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INTRODUCTION 

Any a t tenp t a t a philosojdilcal treatinent c£ 

Gandhi# mldht provoke the question* •Vas Gandhi ever 

a Philosopher?" 'And the quest ion should not , perhaps 

be a su rpr i s ing one . Gandhi's ^snritingsare occasional ly 

confusing and incons i s t en t , and frequently they happened 

t o be h i s immediate response to experiences^ t h a t he 

had a t p a r t i c u l a r times and probleins t h a t he niic(ht have 

been facing from time to t ime . His vnritings, the re fore , 

m i ^ i t not seem to have any systematic s t r u c t u r e . 

Frequently statements made a t a l a t e r time x-jould appear 

t o be incons is ten t with statements made e a r l i e r . Some­

times they viould a lso be r e p i t i t i o n s . 

But a deeper and p e r s i s t e n t search in to t h e i r 

meaning reveals a l together a d i f f e ren t p i c t u r e . I t i s 

t r u e t h a t Gandhi did not p resen t a so-cal led phi losophical 

d o c t r i n e , but h i s statements on t r u t h , morali ty and 

r e l i g i o n contain invaluable phi losophical i n s i s t s i n to 

the fundamental nature of man and human soc i e ty . The 

primary concern of my research has been t o t r y and 

and achieve a coherent phi losophical Understanding of 

some bas ic Gandhian concepts.; 
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Gandhi's nane i s coitmtonly associa ted , in our 

country with Icfeas l i k e non-violence, love , respect 

for a l l r e l i g i o n s , "bas ic" education and so on. - T h e ^ 

ideas frequently remain dispara te even in people TIAIO 

profess t o be Gandhlan. Our cons t i t u t ion enshrines 

the idea of secularism vftiich m i ^ t be said to be the 

r e s u l t of Gandhi's view of uni ty of a l l r e l i g i o n s . But 

i t i s found tiiat our attempt to work with Gandhi's 

ideas has been in v a i n . Pract ice of non-violence in 

the p o l i t i c a l sphere i s foxaid t o be more or l e s s an 

i m p o s s i b i l i t y . I t i s r a the r found tha t one p r a c t i s e s 

non-violence only if one i s vjeak and not competent 

e n o u ^ to face one ' s opponent; or sometimes non-violence 

i s pra^jtlsed to f u l f i l one ' s s e l f i sh motive. In f a c t 

ha t r ed and envy occupy a much more prominent place in 

our r e l a t i o n t o our fellovj human be ings . Instead of 

r e a l i s i n g the unity of a l l r e l ig ions yie have developed 

a kind of secularism in which vje denounce r e l i g i o n and 

mora l i t y . 

Natural ly the object ion a r i s e s t h a t Gandhi's 

thoughts and wr i t ings are in no way helpful t o our l i f e 

and s o c i e t y . Concepts of t r u t h , non-violence, love 

are mere ideologies vJhl<di cannot be actual lsed in our 

l i f e * Gandhi has often been accused of l e l ng an opportunist 

who followed the path of non-violence having no other 



alternative In his f ight for independence. People 

condemn' Gandhi by saying things l ikes » 'faced with 

a d i f f i c u l t or etnbarassing s i tuat ion; Gandhi vTOuld 

often wriggle out of i t by referring to h i s "inner 

voice", preachings of truth* non«>violence« morality 

and re l ig ion are p i l l e r s beliind -\̂ :\icfh Gandhi would 

hide h i s actual s e l f i sh motive** 

Hy attempt in th i s thes i s has been to point 

out that our main fai lure with Gandhi has been our 

inab i l i t y to rea l i se the great unity and true signi* 

f icance of Gandhi's thought* Gandhi's writings« h i s 

thoughts and work const i tute , altogether a different 

but complete whole* The cri terion of determining the 

meaning of any concept used by him, any course of 

action a(k>pted by him l i e s within that complete vihole. 

In my search for such an undarstanding of 

Gandhian thought X s tart my f i r s t c h ^ t e r with a dis** 

cussion of various philosophies t^ich have guided my 

general outlook* In t h i s Chester I discuss the views 

of Empiricism, Naturalism and Kant? and then try 

t o point out how Gandhi as a truely re l ig ious man 

d i f f e r s from a l l of them .̂ 

The second c h ^ t e r , in v^hic^ I make a hturible 

attenpt to show a kind of necessary relat ion betv;>een 
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morality and re l i g ion , gives a philosophical support 

to G^idhi's view that morality and re l ig ion are 

inseparable* 

In the third chapter an attempt i s mac^ to 

analyse certain Gandhian concepts l i k e non-violence, 

truth , humility, fearlessness* Agreeing with Gandhi 

X have tried to argue that to be a human being i s 

conceptually associated with roan^s being non«.violent 

and it«>ralN'. Gandhian concepts have a unity in the sense 

that a l l h i s concepts l ike non«»violence, love , compassion, 

truth , humility, fearlessness and so on const i tute 

the integrated personality of a moralcreligious person. 

The fourth c h ^ t e r i s a brief esqposition of the 

idea of Kod^m western c i v i l i s a t i o n with some general 

c r i t i c i s m . In the f i f t h c h ^ t e r I discuss Herbert 

tiarouse's cri t ique of modem c i v i l i z a t i o n . Finally i t 

i s pointed out that thinkers l i k e Herbert ^iarcuse, 

while looking for a different form of c i v i l i s a t i o n remain 

within the framework of the psei^o-otete^hysics on which 

modern c i v i l i s a t i o n i s founded^ Gandhi*s crit ique of 

modern c i v i l i s a t i o n i s an altogether different story, 

i t i s peripheral to h i s thinking, Gandhian thiidcing 

s t r i v e s to participate in the transcendental centre; 

i t is concerned with the destiny of man̂ . 
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PHIM)SOPHIES OF MAN 
( N a t u r a l i s m , Kant and R e l i g i o u s 

Ph i losophy o£ Man) 

Broadly speaking n a t u r a l i s m i s a s p e c i e s of 

thoucflit t-diich h o l d s t h a t whatever e x i s t s o r h ^ p e n s 

i n t h e world i s n a t u r a l i n t h e sense of be ing su^sep-

t i b l e t o e x p l a n a t i o n through t h e methods of n a t u r a l 

s c i e n c e s , i t i s de f ined as r e p u d i a t i n g t h e viev? t h a t 

t h e r e e x i s t s o r cou ld e x i s t any e n t i t i e s o r e v e n t s 

which l i e , i n p r i n c i p l e , beyond the scope of s c i e n t i f i c 

e sqp lana t ion . The fo l l owing s t a t e m e n t s e x p l a i n t h e 

n a t u r e of N a t u r a l i s m . Edel s a y s , "Rel iance on s c i e n . 

t i f i c method t o g e t h e r wi th an a p p r e c i a t i o n of t h e 

pr imacy of m a t t e r , and t h e p e r v a s i v e n e s s of change , 

I t ake t o be t h e c e n t r a l p o i n t s of n a t u r a l i s m as a 

p h i l o s o p h i c o u t l o o k " . The second i s from Hooks 

^what u n i t e s them a l l i s t h e whole 
h e a r t e d ^ ; cep tanc3 of s c i e n t i f i c 
method as the on ly r e l i a b l e way of 
r e a c h i n g t r u t h about t h e wor ld , n a t u r e , 
s o c i e t y and man. The l e a s t common 
d e n o n i n a t o r of a l l h i s t o r i c n a t u r a l i s m s , 
t h e r e f o r e , i s n o t so much a s e t of 
s p e c i f i c d o c t r i n e s as t h e method of ^ 
and s c i e n t i f i c o r r a t i o n a l e m p i r i c i s m . " 

The t h i r d i s from Dev©y, I t r u n s 5 " i t s u f f i c e s 

h e r e t o n o t e t h a t the n a t u r a l i s t i s one who h a s r e s p e c t 
3 

f o r t h e c o n c l u s i o n s of natxiral s c i e n c e . " I n a l l t h e s e 
1 

J , H . Kr iko r ion (ed) , Natura l i sm and Human s p i r i t , p . 6 3 
% b i d . , p . 4 5 * 
•^ Ib id , , p .2« 



