolute, 

Advaltism has certainly made a valuable philosophical con­

tribution in enphasislng the unitary and spiritual character 

of ultimate reality in which we are all rooted - a contri­

bution which would be appzeciated even by those who are not 

strict Mvaitists, Of course, it has to be admitted that 

he was not a pure philosopher in the modeim 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 o\m contrilsjtions, 

6,2 Nature of Brahman 3 

Ihe doctrine of Brahman plays the central role in 

the orthodox religions of India and it is the life line of 

the Vedantic thought. Prom the early days of the Vedic 

Kairraa-*:anda or the ceremonialism to the modem age of the 
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Vedantlc Jnana-Kanda o r the knowledge, the philosophy 

(darsana)^ behind a l l r e l i g ious and r a t iona l a c t i v i t i e s ^ 

i s the r ea l i z a t i on of Brahman, the supreme above the phe­

nomenal r e a l i t y of t h i s rtiaya* l*he kho«dedge of the uhknotiin 

e t e rna l behind the knoTsm ten^xsral i s the main goal of the 

t r i a d i c canon o r the Prasthantraya of the vedanta - the 

Upanisads, the Bhlgavadglta and the Brahma Sutra , The goal 

of e t e r n i t y i s most engjhaslzed in the Brahma ^ t r a » T̂he 

Brahma isutra which i s said t o be the summary of the Upani-

sads, endeavours to define and descr ibe the meaning of 
« 

e t e r n a l Brahman and His ten^wral maya« This book begins 

with the su t ra o r verse of Brahman knowledge j "athato 

brahma J i j n a s a , now therefore the des i r e t o known Brahman". 

Thus the opening su t ra of the Brahma-sutra undoubtedly 

escplains t h a t the t e x t i s aiming a t the knowledge of Brahman, 

the supreme Reality,-

The in t roductory word 'atha* which i s used in d i f f e ­

ren t senses in d i f f e r en t con tex t s . "Hie meaning intended i s 

tha t of •sequence* o r following. I t means t h a t the des i r e 

for the knowledge of Brahman follows upoii something else 

which one must have already aoconqplished in order t o q;ualify 

orasself for t h i s enquiry. In order to br ing out the spec i f ic 

requireji©nts for t h i s enquiry, i t i s compared and contrasted 

with the enquiry about dharma o r r e l i g ious duty,- Neither 
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dharma nor Brahman i s an empirical object and we never 

come upon them in the course of our ordinary experience, 

we know about them only from the vedas . So a study of the 

Vedas i s presupposed by both the enquiries? the vedic i n ­

junct ions o r dec l a ra t ions , from which we l e a m about Brahman 

and dharma, d i f f e r i n t h e i r s ign i f icance . But the vedic 

dec la ra t ion about Brahman gives us only knowledge about 

Brahman but no d i r e c t i o n whatever for any a c t i o n . Knowledge 

i s never p rodu^d by an in junc t ion . 

Now a question ar i ses* v;hat are the precondit ions 

of an enquiry about Brahman ? we want t o know what q u a l i ­

f i ca t ions are needed by an asp i ran t a f t e r Brahman knoi-jledge, 

so t h a t h i s enquiry about Brahman may be f r u i t f u l . These 

qua l i f i ca t ions are forefold, , F i r s t comes discr iminat ion 

between what i s e t e r n a l and vihat i s . i ^ t e t e r n a l . One should 

r e a l i s e t h a t the s e l f alone i s e te rna l* while the world and 

a l l i t s ob jec t s are per ishable and inpermanent* secondly, 

one must give up a l l des i r e for sensuous enjoyment* vdiether 

in t h i s world o r i n the next . Thirdly* one must have se l f -

-control* cont ro l over the sense as well as the mind. Last ly 

one must have a r e a l desix® for absolute freedom o r l i b e r a ­

t i o n . Having acquired these qua l i f i ca t ions one may very trell 

enquire about Brahman and knoi'j I t , But without these q u a l i ­

f i ca t ions I t i s not poss ib le t o know Brahman, Therefore* the 
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first word 'atha* should be urK3erstood 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 viell as omniscient and omnipotent. And as it cons­

titutes the self of all, its existence is, of course, knotm 

because everybody is conscious of his own existence and no 

body says •! am not', if the self 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 althou^ we 

know the self in a general way, there is a good deal of 

misunderstanding and difference of opinion about its sipeci-

fic character. 

Brahman, has been derived from the Sanskrit root 

•brh* which (teans '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 itforld must have been produced as the modi­

fication of something which is itself unproduced. Brahman 

is the source and if it is produced from sonething else, we 

will have anavastha or regresses and infinitum. 
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(2) The world i s so order ly t h a t i t could not 

have come forth from a non- in t e l l i gan t source, 

(3) The Brahman i s the immediate consciousness 

(sSkdin) which shines as the se l f and also throuc^ the 

objec ts of cognit ion which the se l f knows. Even x« ên we 
4 

deny i t , w© affirm i t " . The answer of the question what 

i s meant by Brahman, i s found in the second s u t r a . I t says 

the[t i t i s t h a t from \flhich a l l t h i s has a r i s en . By ' a l l 

t h i s* vjhat i s meant here i s the e n t i r e world we see around 

us , with i t s mult i far ious contents of d i f f e ren t names and 

foirms, including so many beings who are ac t ive agents and 

subject to d i f f e r en t kinds of experience, both pleasurable 

and painful - the world i n which events and ac t ions take 

place at detezrminate ticî  and place, 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 i s the a l l knowing and all-powerful cause 

of t h i s world and i t i s Brahman again who maintains i t i n 

exis tence and in to whom i t w i l l u l t ima te ly disappear , 

^airikara's Brahman has been approached v ia negat ive . 

Vie are to ld by ;̂ anOcara what i t i s no t . I t i s , we are t o ld , 

t h a t which i s not l imi ted , not f i n i t e , e t e r n a l , uncondit ion­

ed beyond time and space, beyohd cause . Nothing pos i t ive 

can be said about i t as t h a t wi l l e i t h e r l i m i t the unlimited 

and o r be a mere tautology,, Therefore,. Brahman i s exis tence 

file:///flhich


247 

only as i ^ t non<-eKistence« i t i s knowledge only as not 

non-knotd'ledge; i t i s b l i s s only as not non~bliss» Brahman 

i s thus beyond a l l p red ica t ion , a l l desc r ip t ion , by any 

known word in any known language; indescr ibable in languacp 

and inconceivable in thought, beyond reason, beyond r e l a t i on 

and b e y o ^ the sense . 

"Three pos i t i ve p roper t i e s are commonly invoked in 

a l luding to Brahman, These are t r u t h (sat o r s a tya ) , con-

sciousness ( c i t o r ca i t anya ) , and b l i s s (ananda)". The 

terra s a t , being occurs in the e a r l i e s t vedic texfis, A 

then© there i s whether the universe sprang from s a t o r a s a t , 

being o r non-being and t e x t s are £ound t h a t argue for each 

s ide of the i s s u e . AJvaitins who na tu ra l ly view sa t as the 

o r i g i n , explains away t e x t s appearing to favour the converse 

view as saying something e lse , ' The Brhadarnyaka Upanisad 

dec la res t h a t the sec re t name ( i ^ a n i s ^ p ) of the se l f i s 

Satyasa satya " t r u t h of t r u t h " and samkara in commenting 

on t h i s and s imi l a r passages t r e a t t h i s as a pronouncement 

more o r l e s s p a r a l l e l to "Not t h i s , not t h i s " . The j^cond 

pos i t i ve property i s c i t o r ca i tanya . Brahman i s pure cons­

ciousness (c i t ) o r awareness (Jnana) the witness (saksin) , 

which i s not I t s e l f an object of thought . Brahman i s se l f -

luminous indeed. I t i s the sole source of consciousness. 

By i t s l i g h t everything e l s e sh ines , t h a t i s , i s known to 
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a'wareness. In I t s e l f I t has no spec i f ic form; whatever 

appears t o i t as cognized i s not i n t r i n s i c to I t , Thus 

the consciousness t h a t i s Brahman i s not a r e l a t i o n a l 

consciousness bet^jeen knoiitfer and knoiim. Al thou^ Brahman 

i s self-luminous, i t should not be inferred t h a t I t i s the 

object of I t s awareness. Brahman can never be the object 

of knowledge. The t h i r d property i s b l i s s . Although the 

Upanisads frequently coranent on t h i s aspect of Brahman, 

^amkara i s pecu l i a r ly he s i t an t to a t t r i b u t e t h i s property 

t o i t . SoUTikara's reasons can be e a s i l y guessed. Bl i ss i s 

p leasure and pleasure i s a ten^jorary s t a t e , the experiencing 

of which requi res a body organs e t c . so i f Brahman i s b l i s s 

i t must be so in some sense t h a t cannot be t r a n s l a t e in to 

e j ip i r ica l analogues. In Brhadarcinya, Kothopanisadbhasya H I 

9 .28 .7 . , for example, £»an^ara remarks t h a t though no doubt. 

Brahman i s b l i s s , never theless t h a t b l i s s i s not cognized 

as an object by u s , our happiness has nothing to do with 

Brahman's b l i s s , he irc^lies; the case i s unl ike t h a t of 

consciousness, s inc^ we do experience pure consciousness 

(Brahman) in deep s leep , e t c , whereas ^aitficara seems to 

suggest t h a t even the l ibe ra ted se l f does not cognize o r 

ejqperlence Brahman's b l i s s . 

Brahman i s the cause of the world and so He i s 

omniscient . The t h i r d su t ra supplies the reason for our 

th inking t h a t he i s omniscient. I t does so by saying 
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"because he i s the source e f a l l scripture**, xî hich i s the 

reposi tory of a l l ex ten t knowledge. By the word "se r ip tu re" 

\ae understand the vedas and o ther inspired wri t ings from 

which a l l our knowledge i s u l t ima te ly derived, we know, 

on s e r i p t u r a l au thor i ty , t h a t the Vedas have con^ from God, 

without any specia l e f fo r t being made on h i s p a r t for t h i s 

purpose* I t . is common knowledge t h a t an author always knows 

ir»re than \!*vat i s contai r^d in h i s books and so i t goes with­

out saying t h a t the great being which could produce so e f fo r ­

t l e s s l y , \ ^ a t i s i n fac t the mine and source of a l l knowledge 

should i t s e l f be a l l knowing. This i s one i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . 

But the su t r a can be in te rp re ted in another way. ^^zcording 

to the o the r i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , the su t r a says t h a t s c r ip tu re 

i s the source of our knowled^ of Brahman, i ^ e . on s c r i p ­

t u r a l evidence we know, t h a t Brahman i s the ground of the 

world - of i t s o r i g ina t i on , subsistence and d i s s o l u t i o n . 

According t o i^amkara, we cannot argue t h a t because 

Brahman i s of the nature of accomplished fac t , i t can the re* 

fore be made an object of perception o r any o the r mode of 

enp i r i c a l knowled^,- For Brahman, as one with our very 

se l f , can never be known e n ^ i r i c a l l y , ejKsept through s c r i p ­

t u r a l evidence such as "Thou a r t that*^ e t c , NOr should 

we suppose t h a t s ince we cannot do anything in regard to 

Brfehman,. which i s beyond our acceptance o r r e j ec t ion , any 
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more ins t ruc t ion about i t would serve no purpose and toould 

be u s e l e s s . Because such i n s t r u c t i o n , ^ahen properly given 

and taken, i s ca lcu la ted to lead to the r e a l i s a t i o n of our 

i d e n t i t y with Brahman xsrhich terminates a l l our sorrows and 

consuraates the highest end of our being. i«^en there i s a 

s ta tenent about a d e i t y , i t may well be taken to in^ ly an 

injunct ion for meditation upon i t ( d e i t y ) . But we cannot 

i n the sane way take Brahman to be intended for meditation 

only and thus much nerely an aux i l i a ry to an injunct ion for 

meditation. Brahman being an absolute un i ty , has r e a l l y no 

room for any action*^ which always requi res some d u a l i t y 

in the form of agent, act and E©ans of action^k When t h i s 

absolute un i ty i s once r ea l i s ed , the re remains sense of 

d u a l i t y , and consequently no sense of an other,^ whether 

suprema God o r a subordinate d e i t y , to be worshipped o r 

rosditated upon, when the sense of d u a l i t y i s u t t e r l y d e s ­

troyed by the r e a l i s a t i o n of the absolute un i ty of Brahman, 

i t cannot poss ibly a r i s e again t o make any sense of the po­

s i t i o n t h a t Brahman i s an adjunct to an injunct ion for 

{QSditat ion, 

Arcording t o sanikara. Brahman i s absolute ly non-

d u a l i s t i c "One, without a second, ekara evadvitiyara" (c ,u . 

vi-2- ' l )« This ^ s o l u t e Brahman i s our u l t imate Real i ty , 

He i s beyond cause and e f f e c t . The spatio-tettjxjral 
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phenomena are contained in him. To say that Brahman Is 

xreallty Is to say that It Is different from the pherK>inenal, 

the spatial, the tenporal araS the sensible. Brahman Is 

what Is assumed as foundational, thou^ it is in no sense 
7 

substance. 

This x4orld of cause and effect is ea^irlcal reality 

(yyavahSrlc satya) of the ultimate Reality (paramarthic 

Satya), ^amkara says that these enpirlcal and transcende> 

ntal experiences do not signify the theory of dualism. 

They are one and the same because ultimately they reach the 

same goal of etemityi ••vedanta (so called because it was 

first esqxjunded in the Vedas, the earliest Indian SeidLptures) 

is a non-dualistic philosophy. It teaches that Brahman 

(the ultimate Reality behind the phenonenal universe),, is 

one without a second • Brahman is beyor^ all attributes. 

Brahman is not conscious; Brahman is consciousness. Brahman 

does not exist. Brahman is existence. Brahman is the Atman 
o 

(Eternal Nature) of every human being, c rea ture and object**, 

Scimkara says t h a t the world, we find i s due to our 

Ignorance (ajfiana) o r nescience (avidya)w Once the ignorance 

i s removed with the help of r i c ^ t knowledge (jfiaha) the dua­

l i t y i s gone and the oneness of the suprene Real i ty i s 

v i s i b l e . As we see our physical face in the mirror a f t e r 

taking off our <%>loured spectacles and c l ea r ing the mirror. 
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so we wi l l see the universa l s e l f within our se l f a f t e r 

purifying our hea r t and u p l i f t i n g our mind. This sujier-

sensible eacperience of the supreme i s ca l led i n t u i t i o n o r 

s p i r i t u a l i n s i s t . The individual se l f i s i den t i f i ed with 

the universal s e l f . Once they are uni ted , they become one. 

The supreme Real i ty i s one with our deepest s e l f . Brahman 

i s Atman. But '»Xf the knowledge of the i d e n t i t y of the 

se l f and Brahman ware understood in the way of combination, 

and the l i k e , violence would be done thereby t o the connec­

t i on of the words whose objec t , i n c e r t a i n passages, i t 

c l e a r l y i s t o in t imate the fact of Brahman and the se l f 

being r e a l l y iden t i ca l? so# for ins tance , in the following 

passages "That a r t thou" (K%,Up, VI 8.7)? • ! am Brahman* 

(Brjl. Up. 1,4,10)? "The se l f i s Brahman"(Brk*Up.II 5,19)2^ 

Hence the knowledge of the un i ty of Brahman and the se l f 

cannot be of the nature of f igura t ive combination and t t e 

l i k e . 

I f we take the i d e n t i t y of the se l f and Brahman i n 

a f igura t ive o r symbolic sense, then we sha l l have to give 

up the straigji t-forward sense of such c l e a r s c r i p t u r a l s t a t e -

rrants as 'That are thou (tattavamasi) •„ ' I am Brahman (^am 

Brahraasmi) ' , 'This s e l f i s Br^man <ayam atma Brahma) ' , and 

subject them to some forced i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . v«e have therefore 

to take the se l f and Brahman eis i den t i c a l in a l i t e r a l sense. 
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and the knowledge of Brahman* thus guaranted, as ob jec t ive ly 

v a l i d , l i k e any o the r i)iece of va l id knowledge, i^erceptual 

o r i n f e r e n t i a l . I t i s objec t ive in the sense t h a t i t i s 

determined by the nature of the th ing known and not depen­

dent upon any subject ive a c t s , we cannot, by any means, 

make Brahman and i t s knowledge an a f f a i r of the subject ive 

mental a c t s . Irje cannot even suppose t h a t Brahman i s a t l e a s t 

the object of an ac t of knowledge * I f ^ r a h p ^ i s not a t a l l 

' an ob jec t , tdiethsr of knowledge o r worship how can i t be 

maintained, as i t hsfs been done i n Sutra t h r e e , t h a t we 

know Brahman from s c r i p t u r a l evidence ? Ihe ansv;er i s t o 

be found in the fact t h a t what the sc r ip tu re Intends t o do 

i s not to teach us Brahman* as t h i s o r t h a t object^ but 

merely to remove the i l l u s i o n of d i s t i n c t i o n t h a t has a r i sen 

bettitfeen the se l f and Brahman on account of sone primal 

ignorance. The r ea l in t en t ion of the s c r ip tu re i s t o make 

us aware of Brahman as u t t e r l y unobjective as being one 

with our inmost se l f i^iich can never be ob jec t i f i ed and 

thus to remove the d i s t i n c t i o n of knower, known and know­

ledge, due to sheer ignorance* 

Even i f we suppose, for arguatsnt»s sake, t h a t Brah­

man in som3 sans© d i f f e ren t from the se l f , v^ need not 

think t h a t i t i s something to be a t t a i n e d . For ^rahman 

being a l l -pe rvas ive , i s always with us and in us and i s 
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not soitBthlng to be reached through any action whatever* 

It la 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 soma 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, bwt is analogous to the knowledge 

of those things which are the objects of perception, infe­

rence and so on and thud depexKis on the object of knowledge 

only* "A mere Intellectual understanding of reality is not 

enou^* The end of all knowledc^ is spiritual realization, 

anubhavavasanam eva vidya-phalara. 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 Upanlsads"* 

Ihe self is experienced as the Absolute Reality in 

the state of tuirlya. it is raised above the distinction of 

subject and object* In susuptl or deep sleep, the empirical 

mind with all its modes is Inactive* In savikalpa samadhi 
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the mind i s concentrated on one object with which i s be­

comes indenti£ied. In i t \SQ have the consciousness o€ 

determinate reali ty^ ihe consciousness of duali ty i s 

absent in t h i s s ta te and the self enjoys undifferentiated 

bl iss* In both these s ta tes the seeds of knoi^ledge and 

action^ Vidj^ and Karma, aire present* in nir-vikalpa 

sairgdhi %̂  have the intui t ion of rea l i ty transcending a l l 

determinations* This i s the h i ^ e s t stage, the t ru th . 

Brahman* "^amkara says that Brahman i s known for Brahman 

i s ana's o^m self, ayam atma brahma* No one thinks that 

he does not exist* Each one cogn i^s the existence of 

himself sarvo by atnastitvam pra tyet i na na aham asmi i t i " . 

In fine we can say that for saiiikara ultimate rea l i ty 

i s purs intel l igence, citmatra, devoid of a l l forms* Brahman 

i s devoid of qualit ies^ ^ a t e v e r qual i t ies are conceivable 

can only be denied of i t j eko brahma dvitlyo nasti* a:he 

differences of knower, kiwwn and knowledge are in^osed on 

i t , when the rea l i ty i s known these differences which hide 

the true nature of rea l i ty disappear** scriptures describe 

Brahman as rea l i ty , consciousness and inf ini ty , satyara, 

jnanam,- anantam brahma, "These are not qual i t ies which 

belong to Brahman but are one with Brahman, They const i ­

tu te the very nature of Brahman* 
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6,3 Nature of God : 

The H l ^ e r Brahman itho i s unrelated to anything 

e l s e , without i n t e r n a l d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n , a very abs t r ac t 

though jjerhaps not austere r e a l i t y , i t i s the one without 

a second. But then whence a l l t h i s world of d i s t i n c t i o n ? 

What does i t have to do with Brahman, a f t e r a l l ? The 

ans\s©r i s t h a t the lower Brahman, God (Isvara) i s the 

cause of a l l the d i v e r s i t y , "sanflcara in h i s commentary 

br ings toge ther the cosmological and the t e l eo log ica l 

arguments. Every e f fec t has a cause , we cannot t r ace the 

world with i t s o rder and design to •non-sentient pradhana, 

o r atoms o r non-being, o r a being subject to r e b i r t h , t o 

i t s own nature o r t o a human c r e a t o r . I t cannot be t raced 

t o the world-soul or Hiranya grabha for he i s subject to 

the changes of the wo rid,^ The universe has i t s roots in 

being, aan-nrala has i t s bas i s i n being, sad-asraya, and 

i s es tabl i shed in teing, s a t - p r a t i s t h a . This being t r a n ­

scends a l l d i s t i n c t i o n s of subject and object and yet when 

we sp>ealc of Brahman we have t o use empirical forms, when 

viewed as the c r e a t o r ar^ governor of the Universe, Brahman 

i s said to be the personal God Tsvara« Brahman and Ysvara 

are both va l id forms of r e a l i t y , only Iswara o r God i s the 
12 

cause of the world," 
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;tf:cording to ârikara God is the nondual spirit 

beyond all possible conceptualization in association with 

Maya, the dynamic principle of becoming. Through the power 

of becoming, God becomes the ©ource, 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, ̂ 3od 

and evil, beauty and ugliness, God is the essence of values 

whose perception and cultivation at various levels may be 

said to constitute the spiritual evolution of the human 

mind, God may be approached as the abode of all conceivable 

forms of value. An Advaitic definition of value may be for­

mulated thus 3 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 final 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 Mvaitic Absolute, it is 

pointed out that nirguna Brahman is other than asat, acit 

and anananda. This negative description serves to hi^ilight 

the fact that the rion dual Absolute is beyond all conceptua­

lization, on the other hand, God or saguna Brahman is not 

beyond the sphere of conceptualization. In fact, to the 

pure human mind, God makes himself accessible as sat, cit 
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and ananda. This i s another way of saying t h a t God i n 

Advaita i s saccidananda. 

To ^arakara, "l^wara, i s the deterrainate Brahman 

(saguna) "ianflcara takes up the so ca l led proof for the 

exis tence of God, the episteraological , the cosmological 

and the physico-ftJiiSlogical and shows t h e i r f u t i l i t y , as 

Kant did a t a much l a t e r day". That events are i n t e r ­

connected in a system i s the assumption of a>tniton sense 

and science, xvhich i s increas ingly confirmed by experience, 

thaugh never rea l ized in i t s entifcety. For there i s much 

in the world which never d i r e c t l y en te r s in to our expe­

r i ence , A conqplete apprehension of r e a l i t y as a whole can 

j u s t i f y the hypothesis as a %rhole t h a t God i s and He i s 

the c r e a t o r of a l l» our human experience i s incapable of 

apprehending the world in i t s e n t i r e l y achieve a harnony 

of pure being x*ith r e s t l e s s i n f i n i t u d e . The log ica l be ­

l i e f t h a t a l l f ac t s belong to a system and express the 

mind of God i s only an idea . The cosmological argun^nt 

which appl ies the concept of cause in the e a p i r i c a l VJorld 

i s not adequate and tu rns out a l toge ther use less when we 

t r y to r e l a t e the world of experience to the u l t imate 

Real i ty which i s said t o manifest i t s e l f through i t * v© 

caimot admit within the Wbrld of phenomena an uncaused . 

cause . The question of an absolute beginning of the 
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phenonenal s e r i e s , 3amsara, I s a s e l f cxjntradlctor}^ one. 

we in f e r a f i n i t e c r ea to r from a f i n i t e vjorld. The f i r s t 

cause must be a un i ty of the sane order of being as the 

objec ts of experience, since the l a t t e r are brought in to 

r e l a t i on with i t . i f Y^wara i s the cause of the isorld, 

he nwst be within the space- t ine fratne-woik. I f such a 

being e x i s t s , no foreseeable extension of our knowledge 

could enable us to determine h i s nature and ex i s t ence , 

such a God, according to ^afrikara, wozking through i n s t r u ­

ments analogous to the human ones, i s ne i the r i n f i n i t e nor 

omnipotent. The moral argument which shows t h a t the coh-

t e x t of th ings i s adapted to the soul of man and shows the 

workmanship of benevolent God i s a pa r t of God, God must 

fee l the pain of the sou l . But i t i s found t h a t the suffe­

r ings of God are much grea te r than those of the individual 

souls and i t i s b e t t e r for us to remain se l f enclosed i n ­

d iv idua l s , with our l imited suffer ings and take upon our­

se lves the burden of the whole world, A per fec t God does 

not require the world for h i s s a t i s f ac t i on , - I f i t i s said 

t h a t the world i s for h i s enjoyment, then God i s no God 

but only a samsarin. 
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Now we can say t h a t to s e t aside the log ica l proof, 

i s not to deny the exis tence of I^vara, ^ankara 's point i s 

t h a t no purely r a t i ona l arguraent, for the exis tence of God 

as a personal supreme being, i s f i n a l l y acceptable . The 

proofs only t e l l us t h a t God i s a p o s s i b i l i t y . The r e a l i t y 

of God transcends our r a t i ona l jsowers of conceiving as well 

as comprehending, **The r e a l i t y of Isvara i n j»anakara*s 

philosophy^ i s not a se l f -ev ident axiom, i s not a log ica l 

t r u t h , but an empirical pos tu la te which i s p r a c t i c a l l y 

use fu l , s r u t i i s the bas i s for i t " . Regarding the 

c rea torsh ip of i sva ra , sc r ip tu re i s our only neans of 
IS kno%7ledge , I t dec la res that,, "the cause from which 

(proceeds) the o r i g i n , substance and d i s so lu t ion of the 

world,, which i s extended in names and forms, which i n c l u ­

des many acpnts and enjoyers , which contains the f r u i t of 

worfca, spec ia l ly determined according t o space, time and 

cause, a world which i s forn©d a f t e r an arrangment incon-

ceivable even for the mind - t h i s omniscient and oranixso-

t e n t cause i s Brahman ( i»e, I s v a r a ) . " ^amkara takes 

great pains to prove t h a t the r e a l i t y of I svara , when 

once i t i s ascer ta ined from the s c r i p tu r e , can be recon­

c i l ed with the demands or reason, "Reason and experience 

are two d i f f e r en t approaches in man's quest for God.- Both 

are responses of the human soul to God's s e l f -d i s c lo su re . 
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through nature and h i s to ry arei s p i r i t u a l experience. 

They reveal l i f e ' s t ranscedenta l tnaaning* Reason reveals 

t o us God as a matter o£ speculat ion, i n experience i t 

ceases to be an objec t o£ speculat ion but becomes a p r e ­

sent r e a l i t y . The method of na tura l sciences i s not the 

only instrument by which i t i s poss ib le to discover t r u t h . 

S p i r i t u a l experience of fe rs a va l id proof for the existence 

of God",^'' 

The immanent charac te r of God i s bes t expressed by 

saying t h a t he i s the r ea l s e l f of man. He i s unseen seer* 

the unheard hearer , the unthought th inker , the ununderstaod 

understander, o the r than God there i s no seer , hearer , 

th inker , understander in man, God's immanence i n man 

explains the l a t t e r ' s unconquerable yeaxming for perfec t ion, 

h i s ceaseless search for t r u t h . The Upanisi^JcT) a sp i r a t i ons , 

from the unreal lead us to the r e a l , from darkness to l i g h t 

and from death to immortality spr ing from the d iv ine ly 

fer t i l issed s o i l of human na ture . Another i i rp l ica t ion of 

divine itrananence in man i s the ce r t i t ude of eventual success 

in man's progress to per fec t ion . 

Brahman i s t h a t from which the o r ig ina t ion , main­

tenance and des t ruc t ion of the world proceeds and of course 

the Brahman^ -that i s tteant^ i s saguna Brahman, /dva i t in s 

are very concerned to i n s i s t t h a t God i s both the e f f i c i e n t 
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t 
and the material cause of the world. At the beginning of 

the Brahroa sQtras, God i s the mater ial and e f f i c i en t cause 

of" the world, the e n t i r e sphere of object ive experience. 

The ASvaitin affirms t h a t the vrorld-cause i s i den t i c a l with 

the Upanisadic s p i r i t , God as the x^orld-cause has to be 

character ized as sarvajHam sanrava^akti raahimayam ca brahma 

(BSB 2,1437), omniscient, omnipotent and endowed with rtayl". 

The omniscient God i s the material cause of the world Jus t 

as ea r th o r gold i s the material cause of ear then wares or 

of gold ornaments. The world once produced i s control led 

and maintained i n being by God, j u s t as a magician con t ro l s 

and maintains the magical show put for th by him, God also 

terminates the show of the world put for th by him and gets 

i t reabsorbed in h i s own being j u s t as the bodies of d i f f e ­

ren t kinds of c rea tu res a t t h e i r death get d i s in tegra ted 

in to the material substance out of which they were c rea ted . 

The very same God i s the se l f of us a l l . 

The Bhagabadgita says t h a t God i s seated in the 

hea r t of a l l beings and makes them move as though mechani­

c a l l y , through h i s magical power (18/61), ^anflcara a s s e r t s 

the absolute I d e n t i t y of cause and ef fec t i n t h i s very sii tra 

and thereby denies a l l causal modification. The phenonenal 

view of Brahman, however wrong from the t heo re t i c a l and 

absolute point of view, i s p r a c t i c a l l y useful l for the 
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purposes of devotional meditation tadilch pu r i f i e s the niind 

and thus prepares the ground for the down of the ul t imate 

knowledge of t r u t h . To use theologica l language. He i s 

both the e f f i c i e n t and the mater ia l cause of the world? 

though d i f f e r en t from His e f f ec t s - being omnipotent and 

omniscient where those e f f ec t s are not - He i s yet vd.thi.n 

the tsforld as inner c o n t r o l l e r (antaryamin) • I f God viere 

only the e f f i c i e n t cause then He would have to dejDend on 

some prljn'ival matter which i s an independent r e a l i t y , such 

an independent r e a l i t y would d e t r a c t from Tsvara ' s Omnipo­

tence , Matter has res i s tance and Ysvara vrould not be free 

t o fashion the world according to h i s own wi l l and d e s i r e . 

His will« wi l l be l imited by the cons t i t u t ion of matter . 

The God of the Nyaya system i s only the e f f i c i e n t c a u ^ 

of the world and safrikara c r i t i c i s e s the view in h i s commen­

t a r y on Vedanta Sutra I I * i i , 37-41; since Tsvara i s the-

mater ia l and e f f i c i e n t cause ro l l ed up in to one. He i s 

both immanent and t ranscendent . He i s i n the world and 

a lso above i t , 

Isvara i s a l l cotrqprehensive and contains vjithin 

himself a l l t h a t e x i s t s , p o t e n t i a l l y in pralaya area ac tua­

l l y i n c r e a t i o n . There does not seem to be much point i n 

Deussen's observat ion, t h a t iairkara did not ca re fu l ly d i s ­

t ingu ish Brahman, the undi f fe ren t ia ted , from phanowsnail 
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world on the one hawa and Ysvara on the o the r ' • ihls un­

d i f f e ren t i a t ed Brahman, as tse may b r i e f l y c a l l i t , has, 

however, two charac te r s t f i r s t the forms of the pheno­

menal tirorld, as v^hich Brahman, c o n d i t i o n ^ by l ^ : ^ h i s , 

appears? then the ittqperfect f igura t ive ideas , which we 

form of the Godhead, i n order t o br ing i t nearer t o our 

understanding and our worship <upSsan%). i t i s s trange 

t h a t between these two contrajdes of the undif ferent ia ted 

Brahman, however wide apart they na tu ra l l y a re , gankara 

draws no sharp d i s t i n c t i o n " . 