6 

statement,? the phrases l i k e "rel iance on s c i e n t i f i c 

method*', "the whole-hearted acceptance of s c i e n t i f i c 

method"; "respect for the conclusions of na tura l 

science*'/ make i t obvious tha t natural ism i s a view 

x\rhich holds t h a t va l i d knowledge i s knowledge vjarranted 

by s c i e n t i f i c method and s t rongly bel ieves t h a t the 

appl ica t ion of s c i e n t i f i c method to a l l f i e l d s of 

experience would enlarge our understanding and increase 

our cont ro l* The realm of knowledge cons i s t of th ings 

t o which s c i e n t i f i c methods of observation and e x p s r l -

ment can be applied for explanation* 

Adoption of s c i e n t i f i c methods as the sole 

c r i t e r i o n of determining the i n t Q l l i g i b i l i t y of th ings 

and concepts means a far - reaching change In cur hab i t s 

of t h o u ^ t in Whlc*i we no l o n ^ r permit ourselves t o 

use as too ls in our thinking concepts of which we can­

no t give an adequate account in terms of na tura l 

explanation* Blnce the common fea ture has been a 

t o t a l empiricism in the treatment of things many of 

the mental notions are el iminated from our discourse 

by showing t h a t no adequate account of them in terms 

of behaviour can be given. I t thus gives r i s e t o 

the theory of psychological behaviourism according to 

which the meaning of a mental concept i s r e s t r i c t e d 

t o the represen ta t ion c^ p a r t i c u l a r opera t ions and 



behaviour . To quote from Mc Dougall, 

"cteaires are not unobservable e n t i t l e s 
in some inaccess ib le realm; t l ^ y are 
a c e r t a i n type of observable behaviour 
• • • • • • The degree of one ' s hunger may 

be ver i f ied by the amount of food one 
ea t s? the degree of trjeariness may be 
determined by the number of hours one 
s l eeps and the degree of one ' s pain 
may be determined by the amount of 
anodyne one t akes . "* 

According t o natvira l is ts* thus« man i s l og i ca l l y 

reduc ib le t o a kind of ob jec t of n a t u r e . Mental 

phencsmena, l i k e a l l o ther physical phenomena can be 

understood by means of the experimental methods of 

science i Psychology ceased to be any philosophical 

specula t ion about mind and became physiological 

observat ion of neuro-mu^ular-glandular i n t e r ac t ion 

wi th in the organismi 

Naturalism has a r e l a t ed e t h i c a l doctr ine^ t o 

the general e f f ec t t h a t there i s no u n b r i d ^ a b l e gulf 

between e t h i c s and o ther s t u d i e s . I t i s a widely 

accepted view t h a t there i s log ica l d i s t i n c t i o n bBtweorj 

explanning f ac t s and evaluat ing them. Ethical n a t u r a l i s t s 

deny the prima fac ie d i s t i n c t i o n betiireen e s t ab l i sh ing 

f a c t s about the x\jorld as i t i s and makiiig a word 

es t imate of those fac ts , . According to Ethica l natural ism, 

moral judgements j u s t s t a t e a subclass of f a c t s about 

t h e na tu ra l world.. I t holds t h a t e t h i c a l terms can be 

\ .H . J ihe ldon , "c r i t ique of Naturalism" Journal 
of Philosophy, v o l . 42# p . 2 6 1 . 
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analysed Into non«»ethlcal terms, and that ethAcal 

conclusions can bo logically derived from non-

ethical premises. 

Since sc ient i f ic method i s the maxim for 

determining the i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y and un in te l l ig lb i l i ty 

of things« i t leads to the rejection of the "self-

evident" speculative assertions vfiiich are considered 

• supernatural»• Randall, one of the na tura l i s t s says? 

"there i s no room for any supernatural in naturalism -

no supernatural or transcendental God and no personal 
a 

survival after death," According to Hoolc the existence 

of God, immortality, diseiribodied s p i r i t s , cosmic purpose 

and ensign, as these have been customarily Interpreted 

by the great ins t i tu t ional re l igions , are denied by 

•^na^uralists for the c^neric reason tha t they cannot 

be experimented upon by the methods of natural sciences* 

In so far as experience i s understood to come through 

sensation a l l super^nsory knowledge i s attacked. 

Thus the absolute t ruths of metaphysics and religion 

are abandoned by na tura l i s t s as non«sensical and absurd. 

However, th is does not necessarily carry with 

i t a rejection of 'religion* as such* Many of the 

na tu ra l i s t s have reconstructed religion in a na tura l i s t i c 

vjay. They envisage a kind of rel igion which i s mostly 

5 
W.H. Sheldon, op.ci t*, p.262. 
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concerned with the f ijnctlonal aspect xi;lthout making 

any claims beyond the natviral world. For example, 

Dewey# the acknowledged leader of Naturalism, does 

not believe In the transcendental core of re l ig ion. 

For him the important things i s the religious quality 

which eacperience can assume under ceriiain conditions* 

Any unification of the vihole personality around the 

|>ursuit of an ideal end i s re l ig ious . Whenever a 

person i s thoroughly committed to the pursuit of any 

i dea l , be i t sc ien t i f i c , social , a r t i s t i c , or what­

ever h i s experience a t ta ins the kind of fulfilment 

t ha t has always been character is t ic of v^at i s most 

valuable in re l ig ion. According to Dewey, in t r ad i ­

t iona l religion t h i s quali ty has been "encumbered 

and abscured by irrelevant trappings, par t icular ly 

the theological dogma in terms of vftiich i t has been 

pursued." Huxley, as a thorough going na tu ra l i s t , 

holds that the supematioralistic world-vievr in terms 

of which religion has t radi t ional ly perf orired i t s 

functions i s not tenable in the l igh t of modbm scien-

t i f i c knowledge. Moreover, he thinks that i t i s 

possible to develop a f ull«blovm religSon on a na tura l i s t i c 

b a s i s . AS the basis for such a re l ig ion, Huxley puts 

forward •Evolutionary naturalism", a view of the 

^Encyclopeedia of philosophy, vol . 7-8, p,146.„ 
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spatio-temporal universe inspired by mooiem biology 

and cosmology in x^hich the universe i s conceived of 

as an indefinitely extended creative process, alfsrays 

tending to h i ^ e r levels o£ development with a l l the 

sources and principles of t h i s creat iv i ty immanent 

in the process. The basic role of roan i s to be the 

chief a;^nt of t h i s evolutionary advance on earth 

t h r o u ^ the application of h i s intelligence to the 

problems of l i f e . 

Akin to the Naturalists the possfetivists also 

deny the st;5>ematural aspect of re l ig ion. Saint 

Simon, the promulgator of the pos i t iv l s t philosophy, 

clearly denies the necessity of a religion or theology 

which talJcs of an absolute C3od, He argues by saying 

tha t (a) i t i s f inal ly realised in modem times that 

the relat ion bettseen God and the universe i s completely 

•incomprehensible and pointless* j and (b) that t t ^ r e -

fore the human mind should henceforward devote i t se l f 

to 'discovering fac ts* . The so-called God of Theology 

or the authority of revelation has nothing to do with 

the facts of nature xitiich i s to be observed by man 

on h i s own. saint Simon thus re jects the concept of 

d iv in i ty and says that the new religion should be only 

a general sc ient i f ic theory of physical as well as 

moral f a c t s . He says that besi<3tes the concept of a 
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saviour and th© author i ty of reve la t ion e t c . the 

i dea of God i s nothing bu t human in t e l l i gence 

u n i v e r s a l i sed ̂  

Following s a i n t Simon's view Comte a l so says 

t h a t i t i s to htananity t h a t roan owes everything tha t 

he i s ajrtd has* Zt i s because he shares in the general 

b io log i ca l and psychological c apac i t i e s of human 

na ture t h a t he i s able t o l i v e a human l i f e . And the 

men of a given generation are able to lead a fu l ly 

human l i f e because of the labours of t h e i r predecessors 

i n bui ld ing up t h e i r c u l t u r a l h e r i t a g e . Moreover, 

according t o comts, the service of humanity, in the 

many forms t h i s can t ake , i s the nobles t i ^ a l t;)hic^ 

could be proposed t o an ind iv idua l ; and humanity, 

un l ike an omnipotent God, needs t h i s s e r v i c e . Thus 

Comts proposed t o s e t up a r e l ig ion of humanity vjith 

roan, viewed as a un i ta ry being, as the object of worship. 

Comte denied the transcendental a ^ e c t of r e l i g i o n 

t'jhile he liked* the functional aspect of itii. Ke was 

impressed with the r i t u a l s t ruc tu re of Roman Catholocisro 

and took i t as h i s model. For example, in the analogue 

of baptism, the sacrament of p re sen ta t ion , the parents 

viould dedicate t h e i r ch i l d to the service of humanity 

in an impressive publ ic ceremony. This kind of 

observances, according to c»rote, i n s p i r e s a man t o 



12 

love huinaailty* The n a t u r a l i s t s as \«©11 as the as well 

as t he p o s i t l v i s t s hold t h a t there i s nothing over and 

above the sensory ^-orld of ejcperience, and thus they 

are committed to r e j e c t t r a d i t i o n a l r e l i g ions which 

are based on b e l i e f s i n the superna tura l , 

Kant agrees tirith the above th inkers by saying 

t h a t our knowledge s t a r t s vjith ejqperience. He holds 

t h a t if a th ing cannot be brought as a dat\im of empirical 

i n t u i t i o n i t cannot be an object of knowledge. For him 

if there wsxre no data c£ s e n s i b i l i t y in the world 

t h e r e would be no experience# s o , no knowledge. The 

broader i s the f i e l d of experience, the more empirical 

information vre ga ther , the r i d l e r i s our knowledge. 

Thus according to Kant our knowledge begins with expe­

r i e n c e , "^ut" , a t the same time Kant also says, 

•though a l l our knowledge begins with 
e^qperience i t does not follow t h a t i t 
a l l a r i ^ s out of exper ience. For i t 
may well be t ha t even our empirical 
knowledge i s made up of what we receive 
through inpress ions and of vAiat our 
own facul ty of knowled^ suppl ies from 
i t s e l f , " ' 

What he means i s t h a t the sensatbili ty gives the sense -

impression of c e r t a i n things of the world, and our 

f acu l t y of understanding gives them the form and organises 

them in to a system of knov/ledgp* The sense i n t u i t i o n s 

t h r o u ^ i t s g rea te r s^spllcatlon may br ing more and more 

i tems for knowledge and enrich i t s f i e l d bu t unless our 

7 
I , . Kant, c r i t i q u e of Pure Reason, p,,42,. 
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understanding cordlnates them Into a system par t icular 

In tui t ions of sensibi l i ty can never add up to knowledge* 

Sense^experlence t e l l s us what i s and v*iat was, but 

not that I t must necessarily be so and cannot be 

othervjise. An empirical study can bring the series 

of facts which have happened in the pas t , i t may present 

a uniformity of certain events in certain circumstances, 

but they can, in no way, assure us tha t in future also 

the similar events are necessarily going to take place 

in similar circumstances. Man ^s not sat isf ied with 

the accisnulation of certain escperiences of natural 

events without any investigation into thei r necessary 

re la t ion to one another* There are, thus, two stems 

of human knowled^ namely, sensibi l i ty and understanding, 

"objects are given to us by means of s e n s i b i l i t y . . . ; 

they are t h o u ^ t through the understanding." Throu^ 

the sensibi l i ty we are pre^nted with a l l our factual 

raw material , the understanding on the other hand, 

enables us to organise in te l lec tual ly our raw material 

by classifying, discriminating, judging, comparing, 

understanding in terpre ts actively (synthesisss) the 

sense impressions passively received. Sensibili ty and 

understanding are so intertwined for the possibi l i ty 

of knovjledge that Kant says that senses are blind 

8 
l«Kant, pfi^cit..., P»65,B 
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without understanding and our tinaerstandlng i s enipty 

without sensQS i . e . knowledge i s impossible without 

any of these two. 

In the transcendental deduction o£ the 

categories Kant gives the arguments as to how do the 

^rlEurl concepts of understanding setve as a p r i o r i 

conditions of a possible experience i and the conclusion 

he reaches i s that no intui t ion or experience i s possible 

without the form or concept to ^ I c h i t belongs. Natural 

sciertees explain f ac t s , hold certain theories about 

the natviral vrarld and the method on which the natura l is ts 

claim their theory to be based i s the empirical method. 

But pare empirical knowledge can in no way help us 

to f i!nd out the empirical law of nature. I t i s by the 

"transcendental synthesis" of sens ibi l i ty and under-

standing tha t we acquire the knowledge of empirical 

la\js* Kant says tha t hov^ver exaggerated and absurd 

i t may soiand to say that the understanding i s i t se l f 

the source of the laws of nature, and so of i t s formal 

uni ty , such an assertion i s nonetheless correct and i s 

in keeping with the object to ^ i c b i t refers , namely, 

experience^ certainly eu^irical laws, as such, can 

never derive the i r origin from pure understanding.. 

That i s as l i t t l e possible as to understand completely 

the inexhaustible multiplici ty of ^pearances merely 



by reference to the pure form of sensible ixitiji$(%iism^^^ — 

But a l l empirical laws are only special determinations 

o£ the pure lavfS'o£ und^rstanoling, und^r v^ich, and 

according t o the aorm o£ whidn they f i r s t becon© 

p o s s i b l e , "nirough them appearances take on an order ly 

c h a r a c t e r . Jus t as these same appearances* despi te the 

d i f fe rences of t h e i r empirical form, must nonetheless 

always be in harmony with the pure form of s e n s i b i l i t y , 

Xn t h i s connection I would mention t h a t for Kant 

knowledge i s agprlori synthet ic in na tu r e , i t i s only 

when the a p r i o r i concepts of understanding are supplied 

t o the synthet ic experience of p a r t i c u l a r f a c t s t h a t 

we acquire knowled^^ 

The p r inc ip le s of na tura l science are ap r io r i 

syn the t i c judgments, c e r t a in fundamental laws of 

physics such as* ' i n a l l c h a n t s of the mater ia l world 

the quan t i ty of matter remains unchanged*, «. or *in a l l 

communication of motion, act ion and reac t ion are alv;ays 

e q u a l ' , are not only necessary in t h e ssnse t h a t they 

are es tab l i shed by the apriJbvi form of understanding 

bu t a l so syn the t i c , for they give us f^w knowledge 

about na tura l o b j e c t s . Kant makes s imi la r remarks 

regarding t4athematics also<^ 

This view of Kant goes against the e m p i r i c i s t s ' 
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view that tb3 empirical method of observation and 

experiment comprise the sole source o£ human knourledcp* 

For empiricists synthetic-aprlori Judgments are not 

possible* According to Hume admitting a judgment 

to be s t r i c t l y universal and necessary i s nothing 

but an indirect way of describing i t as tantologous. 

As to the nature of the principles admitted in Physics 

Hume holds that they are synthetic but not necessary 

or ce r t a in . 

This view of Hume i s not acceptable, raie 

actual existence of Physics as a s&ience« and also i t s 

steady and methodological progress throughout the ages 

unmistak^ly point thei r val idi ty and necessi ty. Xf 

the fundamental pros^sitions t^re not necessarily 

t r u e , the whole structure of natural science would 

topple down at any time. 