£t l a s t a question a r i s e s in our mind why should 

God create, . He has no unsa t i s f ied d e s i r e s , no s e l f i sh 

i n t e r e s t providing Him with motivation to act*. a?h9 answer 

i s t h a t God c rea tes out of play ( l i l a ) • The neaning i s 

t h a t God responds i n an appropriate manner t o the Karmic 

potencies wi t l^u t any personal i n t e r e s t ot His own in the 

outcome? He cannot help expressing Himself i n c rea t ive 

a c t i v i t y * The concept of I s v a r a i s therefore v i t a l t o 

the Mvai ta Vedanta not so much as i n t e l l e d t u a l c rea t ion 

symbolising a subject ive idealism - i t i s v i t a l because 

the exis tence of Isvara a r i s e s out of the world of human 

estperience, Ysvara does not need t o have h i s r e a l i t y 

shown in log ica l demonstration but j u s t i f i e s h i s exis tence 
by h i s indispensalai l i ty to ca r ry a s p i r i t u a l experience to 
i t s fulf i lment . 
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6«4 The r e l a t i o n between Brahman and God « 

^anScara never claimed t o have given an a l toge ther 

new vlew> but he always i n s i s t e d t h a t he was e^jounding 

the t r u l y vedantic view which was already embodied i n the 

Upanlsads* I t i s t r ue t h a t there are o the r conanentators 

of the upanlsads who do not follow ^anfeara's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s 

and i t may be supposed t h a t :^amkara formulated a new theory 

of r e a l i t y and t r i e d to subs tan t ia te i t with su i t ab l e qua-

t a t l o n s from the Upanisads a»a then t r i e d t o i n t e r p r e t the 

p r inc ipa l Upanisads i n the l i g h t of h i s theory . The c r e d i t 

which goes t o iamkara i s t h a t h i s In t e rp re t a t i on of the 

Upanisads can accomodate the t h e i s t i c and d u a l i s t i c views 

of o the r i n t e r p r e t e r s , while t h e i r i n t e r p r e t a t i o n cannot 

provide for the non-dua l i s t i c view of i^aralcara. I t cannot 

be denied t h a t the re are t r a c e s of both non-dua l i s t i c abso­

lu t i sm and d u a l i s t i c theism in the Upanisads* ^amkara 

provides for the r econc i l i a t ion of d u a l i s t i c theism with 

non-dua l i s t i c absolutism by giving us a two fold concep­

t i o n of the absolute , both as devoid of a t t r i b u t e s and as 

endowed with a t t r i b u t e . He does not place these two con­

cept ions on a pa r with one another, ^aniJcara c l e a r l y d i s ­

t inguishes a h igher from a lo%i©r Brahman in the Brahmasu-

trabhasya and elsewhere, The higher Brahman, Brahman view­

ed from the aspect of kiK>wledge (vldya), i s free from a l l 

adjuncts , a l l name and form. I t i s nirguna Brahman and i t 

i s knowledge of t h i s Brahman t h a t c o n s t i t u t e s l i b e r a t i o n . 
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^ c o r d i n g to ^andcara saguna Brahman o r Go<̂ « i s the lower 

Brahman; i t i s Brahman vlettied £rom the aspect^ of ignorance 

<avidya)» 

So long as we bel ieve in our embodied exis tence 

and l i f e i n t l ^ worlds y^ cannot r i s e t o the t r u e concep-*. 

t i o n of r e a l i t y , so we misconceive the Absolute as God 

who has created the world, of «rtiich our bodies form p a r t , 

with ttfhich we are i d e n t i f i e d , As long as we bel ieve in 

the world in which we l i v e and move and have our being,^ 

and which i s not self-caused, we cannot help be l iev ing 

i n son© supreme being, who has brought the world in to e x i s ­

tence and sus ta ins i t i n per fec t o rde r , I h i s supreme 

being i s God, the absolute fo r our common understanding^ 

I t i s God, who c r e a t s the world-appearance, accord­

ing s»arrkara» In explaining c rea t ion <ftdvaita combines psy­

chology epistemology and metaphysic* The nature of the 

/ d v a i t i n ' s problem i s ev ident , te has to explain how d i v e r ­

s i t y can even apparently a r i s e frora undi f ferent ia ted u n i t y , 

"The question of the r e l a t i o n between God and Brahman a r i s e s , 

when we t r y to explain the worlds ^amkara regards t h a t the 

e n t i r e v i s i b l e world, with vrfiich both science axid h i s t o r y 

are coxicemed, and which provides the t hea t r e for a l l our 

a c t i v i t i e s , axtd which we bel ieve to be there from the be­

ginning of time and running t o an inde f in i t e future as 

a l toge the r i l l u s o r y , because i t cones in con f l i c t with the 

s c r i p t u r a l desc r ip t ion t h a t r e a l i t y i s absolute ly non-dual 



267 

and t o l e r a t e s no other# There i s no doubt t h a t the t^orld 

cones t o us as an other* as something d i f fe ren t from us* 

VfB have therefore t o regard i t as mere c^spearance by whltah 

we mean t h a t I t i s some th ing which we cannot deny but which 

a t the same tirae cannot r e a l l y be the re • 

P̂he fundatnsntal d i f f i c u l t y of the Advaltlc theory 

I s how to explain t h i s fa lse appearance* To say t h a t the 

i n f i n i t e Brahnaan I s the cause of the f i n i t e world and c r e a ­

t e s I t , I s t o admit t h a t the i n f i n i t e i s subject to the 

l im i t a t i on of titae* Ihe r e l a t i o n of cause and e f fec t cannot 

be a j^ l i ed t o the r e l a t i o n of Brahman and the world* wa 

cannot say t h a t Brahman i s the cause and the i ^ r l d i s the 

e f f ec t , for t h i s would be t o d i s t i ngu i sh Brahman from t i ^ 

^rorld and make i t i n t o a th ing re la ted t o another t h i n g . 

The r e l a t i o n between Brahman and ^svara i s a spec ia l a p p l i ­

ca t ion of t he general problem of the r e l a t i on between 

Brahman and the world. According t o ^ahicara the tsorld 

though i t hangs on Brahman, does not affect Brahman by 

d i s t ingu i sh ing t h a t kind of c a u s a l i t y tidiere the c a u ^ wi th­

out undergoing any change produces the e f f ec t , as Vivar to-

pSdana from parinaroopSdana, where the cause i s i t s e l f t r a n ­

sformed in producing the effect^ 
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The universe i s not due t o any addi t ion t o Brahman 

from some o the r source of r e a l i t y , for nothing can be added 

"to t h a t which i s a l ready j ^ r f e c t . I t i s therefore due t o 

non-being. The process of the vjorld i s due to gradual 

depr iva t ion of r e a l i t y^ Maya i s used as the name of the 

dividing force* the f i n i t i s i n g p r i n c i p l e , t h a t which casa-

sures out the immesearable and c r e a t e s form in the form­

l e s s , "There are names and forms conceived in nescience 

which c o n s t i t u t e the essence of I svara and which are i n ­

capable of determination e i t h e r as t r ue o r f a l s e . These 

nanes and forms are the seeds of t h i s x«>rld of f lux . They 

are ca l led P rak r t i o r the power of mya of the omniscient 
19 _ _ 

Lord"* iSie raomsnt we t r y to linlc up r^aya t'd.th Brahman, 
the l a t t e r becomes transformed in to I sva ra , Maya der«>tes 

the s'alcti, o r the energy of I ^ a r a * 

6,5 ^amkara and Bradley> 

An i n t e r e s t i n g common feature between the absolute 

philosophies of ^arakara and Bradley i s the d i s t i n c t i o n t h a t 

they draw betiiieen the u l t imate r e a l i t y of the Absolute and 

the de r iva t ive r e a l i t y of God, the objec t ive of r e l i g ious 

warship and devotion, ;̂ amScara d i s t ingu i shes between the 

pure /absolute devoid of a l l l i m i t i n g sKijuncts (Upadhis) 

and revealed by atmaJKaha and the Absolute conditioned by 
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the Upadhis. In the experience of the Absolute in the 

fozrmer aspect , the re i s no room £or the d i s t i n c t i o n bett^een 

the •worshipper• and ' the worshipped*, a l l d i s t i n c t i o n s 

having been equal ly abolished, lb experience the Absolute 

in the l a t e r aspect i s t o expertenceQ I t as God, the God 

of r e l ig ion , the object of devotion and laorshlp; Tlhe forraer 

i s the object of t ranscentdenta l Knowledge and the l a t t e r i s 

the object of r e l a t i v e exper ience. For a co r rec t appraised 

of ^amkara»s pos i t i on with regard t o the problem of God and 

the Absolute, i t i s of primordial inportance t o grasp c l e a r l y 

h i s theory of the two fold nature of Brahman, According to 

iarakara. Brahman has a two-fold na ture , the one as condi t ion­

ed by the l imi t ing adjuncts of names and forms and the o the r 

as shorn of a l l l imi t ing adjuncts we found t h a t the t e x t of 

^ r u t i speak of the two forms of Brahman, the one object of 

Vidya and the o the r the object of As^idya, In the event of 

Brahman, being conditioned by avldya, a l l p r a c t i c a l a c t i v i t y 

involving the d i s t i n c t i o n bet^ireen the devotee and the object 

of devotion i s pos s ib l e , on the o the r hand Bradley holds 

t h a t the God of r e l i g ion i s an appearance and in the Abso­

l u t e , God and r e l i g ion are equal ly los t , . 

According to Bradley, r e l i g ion na tu ra l l y inrplies a 

r e l a t i o n between man and god, God i s a f i n i t e objec t , 

s tanding above and apart from man and i s 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 ijersonality. But sundered 'from those relations 

which qualify him, God is inconsistent enptiness, and 

qualified by his relation to another, he is distracted 

finitude, God is therefore, taken as transcending this 

external relation, via wills and Knows himself, and he 

finds his reality and seif-consciousness, in Union with 

man. He is necessarily led to end in the /absolute, which 

for religion is not God,, According to Bradley, if we 

identify the Absolute with God, that is not the God of 

religion. If v© 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 essentially presupposes. The 

religious consciousness, according to Bradley, seeks to 

TfTOrship God as the highest reality, the *all in all* and 

yet the very possibility 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 i^solute, 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 appiearance,. 
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In so fa r as both ^an^ara and Bradley d i s t ingu i sh 

God from the Absolute^ there seems to be an agreement 

between them on the problem of God and the A>solute, But 

the agreement i s f a c i l e , ^ainkara*s d i s t i n c t i o n of Isvara 

o r saguna Brahman from the Absolute o r Nirguna Brahman stand 

in shar ip con t r a s t t o Bradj^y's d i s t i n c t i o n of God from the 

Absolute in twD iapor tan t r e spec t s . In the f i r s t p lace , 

for Brada.^, God i s an appearance within the Absolute, a 

f i n i t e element within the wholej for ^anflcara^ Isvara i s 

Brahman in i t s conditioned o r sopadhika aspect . s'anflcara • s 

Brahman has a two-fold nature the unconditioned and the 

condit ioned, secondly, v i^ le Bradi^y dismisses God a se l f 

cont rad ic tory appearance and as but an appearance among 

appearances, samkara's God has a unique cosmic s ignif icance 

as the supreme Ruler arid Control ler of the universe , con­

di t ioned though He i s by Upadhis, as a l l o ther beings a re . 

His are the Upadhis of a super-eminent o rde r . For ^arokara 

the Absolute of philosophy and God of r e l ig ion are not two 

nurterically and on to log ica l ly d i f f e r en t e n t i t i e s , ^anficara 

i d e n t i f i e s the God of r e l ig ion who by His grace grants s a l ­

vat ion to the individual souls with the highest r e a l i t y of 

the Atman. 

Both Bradksfey and samkara agree in holding t h a t the 

phenomena of the world as \*e experience them can only be 
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appearances and not reality, both further agree in holding 

that since ws do e3q>erience thenv they cannot be mere non­

entities. But while for Bradley, the ^pearances in the 

form in -which we experience them are the entities of which 

the Absolute is conjxssed,, for Ŝ amkara, the world appearance 

is the Entity,, the only entity that there is, viz. Brahman 

as it appears to our relational consciousness, slamkara 

therefore says that the world of appearan<» 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-

dex̂ endent 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 undiffer®ritiated unity, in Vedantic terminology Bradley's 

view Taiould be called saprapancabrahraavada. 

6,6 sacakara and spinoza s 

Spinoza did not initiate a new tradition, as Sanikara 

did, but his philosophy has continued to exercise conside­

rable influence on modem thought. Philosophers have been 

attracted to his by the depth as t̂ ell as the boldness of 

his thought, son© of his comjlusions were too radical and 
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challenging to be accepted without modification or criti­

cism. Wie 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 

Sanikara also. Both reject the transeunt causality of God 

(Brahman) and affirm Immanence. At the same time, they would 

not countenance, even in a small measure the modification^ 

of God into things of the world. His finitisation into 

phenomena. His transcendence is egucdly vital, these two 

seemingly irreconcilable requirements are itiplied in the 

concept of Free ;^pearance (vivartavada) in the vedanta. 

The world of phenomena freely emerges from the universal 

ground of substance (Brahman) and does not in any way modify 

it. The modes indicate God (Brahman) without constituting, 

an integral part of Him. Spinoza hold in agreement with 

Vedantism that - philosophy presuppjoses a peculiar kind of 

spiritual consciousness and hence while philosophy is for 

the few religion is for the common man and neither is rteant 

for the sceptic or the athiest, in 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 concep­

tion of God, Like ^amkara, Spinoza also would say that 
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even though God is Knoxam to us, still it is necessary to 

Know Him in a sp>ecial way and to remove the confusions or 

the variety of views that have gathered round the concep-

tion» philosophy does not in̂ jart but only ic^roves our 

knowled^ of God, in the 'Short Treatise', spinoza argues 

that God is not known thou^ concepts or symbols, 

"HhB western thinkers uncritically take for granted 

the reality of appearances and thlfen try to find a place for 

it in the bosom of the Absolute, But the /dvaitins point 

out that if the vorld 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 

ejcplicit 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, is that it 

is indispensable to show the dejjendence of the conditioned 

on the unconditioned., otherwise, the mere affirmation of 
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the Absolute as the negation of the conditioned may toean 

only exclusion, as it is in the case of any two objects 

such as the air ai«a the earth, Thouc^ the air and the earth 

exclude each other^ one does not militate against the exis^ 

tence of the other; both can exist side by side and inde­

pendently of each other. If this were the kind of negation 

obtaining between the ^solute and appearance, then both 

would become real and the knowlege of the Absolute would 

not toaan the realisation of the falsity of the appearance 

and the spiritual ideal %)ould becorre iâ )ossible,. in fact 

the absolute itself tî uld no longer remain absolute but 

only relative* Hence it is necessary to show the dependence 

of the phenomena on the Absolutê ^ The dependence of the 

universes on Brahman series only the purpose of showing 

that the Universe is unreal or just an appearance or 

Vivarta, The significance of cositology in Absolutism is 

thus to establish the non-duality of reality by indicating 

the dependence of the enpiiriLcal t«>rld, 

•flie Vedahtic solution of the Problem of one and 

many may be considered as sug^sting a way of reconciling, 

the apparent inconsistencies in Spinoza. The Vedaitic 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 Ysvara is Maya and it is by 
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an Upaahi, Otoe Upadhi of Isvara i s myfand i t i s by 

vir tue of t h i s that His i s creative and self-differen­

t i a t i ng principle but there i s t h i s difference. The 

Vedantins hold tha t the ultimate rea l i ty must be u»3er-

stood as pure Unity, and i t i s only at a lower s t a ^ that 

difference should be introduced, Spinoza in so' far as he 

refrains from introducing difference in the /Absolute i s 

in fundamental agreement with the Ved§nta, I t i s true 

that he does not expl ic i t ly give us any theory l ike the 

Mayavada for the explanation of multiplici ty as Vedanta 

does, s t i l l there i s in Spinoziism a strong hint to lead 

us in the direction of Mayavada, His conception of At t r i ­

butes along with his view that a l l determination i s nega­

t ion gives us the necessary h in t . The essence of i^yavada 

i s that change and mult ipl ici ty are i l lusory ancL subjective, 

they are only super-in^josed on unchanging Brahman, For 

Spt^noza, the world i s a manifestation of Thought and 

Extension and these are a t t r ibutes and not effects of 

substance, a t t r ibutes which the in t e l l ec t pei?ceives as 

const i tut in the essence of substance. The a t t r ibutes as 

wuper-in5x>sed on substance are only subjective and hence 

i l lusory . Considering a l l t h i s i t may be said that the 

doctrine of a t t r ibu tes corresponds closely to the doctrine 

of mya. 
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6*7 ^mkara and Radhakrlshnan j 