+To elaborate th i s point we can take the ccaicept 

of causal i ty . Hume holds that the causal relat ion i s 

the h^pening of certain events in a regular succession 

the knowledge of Which i s derived from our past 

experienea, When an empiricist Says, 'the sensory 

event of kind F occurs at t^» then a sensory event of 

kind G will occur a t t^j , for him the statement about 

such orderliness of events i s not based on a reflection 

of the underlying universal causality b^inol the 
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occurance of p a r t i c u l a r even t s , r a t he r I t i s an 

h a b i t of expectat ion %*iich i s based on regular and 

successive occurence of c e r t a i n even t s . According 

t o the empirical viet^j since causa l i t y i s not based 

on any idsa of necessi ty* the regular and successive 

events are always l i a b l e t o be o therwise . A ce r t a in 

o r d e r l i n e s s of events in the pa s t cannot assure i t s 

same o rde r l ines s in the future also* If the lat̂ r of 

c a u s a l i t y i s nothing but an experience of a regular 

successive events which are always l i a b l e to be 

otherii/ise* then physical sciences vHnich are fundamentally 

based on the law of causal i ty« would not be able to 

make any statement about future e v e n t s . Physical 

sc iences would be nothing but h i s t o r i e s of na tu ra l 

e v e n t s . But x-e see on the contrary t h a t Physical 

sc iences make statsroents which are found t o come out 

'$:rue a f te r thousands and thousands y e a r s . 

For Kant the law of causa l i ty implies a 

r e l a t i o n between two s t a t e s / c^termined necessar i ly 

which of them must take place before and which of thanti 

a f t e r ; and th<at they cannot be otherwise . He saya 

t h a t the concept of a cause involves the charac te r 

of necess i ty vflrvich no ecperience can y i e l d , the 

concept* t h u s , c a r r i e s the necess i ty of the synthet ic 

u n i t y of the even t s , and, so , i s a pure a p r i o r i concept 
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^ i c h l i e s In the understanding* Our e^qperjjsnca 

^ i c h gatiiers the knowledge of part icular events 

have to conform to the apriorl law. 

similar to the apriori principles of nature 

moral laws and their principles also are essent ial ly 

different from a l l principles whi<^ vje derive from 

par t icular cases of actions* Morality« for Kant« has 

an ent i re ly pure foundation, without using any anthro* 

pologicalknowled^ of human nature; n»rali ty i n ^ ^ s 

apr ior i universal laws on man because be i s a rational 

being, nan i s the subject to th is moral law indapen* 

dently of h i s par t icular desires and actions. Men 

do not* bovjever, discover their duty by certain 

theoret ical procedures but by recognising the categp. 

r i ca l requirenent of reason, the noral law thus con» 

t a ins no notion based on experience of how things are « 

i t i s sqpriori, i . e .« i t i s beyond escperience«» A. man 

adopts or rejects cer tain action according as i t 

harmonises or confl icts with the formal maxim of 

doing one*s duty for duty 's sake, and such dutiful 

actions only, according to Kant, can be considered 

good act ions. 

Since knowledge, for Kant, could extend only 

t o the l imi ts of human experience the gi:^stlon of 
' I ' I ' II t III • f 
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Fietaphyslcs are not objec ts of knowledge, Metaphysical 

mat ters l i k e exis tence of God, Immortality of soul 

and so on are beyond both s e n s l b l b U l t y and under­

s t and ing . They remain within the realm of pure reason. 

I t i s never poss ible to br ing them t o the s t a t e of 

ob jec t s of sense-experience, Ttie nature of Met«5)hysics, 

as Kant (Ascr ibes , i s ' a bottomless abyss and a dark 

ocean without shore and without l i g h t houses*. 

i n sp i t e of advocating the view t h a t the f i e l d 

of knowledge i s l imited to mere objec ts of experience, 

Kant says , 

"but our /further contention must a lso be 
duly borne in mind, namely, t ha t t h o u ^ 
we cannot know these objec ts as th ings -
in- themselves , we must ye t be in pos i t ion 
a t l e a s t to think them as th ings - in -
themselves"l0, otherwise VJS should be 
landed in the absurd conclusion t h a t 
there can be appearance without anything 
t h a t appears."11 

Metaphysical concepts fo r Kant, are in the realm of pure 

r ea son . They can never be brought t o the sphere of the 

"TO know an object I must be able to prove i t s 
p o s s i b i l i t y , e i t h e r from i t s a c tua l i t y as a t t e s t ed by 
exper ience , or a p r i o r i by means of reason. But I can 
think xi^hatever I p l ease , provided only t h a t I do not 
con t r ad i c t myself, t h a t i s , provided my concept i s a 
poss ib le t h o u ^ t . This s l f f l e e s for the p o s s i b i l i t y of 
the concept, even t h o u ^ I may not be able to answer 
fo r t h e i r being, in the sum of a l l p o s s i b i l i t i e s an 
ob jec t corresponding to i t . But something more i s 
required for I can ascr ibe to such a concept object ive 
v a l i d i t y , tha t i s , r ea l p o s s i b i l i t y , the former 
p o s s i b i l i t y i s merely l o g i c a l . The something more, 
need no t , however, be soueflit i n the t heo re t i ca l sources 
of knowledge; i t may l i e in those t h a t are p r a c t i c a l . -
I b i d . , p .27. 

TCant, Cr i t iquet of Pure Reason, p . 2 7 . 
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Jcnowable xarorld. Kant« thus* never claims the knowledge 

of metaphysical m a t t e r s . But in h i s moral Philosophy 

Kant uses the notion of the exis tence of God and 

immortali ty of the soul as the prss\«ppositions of 

m o r a l i t y . So f a r as our reason i s concen^d the moral 

law conmands us ca tegor ica l ly to do ce r t a in th ings and 

the moral worth of our act ion depends on obeying the 

command without any u l t e r i o r motive. But when a man 

has acted morally, Kant says t h a t he i s worthy of 

being happy and h i s happiness should be in proportion 

t o the moral ©sscellence of h i s conduct . Kant thinks 

t h a t t h i s demand can be f u l f i l l e d if the terorld i s 

under the guidance of a supreme Reason, t h a t is« God. 

The moral demand t h a t v i r t u e should be rewarded with 

happiness i s thus the b a s i s of the convict ion t h a t 

God e x i s t s . 

Whether t h i s ^ind of functional use ofGod i s 

acceptable t o us or not i s a quest ion to be discussed 

af terwards . Before t h a t I would l i k e t o poin t out 

t h a t ouch an acceptance of God by Kant br ings Insecur i ty 

t o h i s moral theory . Belief in the exis tence of God 

c o n t r a d i c t s h i s own posit ions, 

According to Kant, to have moral worth an 

ac t ion must be done from the sense of duty,! A goodwill . 
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he adds, i s good, not because of what I t br ings about« 

nor even because of i t s presumed apt i tude for bringing 

about a c e r t a i n r e s u l t , but simply by v i r t u e of i t s 

otm n a t u r e . He points out t h a t goodwill i s not mani­

fes ted in act ions incons i s ten t with duty , nor in act ions 

cons i s t en t with duty but done e i t h e r to gain advantage 

for oneself , o r nierely because vje have a d i r e c t 

i n c l i n a t i o n t o do them. An action done from the sense 

of duty owes i t s meri t not to the purpose i t i s meant 

t o serve but to the p r i nc ip l e on tntxich i t i s done 

t h a t duty i s the necess i ty of act ing from respect for 

law which can be applied un ive r sa l l y , Kant ' s ethdcal 

d o c t r i n e , t h a t v i r t u e cons i s t s in the performance of 

duty na tu ra l ly leaves out ht^piness to be an idea l of 

moral a c t i v i t y . 

Thus we see t h a t moral i ty , for Kant has an 

e n t i r e l y pure foundation vjithout any reference to 

p a r t i c u l a r cases oft moral deeda^ Without using any 

anthropological knowled^ of htanan na tu r e , morality 

imposes, p r i o r i , a universal maxim on man sdUice he 

i s a r a t i o n a l being. 

But the po in t which makes h i s theory incons i s ten t 

i s t h a t t,«3hile Kant says t h a t human beings are autonomous 
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in the senae tj>at they do not discover t h e i r duty from 

the experience of p r a c t i c a l l i f e but by recognising the 

ca t egor i ca l requirenent of reason« suddenly looks for 

some presupposi t ions of morali ty which belongs to a 

sphere ^^ixSa i s beyond the capaci ty of human reason. 

Immortali ty of the soul and exis tence of God are two 

of the presupposi t ions of mora l i ty , and he "proves" 

the immortality of the soul and the exis tence of God 

by saying t h a t sinc^ a l l our good deeds are not rewarded 

with hc^>piness in t h i s l i f e there must be a cont inuat ion 

of l i f e beyond t h i s death in which we receive r e s u l t s 

according to our deeds . God i s the moral Governor TIAIO 

ensures t h i s and so he rewards and punishes the people 

according t o t h e i r good or bad dseds r e spec t i ve ly . 

Once we consider human beings as morally autonomous 

beings do we need a God vftio would reward t h e i r moral 

a c t s with happiness? 

What i s cur ious i s , however, t h a t happiness 

-which he had previously l e f t behind, l a t e r occupies h i s 

s e r i ous t h o u ^ t . - Kant probably might have t h o u ^ t 

t h a t the doc t r ine e^^ressed i n the formula 'do your 

duty for the sake of duty* i s too r i g o r i s t i c and, 

consequently sought to soften i t by holding that , , 

although the moral asp i ran t must act so le ly with a view 

t o the achievement of v i r t u e as understood by him. 
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•yet in so doing he need not give up b i s des i re for 

happiness . Xn t h i s Kant cannot stand exclusively on 

h i s view o£ p r a c t i c a l reason as he v7ished t o , but 

t akes i n t o account the iinportanos o£ i nc l i na t i on and 

thereby surrenders the s t r i c t c r i t i c a l stand point* 

The view t h a t only the v i r tuous people are 

provided with h ^ p i n e s s leads us to say t h a t a roan i s 

v i r t uous because he wants to be happy and a man i s 

happy because he i s v i r tuous* From t h i s i t follows 

t h a t v i r t u e and happiness have a kind of nieans*ends 

r e l a t i o n * But v i r t ue cannot be r e l a t ed with happiness 

e i t h e r as i t s neans or as i t s end* Desire for happi­

ness cannot be the means of v i r t ue because* as Kant 

himself s ays , 

••roaxiins lohich place the determining 
p r i n c i p l e of the w i l l ixx the des i re 
of personal happiness are not moral 
a t a l l , and no v i r tue can be founded 
on th0n*"l2 

Nor can v i r t ue be a neans for happiness* Because in 

t h a t case the object ion would a r i se as to «. i s i t the 

case t h a t human beings are moral only because they are 

rewarded for i t ? A moral v i r t u e i s worthy because of 

i t s own value* The value of a moral act cannot be com­

pared with things which have economic value (a market 

p r i ce ) or even with things t h a t have an aes the t i c 

^ant, c r i t i q u e of p r^< t i ca l Reason,, p*.209, 
^ "Any act ion v/hich l a d i c t a ^ d by fear or by coercion of 
any kind ceases to be moral* I t a l so follows tha t a l l good 
deeds t h a t are prompted by hope of happiness in the next 
world cease t o be moral ," E th ica l Rel ig ion. p * 4 3 . ^ 
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value (a fancy p r i c e ) , Tha IncoinparabXe worth of a 

good act spr ings from i t s being done In accordance 

and with reverence to the moral law. 

I t may be worth-while here t o consider* Indepen* 

dent ly of Rant* the r e l a t i o n s h i p between oi^*s being 

rooral and one ' s being h^ppy. What I s i t t o be happy? 

l8 ha|>plness something lohlch outwardly comes to us o r 

given to us by someone e l s e only ^ e n we have acted 

morally? 

True happiness has to be d i f f e ren t i a t ed from 

pleasuxre. Pleasure may be defined as a dss l rab le s t a t e 

of mind which we have vftxen our de s i r e s and wishes are 

s a t i s f i e d . One f e e l s pleasure t^e re one ' s des i re i s 

f u l f i l l e d ; the pleasure may l a s t for a whi le , then 

gradual ly loses i t s i n t ens i t y and f i n a l l y d i sappears . 

P l easu re , t hus , i s a temporary s t a t e of mind. I t does 

not have any d i r e c t r s l a t i o h with one ' s being moral; 

r a t h e r one ' s being ooral or j u s t sometimes becomes 

hindrance to one ' s achievement of p l e a s u r e . 

Hcqppiness, on the con t ra ry , i s a more or l e s s 

permanent s t a t e of one ' s mind. Unlike pleasure heqppiness 

does not have any necessary r e l a t i on to the outward 

s a t i s f a c t i o n of our d e s i r e s and wishes . I t i s something 

i nne r ; procurement or l o s s of mater ia l t h ings , and 
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fulfiljonent or un£ul£ilinent oir worldly needs cannot 

In any way af fec t t h i s s t a t e of wind, H^p ines s i s , 

thus# re l a t ed to the inner T«rorld o£ a man; i t cannot 

be conditioned o r dependent on someone e l s e providing 

i t from o u t s i d e . True happiness resi<3fe8 there ^ttere 

a man transcends h i s ego and inorality in^^ses upon 

man the ob l iga t ion of " forget t ing" himself in the 

i n t e r e s t s of o t h e r s , Vioralityf and ' h ^ p i n e s s ' , taken 

i n t h i s ^ n s e , may be sa id to be necessar i ly r e l a t e d 

and e s s e n t i a l l y complementary to each o t h e r . While 

moral i ty or j u s t i c e may or may not be compatible with 

p leasureable sensat ions one i s necessar i ly noral if one 

i s t r u l y haqppy and v i ce -ve r sa . 

One of the ways in ^lihich the controversy about 

the r e l a t i onsh ip between morality and happiness i s 

generated i s vjhen the philosopher (or a layman) asks 

t h e ques t ion , 'Why should I be moral?" and looks for 

a "loGical" argument in reply t o the ques t ion , i n the 

Republic , P la to i n s i s t s t h a t a man's v i r t u e must be 

b e n e f i c i a l t o himself, and if Jus t i ce i s a v i r t u e i t 

must cont r ibute t o the Jus t man's hcqppirBSss. This 

view of P la to gives r i s e t o the theory c^ Eudaimanism 

whidi holds t h a t a man's l i f e i s an endeavour to achieve 

happiness and only a moral l i f e I s the l i f e of we l l -
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being and happlxie3a - so there a r i ^ s the quest ion 

as t o f i s ntorality a means t o acdiieve happiness? 

I vjould not en te r in to the cont rovers ia l <5tebate 

on t h i s pointo I tgjould only say t h a t the skept ica l 

ques t ion "why should I be moral" would not a r i se to a 

moral person. "Should" c a l l s for a reason, but the 

only one t h a t i s p e r t i n e n t to one t h a t the skept ic 

ts«>n*t r e a l i s e and the noral man does not require fo r 

the purpose of being moral« since he i s moral t o begin 

w i t h . To suppose t h a t moral skeptici^sn can be coun­

t e red by providing reasons su f f i c i en t to persuade one 

who i s not moral t o become moral, may ^-jell be as absurd 

as t o suppose t h a t a skepticism about the whole business 

Of morali ty can be met by providing logica l arguments 

t h a t w i l l persuade the skept ic* One must be log ica l 

i n order to recognise the force of a log ica l argument, 

and one must be moral i n order to be moved by a moral 

reason , "What a man does i s for P la to only an "image" 

of what he is? h i s "external" conduct i s only a 

manifestat ion of h i s "inner" l i f e , which i s the l i f e 

of the " r ea l " man, the soul., Herrce when he asks himself 

i n vjhat i t i s t h a t a man's j u s t i c e " t m l y " cons i s t s 

he -feels constrained t o look t o what goes on inside a 
13 

man, in a man's soul ft" True happiness l i k e t rue morality 
1 « « < l IP » • 11 1 « M l . »l » »l I I » J i l l - 1 . Il l « I » I I I I I • « 11 • • l« l l l» l I I I » l » I «l » l » • ! 

G. Vlastos, Plato, p,82. 
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t ranscends the "External" wcfrld* i t necessar i ly con<» 

s i s t s in the manifestation of the "inner" l i f e of a 

roan. His hankerings fo r the fulf i lment of vrorldly 

d e s i r e s vanish and he a t t a i n s a more or l e s s permanent 

s t a t e of peace and t r a«a [u i l l i t y . Morality and 

happiness , in t h i s sense, are so intertviined t h a t i t 

i s impossible t o disentangle and separate them; i t i s 

beyond the means-end analysis* 

But v*iat*is i t t o be moral? I s i t merely 

ac t ing in a c e r t a i n way v^idti people c a l l ^ o d ? I s 

i t obeying ce r t a in ru l e s and conventions Introduced 

by the socie ty for the sake of i n t e r e s t ? Does i t 

c o n s i s t in making c e r t a i n moral choices a t c e r t a i n 

t imes? 