aSvalta of s^aaikara I s the bas i s of the r e l i g ious 

thought which Radhakrishnan expounds and defends. But 

the ASvaita which Radhakrishnan expounds and defends i s 

not a l toga ther i d e n t i c a l with t h a t of ^amkara. In order 

t o assess the achievements of Radhakrishnan one i s required 

to have a c l e a r mind as regards the p r inc ipa l content ions 

of i^ariikara and Rajtanuja and of the ex ten t t o «diich the 

Vtestem i d e a l i s t i c th inkers have exercised influence on 

him* Radhakrishnan i s himself conscious of h i s recons t ruc­

t i o n of i d e a l i s t i c thought and of h i s fresh i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 

of the fldvaita Vedanta of samkara. He has himself made a 

ca tegor ica l affirmation t h a t h i s A3valta i s not the Mvai ta 

of ^adflcara nor h i s ideal ism t h a t of Bradley^ For exarrqple, 

having realissed well the d i squa l i f i ca t i on of Samkara's and 

Braaiey 's understanding of the r e l a t i o n between the Absolu­

t e and the world and convinced of the p l a u s i b i l i t y and 

coherence of h i s own doctr ine which i s an o r i g i n a l adapta­

t i on of the view of the Upanlsads, Radhakrishnan enf5>hatl-

c a l l y observes t h a t the way i n which the r e l a t i o n between 

the /absolute and God I s here indlca1:ed i s not the same as 

t h a t e i t h e r of sanikara o r of Bradley though i t has appa­

ren t s i m i l a r i t i e s t o t h e i r doctjriLnes, Philosophy and 

r e l i g ion i n India have never been cu t off from each o the r 
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but have been r a t h e r rec ip roca l ly helpful , t t e r e i s no 

dualism of any so r t trfiatsoever» the problem of the Abso­

l u t e of philosophy and God of r e l i g ion , the log ic of r e l i ­

gion and r e l ig ion as such has never presented a problem o r 

paradox to the Indian mind. The problem of u l t imate r ea ­

l i t y can be looked a t from two a l t e r n a t i v e poin ts of view 

of philosophy and re l igion» The Upanisads show the dualism 

of Absolute and God and therefore of philosophy and r e l i ­

gion has no sanction in the Upanisadic l i t e r a t u r e . This 

i s a d i s t i n c t i o n Tshich was intixjduced l a t e r i n to vedanta 

by ^arnkara. No one can, in any way, a t tenuate the d i f f e ­

rence betijeen philosophy and r e l ig ion in the vedanta of 

iamkara for he has unequivocally and c l e a r l y declared on 

many occasions in h i s wr i t t i ngs t h a t pne who worships, God 

instead of contetnplating and r e f l e c t i ng upon the Absolute 

cannot a t t a i n t o sa lva t ion , samkara cannot deny the basic 

foundation of experience, for t h i s i s no c l e a r an implica­

t i on in l i f e and consciousness t h a t none can deny i t unless 

the divided consciousness be passed over . 

Real i ty i s one and the sane, although our po in t s 

of view of looking a t i t may be many s4ded. According to 

Radhakrishnan, tiie Absolute of philosophy and God of r e l i ­

gion are d i s t i n c t i o n s of value and' they t^io contenplate on 

the abs t r ac t i i i ^ r s o n a l Absolute are s p i r i t u a l l y more 
~7 
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advanced than those T^^ ^sorship God, In h i s "Hindu view 

of Life" "RadhaJcrishnan says t h a t the worshippers of the 

Absolute are the highest In rank* second to them are the 

worshippers of the personal God, I t xirould be helpful i n 

t h i s connection t o give an- account of the maniKsr in t ^ i ch 

Radhakrlshnan progress ively a t t enua tes the difference b e t ­

ween the Absolute and God which i s the cos t marked o r p ro ­

minent feature of the /dva i ta of ^anflcara. This dualism of 

Absolute and God i s not the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c feature of the 

doct r ine of the Deity adumbrated in the Upanlsads, ^anficara 

had to enunciate a p r inc ip le of the ul t imate r e a l i t y cor&-

p a t i b l e with the Buddhist scheme of an iapersonal universe . 

In the Pdvaita of i^adikara the errphasis i s more on the 

Absolute, i n the at tenuated Mvait ism of R^hsdcrlshnan 

there i s more s t r e s s on the concrete charac te r of God* 

For ^aralcara,isvara o r God i s a phenomenal appearance of 

the Absolute, Radhakrlshnan even though subscribing pa r ­

t i a l l y t o t h i s contention of ^amkara, maintains t h a t t h i s 

i s nothing but the retun of the Absolute.to i t s own s t a t e 

of self-<:onposure, Radhakrlshnan expressly denies t h a t God 

can be a mere appearance of the Absolute, To Radhakrlshnan, 

the difference between God and /^so lu te i s l og ica l and not 

chronological , Radhakrlshnan says t h a t the difference b e t ­

ween the Absolute and God does not mean t h a t the re i s a 
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p a r t i c u l a r ix>int a t which the Absolute moves outo The 

s tages are only log ica l but not chronological ly successive. 

Radhakrishnan' s reinazkable advance on i^atiikara's 

d u a l i s t i c conception o r Brahman and T ^ a r a can be a matter 

of unquestionable value t o those who are fami l ia r with the 

con t ras t drawn by Mvai ta Vedahta between the object of 

philosophic contemplation and r e l i g ious devotion* worship 

and surrender . The dualism of Absolute and God, i s the 

outs tanding feature of Samkara's Ighilosophy. The Upanisads 

according to Radhakrishnan, lay equal emphasis on these two 

conceptions of Brahman and since i n t e l l e c t and i n t u i t i o n 

are for him not opposed there cannot be any fundamental 

opposi t ion between the i n t u i t i o n a l Brahman and the i n t e l l e c -

t u a l Brahman. The Upanisads speak with a double voice in 

descr ib ing the nature of u l t imate r e a l i t y . They sometimes 

make i t the Absolute, ^diich cannot be chaxracterised by the 

phenomenal ca tegor i e s , a t o the r times they iden t i fy i t with 

the supreme person whom xeje are to adore and worship. As 

the r e s u l t of t h i s , we have tvro views about the nature of 

the world. In some passages, the trorld i s regarded as an 

accident of Brahman (the Absolute) and in o the rs as Orga­

nic to God, These txs© tendencies running through the 

Upanisads. One which regards the Absolute as pure Being 

and makes the world an accidenta l apxjearance (Vivarta) of i t . 
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and the o the r which looks upon the Absolute as a concrete 

person of vzhom the world i s the necessairz express ion. The 

fortner view i s nearer sainkara*s and the l a t t e r nearer 

Rananuja's. Whereas samkara would discount the l a t t e r 

conception, Radhaktishnan says, i t p resents an iopor tan t 

and conploraentaiT^ t r u t h regarding the nature of the Absolute, 

He says t h a t the apparent opposi t ion between them can be 

overcome by adopting d u a l i t y of s tandpoints , Radhakrishnan 

says t h a t the only i n t e l l i g i b l e r e c o n c i l l i a t i o n between two 

such apx>arently discordant notes seems t o be through the 

device of a d u a l i t y of standjxjints. When we r i s e above the 

i n t e l l e c t u a l l eve l and i n t u i t e the nature of r e a l i t y , we see 

t h a t there i s nothing but the Absolute* and the world i s 

only the Absolute and the problem of the r e l a t i on between 

the two does not a r i s e since the Absolute and world axe not 

two d i s t i n c t e n t i t i e s which require t o be r e l a t e d . The 

Absolute i s looked upon as a personal God by ^ o s e po%©r of 

s e l f expression o r naya the world i s sus ta ined. The Absolu­

t e as Pure - being (sanikara) and the Absolute as a person 

(Ramanuja) are the i n t u i t i o n a l and the i n t e l l e c t u a l r e p r e ­

sen ta t ions of the one Suprene fact» As these two l i n e s of 

t h o u ^ t c ross and recross in the Upanisads; samkara and 

Ranianuja were able to support t h e i r views from them,- Samkara 

adopts t h i s device of a d u a l i t y of s t ao ipo in t s i n atten2>ting 

t o harmonise the d i f fe ren t t e x t s of the Upanisads, 
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6^8 Conclusiong 

Whatever be the par t icular s tatus of Ysvara or 

saguna Brahman in the system of Vedanta and whatever the 

relat ion in which i t stands to the Absolute or Brahman, i t 

i s certain that they are not two aspects of one and the 

sane being. In the system of S^arokara-Vedanta a r ea l i ty 

that has tvo sides or aspect or i s the uziion of contradic­

tor ies fa l l s ipso facto to pass for the h i ^ e s t r ea l i ty , 

Bradley i s in agreenent witdi ^ankara on the point that 

to think the Absolute^ i s to bring i t down to the level 

of the re la t ives and the finites* ^mkara 's Absolute i s 

the Nirguna Brahman which i s absolutely transcendent and 

undifferentiated - transcending the canpass of a l l philo­

sophy and a l l discursive thought. 

Brahman i s one which has no second, nothing outside 

i t ^ In order to explain the fullness of muliforra existence 

^amkara makes i t phenomenally determinate* Brahman, Ysvara 

or Jiva stand to each other as rea l i ty and appearance, 

personal God or Tsvara i s the cause of the world, the home 

of contingent existences. Truth or Brahman i s one, but for 

the oridinary in t e l l ec t which can perceive only through the 

categories of space, time and causality, the spaceless, 

timeless, causeless appears as deterroinate Brahman, Prom 

the Vyavaharika standpoint isvara or the personal God acts 



283 

as a subject to the world of objects . I t i s the self con­

scious subject that w i l l s . Tsvaxra i s not the transcendental 

or the Eternal subject v^iich i s indeterminate Isut i s the 

determinate E>rahman which i s a necessity of our empirical 

emotional or devotional self. 

^arakara apjpeals to our fai th in God as the creator/ 

maintainer and destroyer of the universe. He i s the inuna-

nent pirinciple, the upholder of morality and Jus t ice , God 

i s to be regarded as internal or immanent t ru th . The ex i s ­

tence of nature cannot be e3Q>lained without regarding him 

as immanent, God i s omniscient. Omnipotent, and a l l per­

vading, scriptures s tate that "iswara i s the cause of the 

world. Rather, i t i s Brahman in association with ivSya, 

that i s the creator, preserver and ruler of the world, 

Tsvara i s superior to the world, to the objects and things 

of the world, samkara maintains that isvara associated 

with Prakrti or mya i s the eff icient and the material 

cause of the world, though in l a t e r vedanta differences 

ar ise by regarding God e i ther as the eff icient or the 

material cause. As creator of the universe Iswara can 

be conceived as Hiranyagarbha and v i r a t . He i s Hiranyaga-

rbha as conprising subtle bodies, subtle elements and Jlvas 

(the subtle form of the universe), He i s known as Virat 

when he becoti^s the cause of the concrete universe 
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(universe i s fully manifested). Thus Brahman, Tswara, 

Hiranyagarbha and Virat ar© a l l one and the same rea l i ty ; 

but i t i s r ea l i ty viewed from transedental and tetiporal 

standpoint or as conceived in i t s ^ ta tastha and svarupa 

laksana, self or Brahman i s non-ducil, but in relat ion 

to the world i t app>ears as Isvara, Hiranyagarbha and Virat . 

The world i s , according to sfanikara, an app>earance 

and Brahman as the cause of the multiform existence i s 

I ^ a r a , Brahman, the Absolute creates Tsvara or God out 

of h is Maya and that Tsvara i s the cause of the spat io-

tertporal \dorld. This i s Brahman's recreation or l l la« 

At l a s t , wa can say that i t i s from the phenomenal 

point of view that saoikara postulates the rea l i ty of Tsvara 

and in a way saves his doctrine from the charge of abstract 

unity or indenti ty. In the in teres t of religion, scripture 

and pract ical l i f e he maintained the existence of a con­

crete universal which from the logical standpoint i s riddled 

with contradictions and enigmas sairOcara's obstruse logic 

therefore does not ca l l i t the highest real i ty, . Brahman 

,^one i s the highest rea l i ty and i t i s the t ruth of i n tu i ­

t ion Ti7hich i s beyond description, definit ion or logical 

explanation. The t ruth of in tui t ion cannot be concretized. 

file:///dorld
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reduced i n t o t h e b a r r e n c a t e g o r i e s of i n t e l l e c t where one 

and many, i d e n t i t y and d i f f e r e n c e , permanence and inperraa-

nence a re s t r u g g l i n g t o e x i s t t o g e t h e r bu t i n v a i n . At 

t h e same t ime an ert5>ix:ical phenomenal s t a t u s t o t h e s e 

saves t h e s e from be ing w r i t t e n o f f a s n o t h i n g . 
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CHAPTER - VII 

HASTINGS RASHDALL 

7.1 Introduction s 

The main aim of our inquiry is to make a study of 

Rashdall and smkaracharyya regarding the relation between 

God and the Absolute, WB have made a study of âmJcara 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 modem world, Rash­

dall's philosophical interest was not confined to the 

Middle Ages. He had read the authors commonly studied 

for the great school^ plat© and Aristotle, Hutre and Kant 

and Bishop Butler. He had been profoundly influenced by 

the lectures of T,H, Green and by Henry Sidgwick's t©thods 

of Ethics, Each of the sp>ecial 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 asp>ects 

of fieing, we are still in a sense abstract, we are dealing 

with a departmental science; but the discussion cannot pra­

ctically proceed for without touching upon the most ultimate 

of all questions, VB are dealing with such a large and 
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fundamsntal aspect of ultimate Reality that it is prac­

tically inposslble to deal with it thoroughly without 

taking a very itrportant steps towards the determination 

of our attitude to Reality as a whole* It is iit̂ jossible 

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 v̂ iole should not 

be influenced by our attitude towards morality, it does 

not form any doubt about the in^^rtance 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 extrenely 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 philosophya 

"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,-<^Taggart — both thinkers with 

wlK̂ m 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 'substarK̂ e* it is they^" Rashdall'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 sacas conviction that nothing is so unquestionably 

real in ai^ for itself as a personal conscJLousness* The 

necessity of •'assuming the existence of a mind, in i«;hich 

and for which everything that is not mind has its being," 

was to him the grand argument for the existence of God; 

ar^ such a raiaa he found himself unable to conceive except 

as personal in the sense as that in which our minds are 

personal, however imroesurably 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 cotidition of the prac­

tice of worship and prayer. It follows from his view of 

God as a p>erson by the side of other persons (although 

their creator and preserver) that Rashdall could not admit 

the propriety of identifying God with 'the A)solute»« 
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According t o Rashdall* be l i e f in God i s the pos tu­

l a t e of n o r a l i t y . ite may be able to give some neanlng t o 

moral i ty without the pos tu la te of God, but not i t s t r ue g^ 

meaning. I f the exis tence of God i s not a pos tu la te of 

a l l morali ty, i t i s a pos tu la te of a sound moralltyj for 

i t i s e s s e n t i a l t o t h a t be l i e f which vaguely and i n ^ l l c i t l y 

under l ies a l l moral be l i e f s and which foxrms the very hear t 

of morali ty in i t s h ighes t , .more developed, more e i ^ l i c i t 

forms. That be l i e f in God involves something more than the 

be l i e f t h a t the re i s a universa l mind for vAiich and in which 

the moral i dea l e x i s t s , l^ere can be no meaning in the idea 

of morality for a Being who i s mere Thought and not w i l l . 

I f human morality i s a reve la t ion , however i irperfect , of the 

u l t imate nature of Real i ty , i t roust represent , not merely 

an idea l e x i s t i n g in and for the mind which i s the u l t imate 

source o r ground of Real i ty , but a lso the nature of the end 

towards which t h a t Real i ty i s moving. 