Morality i s something which c o n s t i t u t e s and 

embodies the tdiole l i f e of an agent* Being moral i s 

no t l i k e an experience «4ilch comes t o cme l i k e a f lash 

of ll€(ht within a moment* Ihe noral l i f e of a man 

goes on cont inual ly wi th in , i t i s not suddenly switched 

on before the moral decision to be made and switched 

off a f te r i t i s over* Questions l i k e - how can I 

Improve as a person? can we make o u r ^ l v e s morally 

b e t t e r ? vihat i s a good man l i k e ? Are some of the 

fundamental problems for a moral agpnt, and a man's 

l i f e i s nothing bu t a s t r i v i n g tovrards a c l ea r un<feretandin 
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and achieveinent of a poss ib le so lu t ion of them. In 

t h i s continuous progressive journey t h r o u ^ the process 

the s t ruc tu re of values are gradually and inpercept ibly 

b u i l t up t<7ithin the agent . 

we make moral choices from time to t ime. But 

t h a t i s not very important to uncferstand the moral l i f e 

of a man, what happens in betxsieen such moral choices 

i s indeed vAiat i s c r u c i a l , A progressive c h a n ^ ine 

o n e ' s behaviour may be suddenly not iced , but a s incere 

ana lys i s of the matter would po in t ou t t h a t such a change 

i s brought in to h i s behaviour a f te r a steady and perpe­

t u a l attempt on the p a r t of the agant . so i t i s obvious 

t h a t one cannot understand the moral l i f e of a man i f 

one makes a piecemeal study of the e x p l i c i t moral 

choices. . 

Moral concepts have meaning in our ordinary 

language. But the f u l l s ignif icance of ttiem may not 

be understood by knowing merely how the word i s used in 

the given impersonal network of oiur ordinary language ,̂  

Thnough the progressive change in one ' s moral perception 

a p a r t i c u l a r moral term m l ^ t have acquired a p a r t i c u l a r 

s i gn i f i cance , or might come to have a r ad ica l ly a l t e red 

meaning. In order to know in which way the meaning i s 

d i f f e r e n t , and how the a l t e r a t i o n s take plac^ we are 
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to look into the tidiole continuous l i f e o£ the indi-. 

vidua! • The insight into moral c o n c ^ t s i s not gained 

once £or a l l • the pursuit o£ such ins i0 ) t i s a pio» 

gressive achievement continuing through l i f e depending 

on the vicissi tudes of l i f e tiiat the moral agent faces. 

The direction and al terat ion of the ntoral concepts i s 

conditioned by and dependant on the histftry of the moral 

agent. Since the history of an individual i s personal« 

and in no way transferable from one to the other there 

i s an inalienably private element in one's understanding 

of moral concepts. The more one moves forward the 

deeper and netder the understanding i s , and the deeper 

i t becomes i t acquires more privacy, and so i t depends 

more on the individual. The vocabalary of the io^ersonal 

public l i f e becomes, to some extent , blunt when ^ p l i e d 

to the moral concepts. 

This nature of the moral l i f e i s recognised 

nei ther by B r i t i ^ moral philosophers nor by Existen-

^ t i a l i s t s . •ftp highest virtue of Bri t ish moral Philosojdiy 

i s r e a ^ n . Xt pictures man as a morally autonomous 

being who i s steered along by a will that is always 

r a t i o n a l . There i s nothing in a person tha t i s not 

explained by the public language^ As opposed to the 

inner l i f e view of iwarality the conteinporary moral 
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p h l l o ^ p h e r s hold t h a t MJO can ascer ta in ti7hat a man's 

moral p r i n c i p l e s are if v« study what the man does . 

They are not concerned witji tAiat ^ea on before or 

a f t e r the e x p l i c i t behaviour of the agent . If there 

i s anything v^ich i s not e x p l i c i t through action« i t 

has no meaning in the publ ic l i f e , so does not have 

any i n ^ r t a n c e a t a l l . Making moral dec i s ions , i n t h i s 

s ense , are nothing but ac t ing in a c e r t a in way. 

But i s i t r e a l l y the case? can vje est imate the 

moral worth of an act ion by considering merely the action 

without any reference to the person concerned? The 

statements l i k e "I am inwardly ac t ive" , "X have decided 

privately•» may be very sincere e:Q>resslons of a person, 

butr^ttie'contemporary view of moral i ty , since these 

s tatements r e f e r t o something beyond our e x p l i c i t 

behaviour, become mere utteraiK©s, or in other words, 

they are meaningless. 

Since the B r i t i s h philosophers i<^ntif y a moral 

l i f e with vjill and ac t ion , i t follows t h a t for them a 

person i s nothing but h i s wi l l and ac t i on . A person i s 

what a persond does . 

Such a view i s n e c e s s ^ i l y unacoeptablei^ I t 

ignores a v i t a l p a r t vAiich i s beyond one*s e x p l i c i t 

a c t i v i t i e s , and i t i s tha t p a r t of a l i f e TJnich plays 
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t he nos t c ruc ia l p a r t In bui ld ing up a pe r sona l i t y . 

TO know a person we necessar i ly need t o study h i s 

w i l l and ac t ion ; but merely t h a t would not suffice 

t o understand the person, 

t i n g u i s t i c ana lys is c&aims t o give a philoso» 

ph ica l descr ip t ion of the htcnan phenomenon of mora l i ty . 

I t tc&es c e r t a i n moral concepts l i k e freedom« respon-

S i b i l i t y « self^awareness« s i n c e r i t y and gives simply 

some l i n g u i s t i c ejqplanation t o each of them separate ly 

in a neu t ra l way. 

The pos i t ion tha t follows cons i s t en t ly from 

the metaphysic of contemporary B r i t i s h moral Philosophy 

i s t ha t moral concepts such as ' p r a i s e ' , 'blame!, 

• respons ib i l i ty* ,are nothing bu t same empty ac t ion-

guiding terms prof i t ^ l y re ta ined in our vocabulary. 

TO p ra i se soi^body or t o blame somebody does not l i t e ­

r a l l y make any sense, they are s t i l l in our vocabulary 

because they can be used as p ro f i t ab l e device to b r ing 

about desired changes in human beings and htiman socie t ies» 

To-day indeed t h i s i s the pos i t ion boldly taken by many. 

This view of morality c e r t a i n l y goes aga ins t 

t h e innerx'jorld view of morality»;, The l a t t e r holds t h a t 
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a moral en(3eavour c o n s i s t s In proceeding tor^^ards 

gaining an l n s l 0 i t In to the inoral concepts . Morality 

as conceived in t h i s view i s groimdad In something 

m ^ h deeper . 

Moral values are In some sense un i t a ry . Xf 

vje concentrate and r e f l e c t vgpon any of the moral v i r t u e s 

we are led to consider an Inner r e l a t i o n among them a l l . 

Let us take the example o£ courage as a v l r t i se . 1£ 

we r e f l e c t upon i t and ask v&iy we think I t to be a 

v i r t u e , what kind of courage I s the h ighes t , what 

d i s t i ngu i shes courage from rashness, f e r o c i t y , sel£» 

a s se r t i on and so on, we are bound, in our explanat ion, 

t o use the names of other v i r t u e s , ^ e cannot a t t r i b u t e 

t he value of courageou^ness t o an un jus t , intemperate, 

s e l f l ^ and proud p e r s o n a l i t y , s imi lar ly a tenparat© 

o r a Jus t man cannot be a coward, values have an 

inner uni ty in the sense t h a t , they ^ 1 together bui ld 

Up a moral p e r s o n a l i t y . 