Though our idea of God cannot be b u i l t upon the 

bas i s of the moral consciousness taken by i t s e l f , the moral 

consciousness does cont r ibu te one most i t iportant element t o 

t h a t idea , Ihat the universe has i t s ul t imate ground in a 

s p i r i t who rrajst be thought of as w i l l , reason and fee l ing , 

i s a view which a r a t i ona l e t h i c s presupposes, but which 

i t cannot by i t s e l f be held t o es tab l i sh , , i t i s es tab l i shed . 
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according to RashdaXl by metaphysical considerations* A 

sound system of e thics persupposes certain metaphysical 

be l ie f s . These are^ (1) we saw that certain beliefs about 

the self may be described as postulates of ethics in the 

f i r s t degree - that i s to say, in the sense that no real 

naeanlng ^ a t e v e r can be given to mortality without assuming 

the t ruth of those bel iefs , though they may not be expl ic i t 

in every individual consciousness, (2) Itoe belief in God 

was found to be essent ia l to the logical Just i f icat ion of 

that idea of objective va l id i ty which i s in^slicit in the 

moral consciousness, a t least in the h i c ^ r stages of i t s 

development • The idea of God may, no doubt, in par t icular 

persons of strong moral convictions not only not be expllct , 

but may l i e j;̂  formally denied. The tendency of i t s denial 

i s and must be in the long run to weaken or destroy belief 

in objective Morality and so the Influence of a l l h i^ ier 

morality in the world, (3) The idea of a future l i fe seerasd 

an equally essent ia l inplication of morality for those who 

find i t Inposslble to reconcile the facts of l i f e with such 

a conception of God and of the world which i s essential for 

the rational interpretat ion of the moral consciousness* 

To many individuals these t ru ths , presented in an 

abstract metaphysical form, have been no more apparent than 

any otlier met^hysical t ruths which are really irt5>licit in 
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the thought of o r id lna ry persons . Nevertheless, the 

h i s t o r y of p r a c t i c a l e t h i c s tends to stapport the be l i e f 

t h a t the re i s a .real connexion bettseen c e r t a i n p r inc ip l e s 

of act ion and c e r t a i n metaphysical v a r i e t i e s . The way in 

which netaphysical t r u t h s have been held by and have im­

pressed the great mass of iren i s in the form of# what we 

c a l l r e l i g i o n . Religious be l i e f might possess an important 

and benef ic ia l moral influence without being in any sense 

specula t ive ly necessary t o a con^jlete and self^isonsistent 

e t h i c a l c reed . 

There are son© to whom the view vrfiich has been taken 

of the r e l a t i o n bettaeen re l ig ion and morali ty w i l l seem t o 

concede too l i t t l e t o r e l ig ion and too much to morali ty and 

the sphere of r e l i g ion are wholly d i s t i n c t , the sphere of 

r e l i g ion being the higher of the two. The sphere of mora-

l i t y i s t h a t of human ac t ion . Morality cannot reasonably 

be a t t r i b u t e d t o God*- I t i n p l i e s the coexistence of e v i l 

and good,- i t implies t h a t some th ings happen which ought 

not t o h^pen? whereas from the r e l i g ious point? of view 

nothing can happen but t h a t which God w i l l s , and what God 

wi l l i s what ought t o happen. The good and the bad a l ike 

cont r ibu te to the fulfilment of the divine w i l l . I t i s 

merely owing t o the l im i t a t i ons of human nature t h a t we 

present some th ings t o ourselves as bad and o the rs as #3od.-
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I t may be objected t h a t we have no r igh t t o oppose 

the goodness of God t o h i s po-sier, as thoucfri they ^^re d i s ­

t i n c t (Qualities oan t ro l l i ng and l imi t ing one another and 

t o pronounce the one unlimited and the o the r l imi ted . Rash-

d a l l says t h a t every d i s t i n c t i o n of elements o r of aspects 

in the divine nature based uijon the analogy of human expe­

r ience must necessaaripiy be an inadequate representa t ion of 

the u l t imate nature of Real i ty , we can d i s t ingu i sh bettseen 

thought, fee l ing and wi l l i ng in men; and tsje ceumo think of 

the Divine Mind a t a l l without supposing t h a t i n t h a t mind, 

the re i s th inking , fee l ing and wi l l ing o r sonething analogous 

t o each of them. And yet ife i s in?x>ssible t h a t t h o u ^ t and 

fee l ing can be re la ted in God as they are re la ted in us -

t h a t in God the object of thought should be as i t i s in us , 

something not a c t u a l l y experienced, something merely r ep re ­

sen ta t ive of a r e a l i t y without being t h a t r e a l i t y , God«s 

thought cons i s t s in making abs t rac t ions tdiich necessa r i ly 

leave out so much of the ac tual f ac t , i n inferences which 

inp ly t h a t something has become known which was previously 

unknown. Again, t h a t fee l ing should be in God exac t ly what 

i t i s i n beings whose experience i s l imited and conditioned 

by a material organism. And without these d i s t i n c t i o n s of 

thought and fee l ing ^^ cannot a t t ach any s ignif icance t o 

the idea of mind and could mean nothing yjhen we say t h a t 

God i s mind o r s p i r i t . All human th inking implies 
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abstraction - tha t i s to say» the separation in thought of 

aspects of Reality which in actual fact are not e^art but 

together* v ^ n ^ 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 ' inf ini te* or •unlimited* power i s a 

roaaningless conception, i t implies an ultimate Hsality -

a wil'£; which has no definite character is t ics or properties 

at a l l , tod such a concept ionplies a contradiction to what 

we mean when we say that God i s perfectly good, 

Rashdall says that the moral Law has a real existence, 

that there i s such a thing as an absolute morality, that 

there i s something absolutely true or false in e thical 

Judgetnsnts, whether we or any number of human beings at 

any given time actually think so or not, such a belief 

i s d i s t inc t ly in^lied in idiat we mean by morality, 'Bvs 

idea of such an unconditional, objectively valid, moral 

law or ideal undoubtedly exis ts as a psychological fact . 

The question before us i s whether i t i s capable of theo­

re t i ca l Justification^ v© must then face the question 

where such an ideal ex i s t s , and what manner of existence 

vjQ are to a t t r ibute to i t , cer tainly i t i s to be found, 

wholly ar^ coo^letely, in no ir»3ividual human consciousness. 

Men actually think differently about rmral questions, and 
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there Is no etipirical 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, Por the man who supposes 

that objective reality resides in the things themselves, 

our ideasstoout them are objectively true or false so far 

as they correspond or fail to corresixjnd with this real 

and index>endent archetype. Though he might be puzzled to 

give a netaphysical account of the nature of this 'coirres-

I>ondence* between estperience 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 iixJependent of our 

ideas. But in the case of moral ideals it is otherwise, 

on materialistic or naturalistic assunptions the moral ideal 

can hardly be regarded as a real thing, Nor could it will 

be regarded as a property of any real thing; it can be no 

more than an aspiration, a product of the imagination, 

which may be useful to stimulate effort in directions in 

Mrfiich we happen to want to mô re, but which cannot conroel 

respect ̂ e n we feel no desire to act in conformity with 

it. An absolute moral law or moral ideal cannot exist in 

material things. And it does not (v^ have ^en) exist in 

the mind of this or that individual. Only if x« believe 
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in the existence of Mind for which the true moral ideal 

is already in some sense real« a mind \idiich is the source 

of whatever i6 true in our own moral judgements, then we 

rationally think of the moral ideal 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 belief in 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 nô îere and nohow but in a mind; an abso­

lute moral ideal can exist only in a riind Prom which all 

Reality is derived* our moral ideal can only claim objec­

tive validity in so far as it can rationally be regarded as 

the revelation of a moral ideal eternally existing in the 
3 

mind of God**, In fact, objective morality inplies the 

belief in God. 

"For many minds there is something edifying 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 enou^ to the natural vanity of very 

ord^ary characters* But the attractiveness of this idea 

file:///idiich
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nust sure ly disappear i f i t i s duly reoBitibered t h a t , 

according t o the theory, the s a in t cannot be regarded 

as a pa r t of God in any o ther sense o r degree than caesar 

Borgia o r the b igges t h i s t o r i c a l scoundrel t h a t has not 

ye t been whitewashed by sotte episcopal o r o the r h i s t o r i a n 

i s a p a r t of God, For, be i t be remerabered \^en we think 

of the r e l a t i o n between man and God as the r e l a t i on of 

p a r t t o while, we have no r i c ^ t t o introduce dif ferences 

of degree when the human mind i s thought of as a reve la ­

t i o n , o r emanation, o r reproduction of God, \3Q may reason­

ably introduce such d i f fe rences , we may regard the human 

mind as reproducing o r reveal ing God»s nature nore t r u l y 

and fu l ly than an animal, the educated European more ade­

quate ly than the savage, the men of high idea l s more than 

the men of lower ones, the man t h a t l i v e s upto h i s idea l s 

more than the man who f a l l s short of them*; But i f i t i s 

a question of whole and p a r t , we have no r igh t to such d i s ­

t i n c t i o n s . Ne mig^t no doubt t a l k about a smaller and a 

l a rge r p a r t . And a f t e r a l l , i f the question i s merely one 

of magnitude, the very ^ o d are probably in a minority, 

and have therefore l e s s r i ^ t t o be taken as represent ing 

o r reveal ing the t r u e nature of God than the bad and the 

mediocre. To regard every soul as equal ly pa r t of God 

puts an end t o the x^ossibili ty o r regarding god as a moral 

being, of course, the re are not wanting a t the present 
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monent philosophers who are prepared t o ftjllow out the 

log ic of t h e i r own pantheism. They recognise t h a t every 

soul i s equal ly a p a r t of God, and therefore has as nuch 

r igh t as any o ther t o be taken as reveal ing the charac te r 

of the Absolute o r whole of which they are p a r t s o r "appear­

ances". I f so, good and e v i l nwst be from the point of the 

whole equal ly e s s e n t i a l t o the x^erfsction o r good of the 

whole. The idea t h a t the good ought t o be and the bad 

ought not t o be suppressed toast be put down t o a mare e r r o r 

o r prejudice due t o the l im i t a t i ons of human thought . I t 

i s not therefore without ground t h a t conservative theo log i ­

ans I n s i s t upon the tendency of a pantheis ing theology t o 

lower our p r a c t i c a l es t imate of s in and moral evil« After 

a l l , i t needs no every e laborate demonstration t o show t h a t 

i f a l l souls are equal ly p a r t of God, God can not be an 

object of moral reverence, 

itecording t o Rashdall, the aversion which re l ig ious 

minds often feel for the notion t h a t be l i e f in God i s r e a l l y 

due t o an inference springs from the des i re t o feel t h a t we 

nay in prayer and r e l ig ious comiminion come in to immediate 

contact with God, The warmth of fr iendship of family a f fec­

t i o n v;as sure ly never dimmed by the admission t h a t a f t e r a l l , 

one ' s knowledge of one ' s nearest r e l a t i o n o r one ' s best 

friend involves an inference . So, i t may be with the sou l ' 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 knowled^ of God is inferential which need prevent 

us thinking of religious knowledge, emotion • religious 

es^jerience, if we please in any of its foirtns or aspects -

as being due to inspiration or revelation, when we have 

once reached our knowled^ of God, then we must regard 

all sorts of true knowledge - and in an especial sense, 

all religious knowled^ and spiritual insight - as itiplan-

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 supjxjse that there is that distinction between 

immediate apprehension and knowledge reached by way of 

inference or reflection which the partial character of our 

knowledge in̂ xjses upon ourselves, 

Rashdall says that by many the forraulae "God is all" 

and the like are used without the least intension of sugges­

ting that our actual thoughts, feelings and volitions are 

a part of what God thinks, feels and wills,̂  By the 'ego* 
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which i s p a r t of God, they do not mean actual mornents of 

conscious experience, taut the r ea l th ing vdUch i s the source 

o r grourwJ o r cause of those successive raoraents of conscious­

ness . Yet, such a view may be maintained in a form which 

ann ih i l a t e s the individilal se l f i n p l i e s in our conscious­

ness , and thex?e with the jposs ib i l i ty of r ea l self-determina­

t i o n , r e spons ib i l i t y , moral i ty . The exis tence of the pe r ­

manent individual s e l f i s inded as ciuch an immediate d§tum 

of consciousness as the exis tence of i t s successive, conscious 

s t a t e s . I f a l l t h a t i s meant i s t h a t the individual s e l f i s 

not an "indexsendent soul**,, i » e , t h a t i t has the ground a l ike 

of i t s beginning and of i t s continued exis tence from moment 

t o moment in an exis tence l a rge r than i t s e l f , then t h i s 

asse r t ion i s unobject ionable, we may, therefore , i f we 

please t a l k of a un i ty of substance underlying the d i f f e - -

rence between God and man, and between one individual and 

another? o r of a s ingle mind as the ground o r cause of a l l 

t h a t i s , ]if3 may reasonably, i n f e r t h a t the consciousness 

which God cormnunicates t o His c rea tu res i s l i k e His own, 

in proportion t o the degree of t h e i r capac i ty . Even a mind 

t h a t i s merely conscious of pleasure and pain must have 

something in i t l i k e the consciousness of God, And i n 

the higher achievements of the human mind we may reasonably 

d i scern a gradual reve la t ion of the world as God th inks i t . 
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since a l l knowledge i s from the i d e a l i s t i c point of view 

a kind of r eve l a t i on . 

The idea of the Divine Immanence would be harmless 

e n o u ^ i f i t tteant merely to a s se r t t h a t the re i s c e r t a i n 

corranunication of the Divine knowledge to the human mind, 

and the consequent p o s s i b i l i t y in moral and r e l ig ious expe­

r ience of a r ea l communion bet^^en God and men* Human mind 

may well enough be spoken of in Green's language as " repro­

ductions'* of the universa l self-consciousness and in the 

language of an o lde r philosophy as "emanations" o r "Sparks" 

of the Divine mind* But there i s nothing in a l l t h i s to 

j u s t i f y i s pa r t of God, "Utisi reproduction of a s t a tue i s 

not i den t i c a l with i t s model? xhe emanation i s not iden­

t i c a l with t h a t from which i t was an emanation; the spaidc 

when once i t has become a spark i s no longer p a r t of the 

parent f i r e . When once i t i s admitted t h a t the actual 

human consciousness i s not the saras as God»s o r pa r t of i t , 

we cannot J u s t i f y the statement "God i s a l l " , A divine 

mind i s not in the s t r i c t phi losophical language the 

I n f i n i t e , i f there i s something which i s no t . For the 

t h e i s t nothing has an independent s e l f - s u f f i c i e n t existence 

apar t from God; in t h a t sense, we may i f vie l i k e speak of 

God as the I n f i n i t e , But the Tijorld i s one without which 

we could s^t on Jus t as wel l , i f we refuse to c a l l God 
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the Infinite, ;«© shall inevitably be asked whether He is 

finitey and ±f yie say that He is, wo shall be supposed to 

believe in some eternally co-existent entity spatially 

outside Hira# and resisting His activities.-

Let us ask whether we can properly speak of God 

as immanent in the material universe. The assertion that 

"god is immanent" is usually taken as equivalent to the 

assertion, "God is all" of "God is everything"- carrying 

with it the inplication, "Nothing exists but what is God", 

But this is not the obvious meaalng of the words when we 

say that one thing is or abides in another, we inqply that 

there is a distinction between the two. Popular thou^t 

regards the soul as immanent in the body, l2wt it does not 

iregard soul and body as identical. If x̂je are to understand 

the idea of Divine, immanence as ircplying that God dwells 

in matter as the mind dwells in the body, the netaphyslclan 

must protest that mind cannot occupy space,- No doubt there 

is a sense in which we may say that mind is, where it ^fstsf 

and in that sense there is no harm in saying that the mind 

is in the body, and that God is in the world, pervading 

every part of it by this continuous activity, so far the 

"immanence" doctrine expresses a most iirgportant tjcuth,- But 

that is not what is meant by the term as ettployed by philo­

sophers or philosophic theologians. They mean definitely 
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t o say not so nnuch t h a t God i s ins ide the world as t h a t 

t h e world i s ins ide God, i f we accept the ordinary dua­

l ism of the common-sense t h e i s t and bel ieve that raat ter i s 

a r ea l th ing which might have a being of i t s own qui te 

indejjendently of i t s presence t o any mind, then t o say 

t h a t , "God i s a l l " would msan, "God i s a nattis which we 

give to a c o l l e c t i o n o r aggregate cons i s t ing of two d i f f e ­

ren t th ings , " S p i r i t and matter" . The only object ion t o 

such a mode of expression i s t h a t \ge want ano t l^ r jfiozA t o 

detWDte the universa l s p i r i t by which the material world 

was created and sus ta ined . I t would therefore be more con­

venient and na tu ra l t o reseirve the xgord for the c rea t ive 

and sus ta in ing s p i r i t , and to c a l l the aggregate (matter 

p lus sp i r i t ) "The universe" . 