I t i s a short-coming of much contemporary moral 

philosophy tha t i t eschev/s discussion of the separate 

v l r t u S s without r e f e r r i ng to a l i n e of uni ty among a l l 

fef them. For thsm terms such as ' s i n c e r i t y * , ' au thent ic i ty* 

rfreedom', each of them c o n s t i t u t e s a sovereign concept 



33 

without any reference t o the o t h e r . The point I s 

what i s au then t i c i ty without s i nce r i t y and freedom, 

o r vftxat i s freedom without any of them? we come t o 

understand one of them only when we understand i t s 

r e l a t i o n s h i p to o t h e r s . The attempt of the modem 

moral philosophers t o understand one moral concept as 

completely i so la ted from others may help us t o proceed 

upto a ce r t a in p o i n t , but we can never grasp i t com.-

"pletely unless we understand vA\a,t r o l e i t plays in 

a moral l i f e which un i t e s a l l o ther v i r tues* 

E x i s t e n t i a l i s t s p ic ture man as an absolutely 

f r ee being \3ho has enormous freedom t o make choices . 

an individual i s the sole author i ty of h i s moral 

d e c i s i o n s , and he i s absolutely free t o ecseercise t h i s 

a u t h o r i t y . 

This e x i s t e n t i a l i s t p i c tu r e of choice seems 

u n r e a l i s t i c , ove r -op t imis t i c , romantic . I t ignores 

what s p e a r s to be a s o r t of continuous background of 

a moral dec i s ion . How can a man be absolutely f ree? 

When the time for decis ion ccmies the roan i s not free 

t o a l t e r the s i t u a t i o n in %ijhich ha has to decide i- In 

a vjay e x p l i c i t choices become l e s s important, the 

dec is ion l i e s somewhere else% The r e s u l t of a decis ion 
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I s not the outcome of the expl ic i t choice, the 

decision i s very slowly and gradually cultivated 

within a person. The decision i s rather a necessity. 

If xjje look into the l i f e of an agent* if vj© notice 

how with a steady attention and atteinpt one proceeds, 

hov? continuously the attempt goes on# how i t builds 

up the concept of valu© round-about us , t«© can clearly 

see that when the actual ntcanent of choice comes most 

6£ the business of choosing i s already over. 

In the ex i s t en t i a l i s t picture of rnorality the 

individual plays the inost v i t a l r o l e . An individual 

bui lds up h i s ovm moral pr inciple , whereas the other 

view holds that morality i s an attempt at detachment 

from one's own self (ego). In our ordinary l i f e we 

identify a thing or an action as my thing or my action. 

The "I" becomes most important, the 1-i^ss or the 

egocentric a t t i tude dominates over us so much that we 

completely forget to consider others* i n t e r e s t . V^hile 

for an ex i s t en t i a l i s t 2 am most important in creating 

values, on the other view the values are cultivated to 

transcend t h i s Ii-ness. A moral l i f e , in th is sense 

consis ts in the understanding of the nature of t h i s 

ego and in finding the techniques for i t s defeat,T TO 

expel self, to understand the dignity of other human 
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beings I s not an easy task, i t demands a perpetual 

moral d isc ip l ine . Unsentimental and non-eccentr ic 

acceptance of fadts di rects one's attention from one­

self to the Tnjorld outside hinj# This exercise of 

detachitent may be said to be a step forward towards 

the ultimate €nd of moral l i f e , selflessness and 

detachment from one's own ego through relentliess 

atteitqpt to achieve perfection gradually leads one to 

a s ta te in which one transcends oneself beyond one's 

own ego» If we are led to ask the further Question » 

what i s i t TAihich dictates man to be moral, to hanker 

for the Good, to rea l i se perfection, the idea of 

compassion or love will be naturally suggested* I t 

i s not simply' that suppression of self i s required 

before accurate moral vision can be obtained. The 

moral a ^ n t sees h i s objects in a l i ^ t of jus t ice and 

merey. The direction of attention i s away from self, 

towards the great variety of the world, end the ^ i l l t y 

so to direct attention i s love and ttvie h^p iness 

res ides in t h i s realisations, 

In th i s respect morality shares some common 

aims with religion* There i s obviously a sense in 

which one's religion l ike morality i s a matter of one's 
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Inner o r p r iva t e l i £ e . The genulneaess of the tnoral 

p u r s u i t xii*iich gives an insiQht i n to the transcendental 

core of man expresses i t s e l f in s p i r i t u a l joy and 

hannony. Religion, in t h i s sense* i s not something 

>l ia t one makes a publ ic Show of, and t h i s sense of 

being r e l i g i o u s may be said to. have nothing e s s e n t i a l l y 

t o do with man's soc ia l ex i s t ence . The idea of love 

which un i f i es and i n t e g r a t e s the moral l i f e of a man 

c rops up from the notion of God who i s tJhe supreme 

esample of t h i s toge therness . 



C H A p T E R - J I 
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?̂ORALnY AND RELIGION 

Towards the end of the previous chapter I 

came abr\:^tly to the point t h a t moral i ty and r e l i g ion 

a r e , in scire sense , necessar i ly r e l a t e d . A l thou^ 

1 made some remarks tovjards t h i s p o s i t i o n , I have 

not r e a l l y argued fo r i t in any d e t a i l • There are 

var ious es tabl i shed theor ies Mhi<di hold the view. 

J u s t opposi te to the above. People holding these 

t h e o r i e s think t h a t the idea of morali ty can be t o t a l l y 

i s o l a t e d from t h a t of r e l i g i o n , h man can be moral 

xsrithout being r e l i g i o u s and v i ce -ve r sa . 

Throughout h i s to ry we find thai^^^religlons 

usttSlly_incorp^oite a code of e t h i c s , and moral 

behaviour of a person expresses h i s r e l i g i o u s b e l i e f . 

Religion and mora l i ty , bo th , involve a r t i cu l a t ed s e t s 

of b e l i e f s , p r a c t i c e s , a t t i t u d e s and motives , 

J^orality conta ins c e r t a i n forms of b e l i e f s 

namely, ( i ) b e l i e f s about the nature of man, ( i i ) 

b e l i e f s about icfeals, about what i s good or des i rab le 

or worthy of pu r su i t for i t s own gake> ( i i i ) r u l e s 

l ay ing down what o u ^ t to be done and vhat ou^ht not 
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to be done, and (lv)xTnotlves t h a t Inc l ine us to 

choose the r i g h t or the vjrong course . Morality i s 

thust vjholly o r almost vjholly concerned with r e l a t i o n s 

between wen, with hoxi; they ought to behave tov^ards 

another , vjith what general ru l e s governing r e l a t i o n ? 

between man and roan a society ought t o adopt. 

Like morali ty r e l ig ion also cons i s t s of 

c e r t a i n b e l i e f s and p r a c t i c e s . They a re , v i z . , (1) 

be l ie f in supernatural powers, which may be thou0\ t 

of as persons or impersonally aa "forces"; ( i i ) 

appropr ia te emotional a t t i t u d e s , as sense of the 

sacred or numinous o r uncanny, an a t t i t u d e of humili ty 

or reverence in i t s presence, and ( i l l ) r i t e s and 

ceremonies and other r e l i g ious du t i e s* 

x-That i s the r e l a t i o n betx^en t l ^ se two s e t s 

of b e l i e f s - morali ty and r e l ig ion? Some of our 

a c t i v i t i e s c^spear to have mere moral worth vhereas 

some o thers are claimed to be r e l i g i o u s t h o u ^ they 

do not r e fe r to mora l i ty , c e r t a i n deeds and du t i es 

again , seem to contain both r e l i g ious and moral 

b e l i e f s , sometimes r e l i g ion and morality s^m to 

be very cont ingently r e l a t ed and sometimes they seem 

to be necessar i ly r e l a t e d in the sense t h a t one 

cannot be theare without the other* 
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To s t a r t the discussion Z can take up the 

n a t u r a l i s t s ' poin t of view. Following the general 

outlook of naturalism the n a t u r a l i s t s hold t h a t 

moral worth of a thing i s to be Judged by f inding 

out how i t s a t i s f i e s roan's needs* itiere i s no room 

f o r the concept of ' supernatural* in the looral l i f e 

of man. 