Ihe idea t h a t every human being i s a pa r t of God, 

i s one idea which i s vei:y widely diffused ationg the p r o ­

fessed phi losophers . And when clothed in the language of 

poet ry o r ed i f i ca t i on i t i s one which finds a ready accep­

tance with a c e r t a i n c l a s s of minds not s p a t i a l l y conversa­

nt with technica l metaphysics. I f ^ d be f i r s t defined 

cis " the u l t imate Real i ty" , o r the /4>solute, as "the 

I n f i n i t e " , i t i s easy to show t h a t the individual minds, 

i f they are rea l a t a l l must be p a r t s of the u l t imate 

Real i ty , the Absolute o r the i n f i n i t e . And the re are of 
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course, philosophers vho is maintaining that we are parts 

of God tnean singly that God is a naiie £or 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 something 

analogous to the experiences which we f̂ all thinking, 

willing and feeling in ourselves. Prom 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, 

"Tb ma, it appears quite clear - clearer than 

almost any other truth in the whole universe of knowledge-

that evezry noment of consciousness is in its own nature 

absolutely unique, r^ thou^ts, feelings, emotions, are 

for ever mine and not another's; or rather (to avoid all 

difficult questions about the nature of personality) I 

would say, they are for ever themselves and not anything 

else. Another p)e2rson may feel or think what I feel or 

thinky but then there are two thoughts or feeling not one. 

Even nr/ own knowledge of them, after they are gone, is not 
5 

the same feeling and thought which I once experienced". 
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By a tw>-fold argument Rashdall proves the e x i s ­

tence of God as the un i ty of self-consciousness* The 

f i r s t argurrent i s t h a t the wjrld, t h a t we know, e x i s t s 

i n our experience and we cannot say t h a t the world, t h a t 

we know/ exhausts a l l poss ib le worlds,- For long before 

we were boxn and long a f t e r vse s ha l l be dead, the re must 

have been and wi l l be o the r worlds which fa r t ranscends 

the world of our knowledge.: To unify a l l these v^r lds , 

the present world of ours and the lairger world of which 

our vx)irld i s a f rac t ion , there must be a consciousness 

inclus ive of but i nde f in i t e l y l a rge r than, any of our 

f i n i t e and t h a t consciousness i s God, secondly, our moral 

consciousness c e r t i f i e s t o the exis tence of an absolute 

moral idea l contras ted with our i dea l s v^ich are relat ive,-

and the absolute n©ral idea l presupposes for i t s exis tence 

a supremely moral s e l f who i s god. Prom these metaphy­

s i c a l and moral grounds we conclude t h a t god as the un i t y 

of consciousness unifying individual consciousness, must 

e x i s t . But t h i s does not prove t h a t God i s i d e n t i c a l with 

the Absolute, for the Absolute though including God and a l l 

o t l ^ r consciousness, but a community of selves*^ Hence the 

Absolute may include God and f i n i t e s p i r i t s , but ye t need 

not be i t s e l f a un i ty 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 

spirits taken together* That these last should be in 

God and God in them in any but a figurative sense* tod 

hence he had no sycipathy 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 ittply the possibi­

lity of transcending the distinction between the personal 

consciousness of God and the personal consciousness of men,, 

and thus to be danger of including with the fonrer 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 proi>erly so called* But Rashdall had, by 

the time that he finished his Theory of Good and Evil, 

become definitely a determinist» It reust be borne in mind 

that he was only enabled to reconcile this determination 

t̂ ith his denial that the evil present in human wills and 

actions had its source in God hy his refund 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 

necessities which are part of His own eternal nature" which 

rendered it itt̂ jossible for Him to accon^lish 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 purxxjses 

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 Redenptoinn was utterly repugnant to him. The actual 

world is presumably the best vorld possible, the •necessi­

ties' being what they are, but it is not the best that God 

or even we ourselves could and do desire, "l could wfsh" 

says Rashdall in so many words, "the universe were better 

than it is; and, if, God be the God who is revealed to us 

by our moral consciousness. He wishes that too". 
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When we pass from the question of the exis tence of 

God to the spec i a l l y c h r i s t i a n doct r ine of the Tr in i ty , 

Incarnat ion and Atonement Rashdall has dea l t with these 

fu l ly in h i s published woric and has made h i s pos i t ion 

abundantly c l e a r . Rashdall was conscious t h a t in holding, 

t h a t he was far from merely enploying t r a d i t i o n a l l a n g u a ^ 

in soo© vague sense, regardless of what i t meant to those 

who h&& formulated i t , t h a t he had given the most exact 

a t t en t i on t o the c l a s s i c a l statements of the ca tho l i c dogma, 

and was convinced t h a t allowances being made for the d i f f e ­

rent phi losophical terminology of the age in which i t had 

taken shape. He was in fa r c lo se r agreement with i t than 

many who, being content to use cur ren t phrases without 

fur ther enquiry. He enjoyed the repute of orthodoxy while 

in fact t h e i r conceptions were r e a l l y by no means in accord 

with those c l a s s i c a l statements in some ittjjortant resjjects,. 

For, i f they had cared t o be a t the pain of th inking out 

what was in t h e i r mirds - and i t was the hardihood of S t . 

Thomas and o the r great medieval schoolmen in doing t h i s 

t h a t drew Rashdall so much to them. They would have found 

t h a t they were envisaging the man Jesus as ex i s t i ng , before 

He was conceived i n the womb of His mother/ and t h a t , ignor­

ing S t , Ajgust ine 's remark t h a t the word 'person* was used 

i n the statement of the doctr ine of the Tr in i ty not t o 
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express what «e 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 occupied as a matter of fact in his own religious 

thought and practice, a relatively larger place than in that 

of some who were never charged with denying His divinity, 

because although the God He worshipped was according to him, 

at bottom rather the Platonic Idea of the Good or the Hege­

lian Absolute than the God and Father of our liord 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 Rit,schlians like 

Herrmann who would deny that, to christians at any rate, 

God is revealed at all throu^ 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 

exatiple. 
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All thoughts of Rashdall is of course Illustrated 

In his christology. It made him welcone 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 consciousness 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 enphasis on the doctirine 

of individual immortality as essential to any religion 

which would "justify the ways of God to men". Here too 

Rashdall w^s conscious of being more nearly at one with 

the tradition of christian 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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Rgshdall I n s i s t s t h a t a l l the experiences o r objec ts 

of the divine thought must be conceived of as wi l led , no 

l e s s than thought and therefore are not t o be dis t inguished 

from God's own being in the way in which the involuntary 

and often painful experiences of ourselves have t o be d i s ­

t inguished from the se l f which knows them. To think of the 

world (with some i d e a l i s t s ) as though i t were an e t e r n a l 

conplenent <;:to God - a so r t of s ianese twin to which He i s 

e t e r n a l l y and inseparably annexed tait which i s sonething 

o the r than the content of h i s w i l l , i s t o forget our idea­

lism and s t i l l more to f o r ^ t our »Wonisra»« Tlje Dualism 

i s no l e s s Dualism because Tfje are t o ld t h a t the subject i s 

as necessary to the object as the object to the sub jec t . 

I f the object be thought of as something which e x i s t s qu i te 

indepei^ent ly of being tvilled by the mind which i s compe­

l l ed to know i t but x^hich may yet be constrained to pronounce 

i t very bad, Rashdall says, "when God ceases to be t h o u ^ t 

of as ac t ive power. He soon comes t o be regarded as n©rely 

an abstract ions i f He i s s t i l l six>ken of as "thought", 

t h a t i s nerely an abs t rac t way of representing a l l the t rue 

thought of a l l the individual th inkers in the universe as 

i f they }aezQ a l l held together in a system by an actual 

consciousness. However adhorent t h i s tendency would have 

been t o the e s s e n t i a l l y r e l ig ious mind of such a man as 
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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 
o 

of the universe as a whole". 

But some will insist, not merely that God roust 

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 most be that which it knows* It 

must transcend the distinction between subject and object. 

It must be both at once iKjr a third thing that is neither, 

ffio this Rashdall answers s "If all that is meant is that 

what God knows (putting aside for the present other spirits 

and their experiences) najst be in a sense part of Hinself, 

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 xte have any 

reason to believe in - neither thinker nor thou<̂ t,,. 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 gratutious? 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 •Nouinsna', at the Spencirian ^unknowable', at the 

crude •matter* of the 'Naive Realist•, Ws 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, 

however invaluable the stimulus which he has given to meta­

physical thought in the attempt to construct it, is ( I 

venture to suggest), an atten^t to fuse two wholly contra­

dictory and irreconcilable lines of thought - the idealistic 

and tt^ spinozistic. The idea that thought (thinker) can 

be an attribute or odjectives of sonething which is neither 

thought nor thinker, is wholly inadmissible to one who sees, 

as clearly as does Mr* Bradley that nothing exists but 

ejQjerience," 

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 ilelongs 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 
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not the essence of w i l l . Our v o l i t i o n i s the only ejcperi-

ence which enables us t o give concrete eroboclimsnt to the 

purely a p r i o r i ^ conception of casua l ty , which includes 

both f ina l cause and e f f i c i e n t cause* Vfe know why a th ing 

happened, when \^ know (1) t h a t i t r ea l i sed an end which 

reason pronounces t o have va lue , and (2) what was the force 

o r , we wi l l say, the rea l being which turned t h a t and from 

a mere idea in to an a c t u a l i t y , i , e« the ac tual experience 

of some soul* Doubtless, Rashdal l ' s de f in i t i on involves a 

c i r c l e : for c a u s a l i t y o r a c t i v i t y i s an u l t imate category 

which cannot be Sefined, I f Idealism, be t r u e , t h i s force 

o r ac t ive r e a l i t y must be some kind of conscious being : 

such an act ive consciousness as vie are aware of in ourselves 

w i l l supply us with a t l e a s t soosBthing more than a merely 

symbolical ejqsjjession for t l ^ union of force o r power o r 

a c t i v i t y with a consciously apprehended e n d , ' Even apart 

from t h i s argunent from causa l i t y , thB mere fact t h a t mind, 

as knov/ i t , i s always wi l l as well as thought, would be a 

su f f i c ien t ground for i n f e r r i ng by analogy t h a t , i f God i s 

the supraite source of being o r mind. He too roust be no 

l e s s than Thought, 

The i d e a l i s t i c argument leads upt a view of the 

universe which finds a l l r e a l i t y in souls and t h e i r expe­

r i ences . I t remains t o ask what i s the r e l a t i o n between 
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these souls o r s p i r i t s * To account for the world as a n©re 

object of knowledge v© have found i t necessary to regard one 

of these s p i r i t s , God, as omniscient and e t e r n a l , and t h e r e ­

fore as sui gener i s , inconparably super ior to human i n t e l l i ­

gence with t h e i r p a r t i a l and l imited kaswled^ and s t i l l 

more l imited c a p a c i t i e s of ac t ion , Vte have found i t nece­

ssary to regard him as causa t ive , as causing those expe­

r iences of the o the r souls of which t h e i r own w i l l s are 

not the cause and as co-operat ing in some sense with vjhat-

ever c a u s a l i t y i s exercised by human w i l l s . In the second 

p lace , our souls in a l l t h e i r e^qjeriences are dependent upon 

modifications of a bodily organism which from our point of 

vievj must be regarded as due to the t h o u ^ t and wi l l of God, 

The dependence upon God of the bodily organism c a r r i e s with 

i t the dependence upon Him also of the s p i r i t s to which such 

bodies are organic . To suppose, the souls independent of 

God could involve, according to Rashdall, e i t h e r the mons­

t rous idea of a purely causal coincidence between the re t rea ­

t i n g brow and the l imi ted i n t e l l i gence o r a no l e s s appa l l ­

ing and arbitrazry scheme of pre-es tab l i shed harnony. And 

t h i r d l y , the whole con t ra s t tetween the know l i m i t s of human 

knowledo^ and the infer red omniscience of God prepares us 

by analogy for a corresjponding con t r a s t between an e t e rna l 

o r unoriginated mind and minds which are or ig ina ted and 
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dependent* The mind whose knowledge i s p a r t i a l a i ^ p ro ­

gressive laay well have a beginning.. Experience gives us 

no evidence for pre-exis tence araSi we are not j u s t i f i e d i n 

^ i n g beyond experience except i n so fa r as i n necessary 

to explain experience, 

•*If the »reali ty» ba taken to mean se l f suff ic ing 

r e a l i t y , a being underived from and indejjendent of a l l o the r 

beings, we may admit t h a t such r e a l i t y cannot be ascribed 

to the f i n i t e se l f , and can only be ascribed to the whole 

- t o the whole kingiom of selves taken in t h e i r r e l a t i on 

to one another and to God, who i s one of the selves and the 

source of them, we do not get to any f u l l e r o r deeper r ea ­

l i t y by supposing an exis tence in which God o r the Absolute 

no longer d i s t ingu i shes himself from the selves^ o r the 

se lves from God. without any such u n i n t e l l i g i b l e confusslon 

there wi l l remain a very rea l sense in which the being of 

the or ig ina ted souls may be regarded as derived from, and 

even i f you l i k e , there fore , in the sense of forming objec ts 

of the divine thought, included in the Divine Being, But 

i f we use such language, we must make i t p l a in t h a t the 

knowledge of the f i n i t e se l f by God does not exhaust i t s 

being as i s the case with the mere ob jec t . I t i s the know­

ledge of them t h a t i s in God, God must know t l ^ self , as 
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a se l f which has a consciousness, an ejcperience, a wi l l 

which i s i t s own - t h a t i s , as a being v^ich i s not iden­

t i c a l with the knowledge t h a t He has of i t " . 

In slx>rt, a l l the conclusions which are applicable 

to each p a r t i c u l a r se l f i n h i s r e l a t i o n to another seems 

to be equal ly appl icable to the r e l a t i o n between God and 

any o the r s p i r i t . Undoubtedly, God may, must have an i n ­

f i n i t e l y deeper and conplete knowledge of every one of us 

than any one of us has of another . Each of us i s but 

inqperfectly persona l , God alone (as Lotze maintained) 

fu l ly r e a l i s e s the i dea l of pe rsona l i ty ; and t h a t higher 

pe rsona l i ty , t h a t cotrqplete knowledge of se l f must car ry wlt|i 

i t much more knowledge of o the r se lves than to us i s a t t a i n ­

ing h i s knowledge of o ther selves by the clumsy processes 

of Inference o r analogy by which we so in5>erfectly e n t e r 

in to the consciousness of o t h e r s . I t i s doubtless t h a t 

p leasure , pain, colour , sound, v o l i t i o n must be in God 

something d i f f e r en t from what they are to u s . And yet even 

for God such a knowledge of o the r selves must be in some way 

dejpendent upon a l ikeness ( i , e , p a r t i a l i d e n t i t y of content) 

between h i s experience of ou r s , God nwst be thought of as 

fee l ing , pleasure and pain a l so , o r soitething l i k e pain, as 

loving jjersons and hat ing e v i l , as w i l l i ng the good and so on, 

God's thought can as l i t t l e be exact ly what our t h o u ^ t i s as 
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our Joys and sorrows can be exac t ly what h i s a r e . Yet 

i n ^ r £ e c t knowledge i s s t i l l knowledc^, o r «^ should have 

t o confess t h a t we know nothing a t a l l . And i t i s a r b i ­

t r a r y , out of the three d i s t inguishab le but inseperable and 

trtutually dependent aspects o r a c t i v i t i e s of self-conscious 

being as known to us — w i l l , thought, fee l ing , to s e l ec t 

one, namely thought and t o c a l l t h a t God,: 

Now a quest ion a r i s e s , how can one se l f know another 

se l f not merely as i t i s for o the r but as i t i s for i t s e l f ? 

I t might be enough to plead t h a t the d i f f i c u l t y i s not made 

by the theory of a universa l consciousness which includes 

a l l p a r t i c u l a r s e l f and the Universal self , i t would not 

explain how one p a r t i c u l a r se l f knows another p a r t i c u l a r 

se l f , Rashdall says, '*It seems to me as ul t imate p a r t of 

our experience t h a t from sel f -knowled^ we do by inference 

i n f e r the exis tence of o the r selves which are for themselves 

as well as for usj and philosophy has nothing t o do but to 
11 record and systematize the way we ac tua l ly think**. Again 

• i f I cannot d i s t i ngu i sh between my feel ing and my knowledge 

tha t I f ee l , na tu r a l l y I cannot know tha t another f e e l s ; 

and when we have abstracted from my t o t a l consciousness 

the fee l ing e lenent , the knowledge element taken by i t s e l f 

can be very p laus ib ly iden t i f i ed with the mere abs t r ac t 

content of knowledge, which i s no doubt p rec i se ly the same 
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for any naraber of selves who think the something, and 

therefore the same for Gocl and for the other minds whom 

God knows but i s not. I t may be plausibly identified with 

i t , but i t i s not rea l ly the same thing. For there will 

s t i l l remain the difference between the content of ray know­

ledge and the actual knowing consciousness. The knowledge 

taken apart from the feeling and the willing i s no doubt 

an abstraction; i t i s only an aspect of the single Ego that 
12 feels , wills and knows". 

According to Rashdall, everything that i s real i s 

f i n i t e , God i s certainly limited by a l l other beings in the 

Universe, that i s to say, by other selves, in so far as He 

i s not those selves. He i s not limited by anything which 

does not ultimately proceed from his own Nature or will or 

power, ^ a t potior i s doubtless limited, and in the frank 

recognition of t h i s l imitation of Power l i e s the only solu­

t ion of the problem of Evil which does not e i ther destroy 

the goddness of God or destroy moral dis t inct ions altoge­

ther . He i s limited by his own eternal , if v© like •nece­

ssary* nature - a nature which wil ls eternally the test which 

that natu<Be has in i t to c rea te . The limitation i s therefore, 

what Theologians has often called a •self-l imitation; pro­

vided only that t h i s l imitation mast not be regarded as an 

arbi trary self- l imitat ion, but as arising from the presence 
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of that Idea of the best that i s e ternal ly present to a 

will v ^ s e po ten t ia l i t i e s are limited, that idea of the 

best which to platonising Fathers and schoolmsn became 

the second person of the Holy Trinity. The t ruth of the 

world i s then niehter monism in the pantheising sense of 

the word, nor pluralism; the world i s neither a single 

Being, but a one mind who gives r i se to many, vje may of 

course describe the whole collection of these beings as one 

Reality, Ixjt af ter a l l the Reality, whether eternal ly or 

only at one par t icular stage of i t s development, i s a 

community of persons. 

"The indisposition to admit that souls, have an 

existence which i s not raer^d in tha t of God, seems to 

arise larc^ly from the fact that philosophers have itrjiosed 

ujion, themselves and others by the t r ick of sin^jly assuming 

<without prodf) an ident i ty , between God and the philosophi­

cal *;&solute« and then arguing that i f any of the a t t r ibu­

t e s ascribed by theology or religion or commonsense to God 

are inconsistent with what i s implied in the conception of 

•the Absolute, no such being as the God of Religion can 

exist* personality i s undoubtedly inconsistent with the 

idea of the /tt)solute or Infini te Being, and therefore i t 
13 i s assumed that God i s not personal". 
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The arguments of Idealism, according to Rashdall, 

go t o prove t h a t over and above our souls there e x i s t s such 

a Being as Theologians, when they have u n i n t e l l i ^ n t l y aped 

the language of philosophies not t h e i r own have commonly 

understood by God, The absolute , there fore , i f \^ must 

have a phrase which might \(«11 be dispensed with, cons i s t s 

of God and the souls^ including, of course, a l l t h a t God 

and o the r souls know o r experience.. The Absolute i s not a 

s inple aggregate formed of these s p i r i t s , as each of them 

i s i f taken apart* from the r e s t , but a soc ie ty in which 

each must be taken with a l l i t s r e l a t i o n s t o the r e s t • 

as being what i t i s for o the r . This leaves qui te open 

the question what i s the nature of those r e l a t i o n s . I t 

wi l l be qui te as t r ue t h a t "the /^Dsolute i s a socie ty" in 

our view as i t i s in the view of the p l u r a l i s t s who make 

souls c o e t e m a l with God, o r , a s in the view of Mcffaggart, 

vfho makes Real i ty cons i s t of c o e t e m a l souls without God, 

only in our view God a t a c e r t a i n point of tiroe caused the 

souls to e x i s t / o r by an e t e rna l a c t , causes t h a t a t a c e r ­

t a i n time they sha l l apxsear i n the time - se r i e s* The 

absolu te , we may say, becomes a society? o r i f we l i ke to 

think of everything t h a t i s to be as having as exis tence 

already in some sense in the Absolute, we may say t h a t the 

Absolute e t e r n a l l y i s a God who x^^rsists throughout time 
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t o o t h e r with selves who are e t e r n a l l y present to the mind 

of God, But \aho begin to have t h e i r r ea l being, i n accor­

dance with h i s wil l* a t p a r t i c u l a r monents of t ime. 
1 

"If it be urged that the existence of conditions 

limiting the possibilities of the divine will is inconsis­

tent with the idea of a God who is infinite, I ansiaer th&t 

neither religion nor rtorality, 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 nwst not be 

conceived of as a limitation inposed by the existence of 

some other •being' - some other spirit or a 'matter' with 

definite prDp>erties ai^ cm 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 must be con­

ceived of as part of the ultimate nature of things. All 

14 
that really exists must have some limits to its existence". 

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 that 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 

traJitional 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

cates* 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 consciousness, 

though urK3oubtedly there is a totality of Being in which 

15 both are cottprehended", 

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 

between our knowledge of a thing and our knowledge of other 

selves. A thing is sinply ̂ at it is for the mind that 

knows it? 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 conscious self is that 

it exists not for others only, but for itself. Its true 

being is not merely what it is for another mind that knows 

it, but vitoat it is for itself.> Uniqueness belongs to the 

very essence of consciousness. The •content* of the con­

sciousness may be common to many minds; but this is only 
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because a •content* consists of abstract universal quali­

ties taken apart from the being whose experience they 

deiscribe. The content is •common' to many mliwis Just be­

cause In sp>eaJclng of it we have made abstraction of the 

uniqueness which belonged to the experience when it ijas 

living, present, conscious experience, not yet reduced to 

abstract universals by the analytic work of thought* Two 

minds may escperience as t^ say, the sama sensation, because, 

in calling the sensation the same, we have made abstraction 

of the fact that two people have experienced it; Thoughts 

as abstract contents are common to many minds; thinking as 

a psychological phenorasnon is always peculiar to one mind* 

But the Reality of the world is not abstract content, but 

living experience. 

"'Hie Absolute cannot be identified with God, so 

long as God is thought of as a self-conscious Being, The 

Absolute must include God and all other consciousness, not 

as isolated axuA unrelated 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 nbt 

any of these spirits (when once they have come into being), 

however, they may be ultimately related to Him, He is not, 

in the ttost obvious sense of the word, infinite, we may, 

if we like, call God infinite in the sense that there is 
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no o the r Being but what proceeds u l t imate ly from His -will 

and has i t s source o r ground i n Him? and t h i s seems t o be 

a l l t h a t i s meant by many of those tsho are at tached to the 

term; but the terra i n f i n i t e ^rould seem more proper ly t o 

belong t o t h a t /tosolute which, iiKjlud^s God and o the r s p i r i t s " . 

I t may even be doobted whether i t is veil t o apply the term 

i n f i n i t e t o anything fcut space and time (which are not r ea l 

beings) a i^ «*iether i t i s poss ible t o apply i t t o anything 

t h a t has r ea l being without being aore o r l e s s misled in our 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the term by the analogy of space and t ime. 

There nwst be a d e f i n i t e amount of Being in the world, A2cor-

ding to Rashdall^ metaphysical and e t h i c a l considerat ion 

a l ike requires us t o recognize a r ea l d i s t i n c t i o n between 

God and the l e s s e r s p i r i t s who der ive t h e i r being firom himr 

yet remain in in t imate r e l a t i o n t o and dependence upon Him, 

awa with Him make up t o t a l i t y of r ea l beings i n the wo r id • 

"If we must use a word which might w i l l be dlsijensed with, 

God and the s p i r i t s are the Absoltate - not God a lone . To­

gether they form a onlty^ but t h a t un i ty i s not the un i ty 

of self-consciousnessy nor can i t , , without ser ious danger 

of misunderstanding,, be t h o u ^ t of as even, analogous t o t h a t 

personal un i ty which i s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of consciousness i n 
17 

the highest form in which we know it".. 
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7»3 î anfeara and Rasbdall t 

Arcording to Rashdall, belief in God i s the pos­

tu la te of morality, we may be able to give some meaning 

to morality without the postulate of God, but not i t s true 

meaning. If the existence of God i s not a postulate of 

a l l morality^ i t i s a postulate of a sound morality; for 

i t i s essent ial to that belief which Vaguely aa5. implicit ly 

underlies a l l moral beliefs and which forms the very heart 

of morality in i t s highest, more developed, more expl ic i t 

forms. That belief in God involves something more than the 

belief tha t there i s a Universal mind for ti*Jich and in tsdiich 

the moral ideal ex i s t s . There can be no meaning in the 

ideal of morality for a Being who i s nere thought and not 

w i l l . If hunan morality i s a revelation of the ultimate 

nature of Reality i t must represent not merely an ideal 

exist ing in and for the mind tAiich i s the ultimate source 

or ground of Reality, but also the nature of the end towards 

which that Reality i s moving. The belief in God was found 

to be essential to the logical jus t i f ica t ion of tha t idea 

of objective va l id i ty «hich i s implicit in the moral cons­

ciousness at least in the higher s t a ^ s of i t s developnent. 

On the other hand, to saSkara isvara i s the determinate 

Brahman, iarnkara takes up the so called proof for the 



327 

exis tence of God^ the epistemologic&l,' the cosnological 

and the physicotheological and shows t h e i r f u t i l i t y , ajhe 

events are interconnected in a system i s the assucrption of 

common sense and science« which i s increas ingly confirmed 

by experience though never rea l ized in i t s e n t i r e l y . For 

the re i s much in the world which never d i r e c t l y en t e r s 

i n to our exper ience, A corrtplete apprehension of r e a l i t y 

as a v ^ l e can j u s t i f y the ^ypotehsis as a whole t h a t (Bod 

i s and he i s the careator of a l l ^ . Our human e^qjerience i s 

incapable of apprehending the world in i t s e n t i r e l y achieve 

a harmony of pure being which r e s t l e s s i n f i n i t u d e . The 

l og i ca l be l i e f t h a t a l l f ac t s belong to a system and express 

the mind of God i s only an idea,- ^arakara i n h i s commentary 

br ings toc^ ther the cosmological and the t e l eo log ica l argu­

ments. Every e f fec t has a cause» ws cannot t r a ce the vrorld 

with i t s order and design t o non - sen t i en t pradhana o r atoms 

o r a being subject t o r eb i r t h t o i t s ovfli na tu re . The universe 

has i t s roots in being, has i t s bas i s in being and i s e s t a ­

bl ished i n being. This being acco«iing to ^amkara tra[nsc^i»3s 

a l l d i s t i n c t i o n s of subject and object and yet when r̂e speak 

of Brahman v^ have t o use empirical forms, when-vie^^d as 

the c r e a t o r and govenxsr of the universe Brahman i s sa id t o 

be the persoxial 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 ms; but the philosophic Absolute is not tî at 

the religious consciousness means by God. Mystics have no 

doubt aspired to a union with God in vrtiich personality or 

selfhood is lost. X will not attempt now to examine the 

ireasonableness or the piety 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 eit̂ jhatically held that the way to it was steep and 

difficult and the goal was one ^ich 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*». ws 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 t o the terra l»it the term I n f i n i t e laould seera moxe 

proper ly to belong t o t h a t Absolute i^ lch includes God and 

o the r s p i r i t s , According to Rashdall^ metaphysical and e t h i ­

c a l considerat ion a l ike requi res us to recognize a rea l d i s ­

t i n c t i o n between God and the l e s s e r s p i r i t s who der ive t h e i r 

being front Him, yet remain in in t imate r e l a t i on to and depen­

dence uxjon Hira and with Him make up t o t a l i t y of r ea l beings 

in the Vibrld. i f we trust use a word v;hich might well be 

dispensed with, God and the s p i r i t s are t t e ^ s o l u t e - not 

God a lone . Together they form a un i ty , but t h a t un i ty i s 

not the un i ty of s e l f consciousness, nor can i t , id.thout 

ser ious danger of misunderstanding, be thought of as even 

analogous to t h a t personal un i ty which i s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of 

consciousness i n the highest form in which we know i t . For 

sanilcara,, Brahman i s one which has no second, personal God 

i s the cause of the world. Brahman i s one, but for the 

ordinary i n t e l l e c t t h a t can j^erceive only through the c a t e ­

gor ies of space,^ time and causa l i t y , the spaceless , t imeless , 

causeless appears as determinate Brahman, From the vyava-

harilca standpoint Ysvara o r the personal God ac t s as a 

subject to the %«)rld of ob j ec t s , Tsvara i s not the t r a n s ­

cendental o r the Eternal subject which i s Ideterminate but 

i s the determinate Brahman which i s a necess i ty of our 

empir ical , emotional o r devotional se l f , sanikara appeals 
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to our faith in God as the creator, maintainer and des­

troyer of the univexrse. He is the immanent principle, 

the upholder of morality and Justice, ârckara maintains 

that Tsvara associated with cfiEaya is the efficient and the 

matexrial cause of the world. As creator of the universe 

Ysvara can be conceived as Hiranyagarbha and virat. Thus 

Brahman, Tsvara, Hiranyagarbha and virat are all one and 

the sane reality but it is reality viewed from transcenden­

tal and tenporal standpoint^ Brahman or the Absolute is 

non - dual but in relation to the vjorld it appears as Tsvara, 

Hiranyagarbha and Virat. 

7,4 Conclusion } 

Rashdall*s is a novel atten^t 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, in 

-fact the whole exercise is so new that it places Rashdall 

a class apart from other philosophers. 

The ultimate being is one, a single pov©r, 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 knowledga,^ Tidiich have a 



33X 

beginning and soras of which, i t i s poss ible to have an end, 

we may, i f we li]ce> regard a l l separate content of conscious* 

ness as the p a r t i c u l a r s * Rashdall i s anxious to ascr ibe 

pe rsona l i ty to God and since he th inks persona l i ty involves 

con t ra s t between the self-hood of the parson and the o the r 

selves, he has n^de a separat ion between the Absolute aad 

God as a person* Rashdall i s t renchant in h i s s e p a r a t i s t 

conception of the r e l a t i o n between God and the Absolute^ 

The ground of h i s separat ion between God and the Absolute 

i s t h a t , while God i s to be regarded as a self-conscious 

un i ty of se lves or s p i r i t s , the Absolute i s the un i ty of 

God and the se lves , but t h a t un i ty i s not the mere un i ty 

of se l f conscious s p i r i t resembling McTaggart»s Absolute 

which i s the irt^jersonal un i ty of persons . 

Besides t h i s log ica l ground which makes Rashdall 

to d i s t ingu i sh betxveen God and the Absolute, there i s a 

r e l ig ious demand which also compels man to make such d i s t i ­

nction,, lliere i s t h a t log ica l u n a s s a i l a b i l i t y of the 

concept of the Absolute, there i s the re l igJbus surrender 

to a personal God, whereas the head demands an in^jersonal 

Absolute, hea r t demands a personal God, one responding to 

our prayers aiKl worships. 



332 

I t i s wrong t o assun© t h a t Rashdal l degrades God 

t o a human l e v e l . Prom t h e r e l i g i o u s s t a n d p o i n t . He i s 

s t i l l t h e suprettB, though, o u t of an a b s o l u t i s t n e c e s s i t y . 

He i s p e r f o r c e t o be supposed t o be l e s s r e a l t h a n t h e 

Absolute and l i m i t e d i n t h a t s e n s e . 
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OiAPTER- VIII . 

CONCLUSION 

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 philosophical standpoints. We have covered 

the Indian and the Greek traditions as far as we could. liVe 

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 id 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 "Uiat 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 relation 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 higher entity. There 

cannot be two ultimate realities, vdiich one is the ultimate, 

this is the central issue involved in the problem 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-ccsnposite consciousness, i.e«, 

perfection without a second. It is negatively described as 

neti net! (Via negatlv%), The Upanisadic seeis trace all 

that exist to Brahman, There are several passages in the 

Upanisads -tiiat 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 

metaii^ysical abstraction. The 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 ^ey identify It with the supreme person 

whom we are to adore and worship* 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 r e a l i t y as God and as the" Absolute; but they 

have l e f t the problem of the r e l a t i o n between -ttiese two 

unsolved* 

8.«3»1 Early Greek philosophers did not discuss the problem 

regarding the r e l a t i on between God and the Absolute, The 

germ of t h i s problem, appeared for the f i r s t time in Greek 

phi losoi^y, in the philosophy of P l a t o , The cen t ra l p r i n ­

c ip le of h i s f*iilosophy i s the theory of Ideas , The Idea 

of Good i s the h ighes t r e a l i t y or the Absolute, God fash­

ions matter i n t o the images of Ideas . There i s no ground 

of explanation in the Ideas themselves, so P la to i s com­

pel led t o introduce a c rea tor , God, 

8,3,2 though P la to has ra i sed the problem, there i s no 

so lu t ion in P l a t o ' s phi loso^iy . But i n Plotinus* 0ii losophy, 

there i s a solut ion, regarding t h i s problem. The Good lis the 

p r inc ip l e on which a l l depends t o v\diich a l l aspires and 

from which a l l proceeds. For P la to , the Absolute Being can 

be no abs t r ac t uni ty , but cmly a uni ty in m u l t i p l i c i t y , 

P lo t inus begins by ignoring t h i s supremely important 

phi losphical p r i n c i p l e , God, he th inks , i s absolutely 

One, He i s the uni ty vrfiich l i e s beyond a l l m u l t i p l i c i t y . 
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The sole predicates vrtiich Plot inus applies to Him are the 

One and the Good* The f i r s t emanation from the One i s 

ca l led the Nous, This Nous i s thought» mind, reason . Pla to 

regarded the Absolute i t s e l f as thought. But for P lo t inus , 

thought i s d e r i v a t i v e . From -Uie Nous, as second emanation, 

proceeds the world soul^Plotinus was the l a s t grea t expo­

nent of Greek dualism. He makes a change in the e a r l i e r 

dualism of Greece, for v\*iile maintaining the d iv is ion of 

fojjrm and matter , he re fe r s the matter as well as the form 

t o the One, Plot inus says -Uiat the God of p rac t i ca l reason 

i s -Uie universal sou l ; the God of devout and thankful con­

templat ion, the g rea t s p i r i t , the God of our most inspired 

moments, the Absolute, 

Hence between P la to and P lo t inus , Plot inus* grasp 

an the i s sue i s s t ronger , more log ica l and metaphysically 

more acceptable . But ye t in him a l so we do not get a c lea r 

soluticnn as we get i n , say, the philosophy of Samkara, 

8,4 Mediaeval phllbsofdiers hatoe not discussed anything 

about the r e l a t i o n between God and the Absolute, In t h e i r 

philoso(d^ies the concept of God or the Absolute did not 

play any ro le d i s t i n c t l y . There are only some vague ideas 
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about them. The vAiole mediaeval western philosophy serves 

only negatively in the understanding of the problem in the 

sense t h a t the Church Fathers did not r a i s e t h e i r thought 

to daring metapdiysical heights* For them, the only r e a l i t y 

was God. In the absence of the abs t r ac t concept of the 

Absolute, they were f tee frcan making any attempt a t r e l a t ­

ing God t o the Absolute. Mediaeval period, in f ac t , i s the 

pinnacle of the r e l ig ious dominance over not only phi loso-

f*iy but v i r t u a l l y over everything. Hence, i n t h a t period, 

the problem i s almost non-exis tent . 

8 .5 ,1 For Spinoza, the ul t imate r e a l i t y i s the substance 

which he iden t i f i ed with God, God as the Absolute must be 

both epistemologically and ontological ly independent. God 

i s self-conceived and s e l f - e x i s t e n t , God must be admitted 

t o be the universal Rea l i t y , Being un iversa l , God must be 

absolutely indeterminate and i n f i n i t e , because there i s 

nothing \A^ich makes Him determinate . The Absolute i s regar­

ded by Spinoza, as the cause or ground of a l l phenomena. 

The Absolute i s immanent in the world as the ground of i t 

and transcendent t o i t as indeterminate . The Absolute 

must be understood not i n r e l a t i o n t o the f i n i t e 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 tnorld. 

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 thzou^ its essence and iK>t 

by any other means, Spinoza also holds the same view, \0hen 

he says that the substance can be conceived through Itself, 

Spinoza vas inpressed 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 inprovecoent on zeno, pamenides or^lotinus, 

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 

file:///0hen
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has a private personality. But sundered from those relations 

which qualify him, God is inconsistent emptiness. In religion 

the worshipper is related to GCKI.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 imperfection and finitude. The highest reality 

is the Absolute and the Absolute means that w*iich in the end 

is related to God. VHhen we begin to worship the Absolute, 

make it the object of religion, we in that mcanent have trans­

formed it. Bradley's view regarding the relation between God 

and the Absolute is that a}f 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 ŵ iole. So it can 

be held tdiat 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 Uhiverse and are the foundation 

upon which the Universe r e s t s * There i s One Truth* One Real i ty , 

the being and many are I t s becomings. The Truth v\*iich i s 

behind a l l dua l i t i e s^ a l l con t rad ic t ions , a l l va r ia t ions i s 

Brahmani the omnipresent r e a l i t y . The Absolute manifests 

I t s e l f as Atman, Purusa and Tsvara. Aurobindo i s a pure 

moni s t , ' f o r him (God i s the descent form of the Absolute. 

And the creat ion i s a descent of God. God of Aurobindo i s 

not l i k e Saffikara»s God. In ^amkara»s philosophy, God i s 

not r e a l from the transcendantal point of view. But in 

Aurobindo, God i s as r ea l as the Absolute, s ince I t i s only 

a s tage in the h ie ra rch ica l unfoldment of the Absolute, 

8.7,2 S r i Aurobindo*s conception of Divine Descent has an 

outward s im i l a r i t y with Plotinus» theory of Emanations, 

Like P lo t inus , he a l so looks upon the process of creat ion 

as the emergence from God of a h i e ra rch ica l ly graded world, 

the emergent being of a l l grades of r e a l i t y . But the whole 

conception of creat ion and the r e l a t i o n of ihe created 

world t o God are t o t a l l y d i f fe ren t i n h i s philosophy from 

v\*iat they are in the system of P l o t i n u s , The individual 

soul i n P lo t inus ' system r e a l i s e s God both as the immanent 
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pr inc ip l e working within and a lso as the transcendent source 

which the individual can reach by a long progression. But 

for "Uie r e s t of the universe God i s only a transcendent 

pr inc ip le* the ul t imate source of a l l emanation. But in 

Aurc4).indo»s jrfiilosophy,, botii these aspects of Divini ty are 

kept i n mirid from the very beginning; Even in the lowest 

f oiin of matter the Absolute i s present as an indwelling 

p r i n c i p l e ; The impulse towards self-improvement, towards 

f u l l e r and fu l l e r se l f -express ion comes from wi th in . At the 

same time ihe progress i s through a hierarchy of d i f fe ren t 

grades of rea l i ty^ the products of successive descents of 

the Absolute, i t i s not the individual alone who r e a l i s e s 

t h i s double aspect of Divini ty , but the vdiole universe 

shares t h i s r e a l i s a t i o n . 

8,8 The most s t r i k ing feature of Radhakxishnan's meta­

physics i s the concept of the Absolute; The Absolute i s -not 

only pure exis tence, pure consciousness, pure b l i s s , an 

indeterminate formless and impersonal Being, but a l so God 

as the murta, the personal c rea tor Radhakrishnan makes only 

a nominal d i s t i n c t i o n between God and the Absolute, The 

Absolute i s the pre-cosmic nature of God and God i s 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'. Wfhen one 

of these possibilities hs-s become actualized then the Abso­

lute stands in special relation to this actualized possibi­

lity. In this special relation the Absolute appears as God, 

8.9 The monism of ̂ amKara is based on his interpretation 

of the Brahma Sutra and the Upanisads, ̂ amkara's view pf' the 

reality is the expansion of the view of truth embodied in 

the Upanisads. Brahman is the ultimate reality. In an 

Absolute view point, there is no place for God. From the 

practical point of view, I^vara is the first cause of the 

world. But from the Absolute point of view. Brahman is the 

cause of the origination, subsistence and dissolution of 

the world (janmad^yasya yatah). ̂ amkara brings the concept 

of God in order to explain the world. To say that tJie infi­

nite Brahman is the cause of the finite world, is to admit 

that the Infinite is subject to the limitation of time. 

The relation between Brahman and isvara is a special appli-

cati<^ of the general pr<S)lem of the relation between Brah­

man and the world. Isvara is Brahman in association with 
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mya. He i s the creator* preserver and ruler of the world. 

Since, sattficara i s a monist, for him Brahman i s the only 

rea l i ty , thota^ from the practical standpoint Isvara acts as 

a subject to the world of objects, 

8,10 Rashdall says that the belief in God i s the postulate 

of morality. The belief in God i s essent ial to the logical 

Just i f icat ion of the idea of objective va l id i ty t^hich i s 

irt^jlicit in the moral consciousness, objective mortality 

inplies the belief in God. The Absolute must include God and 

the created s p i r i t (self) taken together. The Absolute i s 

the being which alone t ru ly i s and of tdiich a l l other beings 

may be treated as a t t r ibutes or predicates. The Absolute 

cannot be identified with God. Tixe /^solute must include 

God and a l l other consciousness not as isolated and unre­

lated beings but as intimately related, i^e ground of his 

separation between God and the Absolute i s that God to be 

regarded as a self conscious unity of selves, 

the Absolute i s the unity of God and the • selves. 

According to Rashdall, apart from th i s logical ground, 

there i s a religious demand ^ i c h c o n ^ l s man to make 

such d is t inc t ion . Though Rashdall makes the dis t inct ion 

between God and the Absolute, but his view regarding the 



345 

metaphysical status of God is not so clear or logical as 

we found in Samkara and Spinoza, 

8oil In our comparison between Samkara and other promi­

nent absolutists, the findings are : 

8.-il«i Samkara*s solution of the problem of one and many 

may be considered as suggesting a way of reconciling the 

apparent inconsistencies in Spinoza* The Vedantists hold 

that the ultimate reality must be understood as pure unity, 

and it is only at a lower stage that difference should be 

understood. Spinoza insofar as he refrains from introduc­

ing difference in the Absolute is in fundamental agreement 

with Samkara, Again although Spinoza does not explicitly 

give us any -Uieory like Mayavada for the explanation of 

the world, yet his conception of attributes along with his 

view that all dieterroination is negation (raminiscent of 

Upanisadic neti neti) can be regarded as the necessary hint 
V 

of Mayavada, The concept of Maya i s introduced by Samkara 

in order t o explain the world, in the same way, Spinoza 

br ings the a t t r i b u t e s i n the substance i n order t o explain 

the world. For Spinoza the world i s a manifestation of 
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Thought and Extension, and these are a t t r i b u t e s and not 

e f fec ts of substance; a t t r i b u t e s w*ilch the I n t e l l e c t perce­

ives as cons t i tu t ing the essence of Substance, The a t t r i ­

butes as superimposed on Substance are only subject ive and 

hence i l l u s o r y , 

8«11«2 Samkara*s approach t o the problem of the Absolute 

i s fundamentally d i f fe ren t from Brad ley ' s . He does not 

simply build a precious speculat ive bridge between appear-

ances and the Absolute. For Samkara the philosophical 

pi lgrim has not t o journey from mere appearance to the 

Absolute, but t o ex t r i c a t e the Absolute which i s already 

there as h i s very self from the superimposition of the 

appearances upon i t . But Bradley es tab l i shes the r e a l i t y 

of h is Absolute purely and en t i r e ly on speculat ive grounds. 

I t i s an inference from the contingent and contradictory 

character of the world of appearances. Samkara»s d i s t i n c t ­

ion of Isvara from the Absolute stands in sharp con t ras t 

t o Bradley 's d i s t i n c t i o n of God from the Absolute. For 

Bradley, God i s an appearance w*iich e x i s t s within the 

Absolute . But for Samkara, Isvara i s -tiie Brahman in i t s 

condi t ional aspec t . Bradley dismisses God as a s e l f - con t r a ­

d ic tory appearance am^ng appearances. But Samkara*s God 
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has a unique cosmic s ignif icance as the supreme r u l e r and 

con t ro l l e r of the world, 

8,11.3 Regarding the nature of the Absolute or Brahman, 

Samkara's view i s d i f f e ren t from t h a t of Bradley* Bradley 's 

Absolute i s a unity of d i v e r s i t y , a system of elements and 

ind iv idua l s , concrete and pe r fec t . I t i s a complete, compo­

s i t e one, and not a simple one. The Absolute i s r i ch and a 

concord, i t i s ne i ther blank nor a d i scord . The Absolute i s 

a harmony. The r ichness of the Absolute i s i n i t s appearances. 

The Absolute, therefore , i s not other than i t s appearances. 

The Absolute i s one, as a composite, harmonious, systematic 

one. Turning t o Samkara's Brahman, i t cannot be cal led 

"Absolute" 8n a Bradleyan sense . For Samkara's Brahman, 

has nothing s imi lar t o i t (svajat lya-bheda-sunya), h a s ' 

nothing d i f fe ren t from i t (vi ja t lya-bheda-sunya) , has no 

i n t e r n a l differences (svagata-bheda-sunya), Thus the Brah­

man of Samkara i s not the r ich Absolute of Bradley, I t i s 

not composite and not a harmony, not a whole, hot a system, 

not an ind iv idua l . Appearances do not cons t i tu t e i t s con­

t en t s nor lend r ichness to i t , Samkara's Brahman i s not 

a uni ty , not a concord, not a d i scord . 
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8«lii4 In Bradley, the Absolute subsumes the appearances, 

but in Samkara the Briahman conceis the appearances. For 

Bradley, Reality itself is nothing at all apart from appear-

ahces* To Samkara, appearances, i.e., whatever is different 

from Reality, are nothing or unreal^ because of their differ­

ence from the Reality. As he puts it -•- Brahmf-^bhinnam^ sar-

vam mithya, Brahma-bhinnatvat. Thus the appearances' of Bradley 

and those of samkara are not appearances in the same sense 

of the term* For s'amkara, the appearances have no indepen­

dent metaphysical status along side the Absolute or Brahman 

which is the only Reality,, But Bradley invests the appear­

ances both with independent and interdependent ontological 

status. 

8,li.5 Radhakrishnan expounds and defends the religious 

thought of Samkara. In the Advaita of Samkara the emphasis 

is more on the Absolute, but in Radhakrishnw*s philosophy 

there is more stress on the concrete character of Godi For 

Saiokara, Ts'vara or God is a f̂ ienomenal appearance of the 

Absolute which must ultimately pass into it- Radhakrishnan 

even though subscribing partially to this contention of 

samkara^ maintains that "ttiis is nothing but the return of 

the Absolute to its own state of self-composure.Radhakrishnan 
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Expressly 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»ii,6 In Rashadall's philosophy, God has a unique status, 

God is regarded as the postulate of moralityi But God- in 

Samkara, has a determinate existence. Brahman conditioned 

by MoTya appears as God; God does 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 ̂ amkara»s philosophy they are the 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 calculations. 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. (̂Od • 

is n6t 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 v\̂ ich 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./A solution that is acceptable to 

all is yet to emerge.- But some solutions are definitely 

more impressive than others — say for instance, the one 

given by Dr. Radhakrishnan. 
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