Being influenced by t h i s kind of a philosophy 

the conteitiporary Br i t i sh Philosophers (viz» Hampshire) 

a l so hold t h a t the moral l i f e of a man has a sovereign 

f i e l d of i t s own. They take d i f f e r en t concepts cen t ra l 

t o the idea of morality l i k e freedom, authenticity, 

Tightness? analyse them and understand them in complete 

i s o l a t i o n from other f i e l d s of man's l i f e . This view 

u l t ima te ly leads us to say t h a t morali ty as a f i e l d 

of human l i f e does not have any necessary r e l a t i o n 

t o other spheres of human l i f e * 

Again, B r i t i s h philosophers while analysing 

moral concepts give a sovereign f i e l d t o eacii concept. 

They think t h a t the concepts l i t e 'freedom*, ' au then t ic i ty* 

'T ightness* , each of them can be analysed and under­

stood with i t s f u l l meaning without any reference to 

any other concept* For example, the moral, concept 

of freedom can be understood in i t s f u l l meaning and 
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s igni f icance t«ithout any reference to other moral 

concepts l i k e ' au then t ic i ty* or ' s i n c e r i t y * • This 

impl ies t h a t even the moral concepts themselves 66 

not have any necessary r e l a t i o n among one another . 

c e r t a i n object ions i«?oul<3 a r i s e in accepting 

such a viev7 of mora l i ty . The point i s t h a t i f a 

p a r t i c u l a r moral concept can be analysed and under­

stood in i t s f u l l significance, in complete i so l a t i on 

from other n»ral concepts , o r in other words, if a 

moral p a r t i c u l a r does not have any necessary connec­

t i o n to another , vJhSit i s i t v^ich makes us c a l l a l l 

of them *moral concepts '? I t i s t rue tha t the concept 

of 'freedom* i s d i s t ingu ishab le from the concept of 

' a u t h e n t i c i t y ' , and t h a t \sje must not confuse the 

concept of r i ^ „ tne s s with the concept of goodness, 

bu t i s i t poss ible t o say tha t one leads an authent ic 

l i f e Tdhile he does not know vdiat freedom means for 

a moral agent? 

TSiirdly, these philosophers ident i fy c e r t a i n 

moral concepts with the moral l i f e of a man* No doubt 

a moral l i f e i s b u i l t up with c e r t a i n moral concepts , 

b u t a moral l i f e i s c e r t a i n l y much more than act ing 

in consistency with c e r t a i n moral concepts . 

Another view of morali ty comes from the 
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e x i s t e n t i a l i s t s led by s a r t r e . Sa r t r e holds t h a t 

hiiroan beings are absolutely f r e e . He maintains 

t h a t roe are i-^at ws choose to make ourselves« t h a t 

we have no essences, no human n a t u r e . A man's 

charac te r and h i s ac t ions a r i se out of the way in 

whicii he eva lua tes things? and h i s evaluat ions are 

e n t i r e l y h i s own. No one can force one t o value 

something h i ^ or low. Even if one takes over one 's 

opinions from someone e l s e , they become one*s and 

one chooses them. He fur ther says t h a t a man can­

not choose e n t i r e l y what he i s or tdio h i s parents 

were, or how strong he i s . what he can choose i s 

h i s reac t ion t o the f a c t i o i t y . 

There i s , t he re fo re , no quest ion a t a l l , 

i n s a r t r e *s view, of discovering any absolute value 

in the vjorld. There ijiust are no such t h i n g s . Xf 

a man says t h a t something i s good or t h a t i t i s bad, 

t h a t i s h i s own choice . The moral philosophersp 

according t o s a r t r e , who a s s e r t the ex is tence of 

absolute value« keep themselves in a form of Bad 

F a i t h . To suppose t h a t values are somehow given i s 

j u s t to f a l l in to the kind of refusal to face the 

absolute freedom, h man must ctetcide for himself 
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how to l i v e , ^ifeat i s good and tAliat i s bad; and t h i s 

is ^aj^axely per^en;^ decision« t.-mich no one can take 

on behalf of another• One's moral p r inc ip l e s are 

o n e ' s own c r e a t i o n , itte moral agent himself i s the 

source of a l l v a l u e s . 

Sartre does not bel ieve in the existence of 

God. He says« "there i s no human nature* because 

the re i s no God t o have a conception of i t . Man 

simply i s . " "Atheis t ic e x i s t e n t i a l i a n , of T«*xich 1 am 

a r ep re sen t a t i ve , ^ c l a r e s with g rea te r consistency 

t h a t if God does not e x i s t there i s a t l e a s t one 

being xidiose exis tence comes l^fore i t s essence, a 

being ^)*ilch e x i s t s before i t can be defined by any 

conception of i t . That being i s man or as Heidsgc^r 
2 has i t , the human r e a l i t y . " Peqple toho br ing God 

t o Jus t i fy h i s moral b e l i e f s , do s o , according t o 

S a r t r e , in order to avoid the challenge of the 

absolute freedtai). The r e s p o n s i b i l i t y vSnlch i s associated 

with a free act ion br ings anguish and nausea. The 

man, na tu ra l ly wants to avoid the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , he 

does not want t o r e a l i s e the f a c t t h a t he i s free. . 

so man takes s h e l t e r in God. Man thinks t h a t God i s 

^Jean Paul S a r t r e , Exis ten t ia l i sm and Hxiroanism,p• 28. 

^ b i d . 
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t he re to command and he has only t o perform iiihat 

has already been decl<fed by God, Man puts the r e s ­

p o n s i b i l i t y upon God and avoids the a n g u i ^ t h a t a 

man has t o un(^rgo as a f ree be ing . Man be l ieves 

in God to escape from the r e a l i t y of the vjorld. 

S a r t r e ' s view, the re fo re , i s t h a t s ines 

the re i s no God, moral i ty , if there i s any, can have 

no connexion with r e l i g i o n . One's morali ty i s one ' s 

oxem c r e a t i o n . S a r t r e ' s Philosophy, t hus , champions 

a kind of humanism v^ich says t h a t man i s the ba s i s 

of t h i n g s . To l i v e in t h i s world, t o 1 1 ^ in 

soc ie ty and in behaving with o ther livJjig beings 

man needs c e r t a i n moral p r inc ip l e s* Man himself 

c r e a t e s and decides those p r i n c i p l e s . One's being 

moral i s in no way necess i ta ted by one ' s being 

r e l i g i o u s . Morality i s t hus , independent of zreligion« 

There are object ions to such a theory of 

mora l i t y . Taken the sa r t rean view of moral i ty , a 

moral p r i nc ip l e i s an i nd iv idua l ' s dec i s ion . Every 

indiv idual has got h i s o r her ovm e d a c i t y to decide* 

There i s always the p o s s i b i l i t y of d i f f e ren t people 

having d i f f e r en t views of mora l i ty . There may be 

as many moral p r inc ip l e s as there are human be ings . 

Morali ty becomes something e n t i r e l y subject ive^ 
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Agaiju, i f morali ty i s an indivi<2ual*s own 

decision« then the decis ion of each and every 

ind iv idua l i s supposed t o possess ntoral t ^ r t h * In 

t h a t case t̂ fijo opposite decis ions of tv» ind iv ic^a l s 

are supposed t o be good. It i t i s so« each and 

everything becomes good* which ul t imate ly leads us 

t o say t h a t there i s no d i s t i n c t i o n between good 

and bad. Thus S a r t r e ' s view of morali ty dest roys 

t he bas ic notion of moral concepts > good and bad« 

r i g h t and Turong. 

Xn t h i s connection Z to'ould a lso l i k e to re fe r 

t o the warxisjL-yiew of mora l i ty . For Marxists there 

can be no moral p r i nc ip l e beyond man's r e a l i t y in 

the soc i e ty . According to them economic problems 

are the source of d i f f i c u l t i e s in l i f e . Talks of 

moral i ty cannot s e t t l e the mat te r , -capitalism 

p r e v a i l s over the s o c i e t y . The aim of the Marxist 

i s the end of capi ta l i sm and the r i s e to power of 

the p r o l e t a r i a t , and t h i s has to be ac tual ised by 

f o r c e . For Warxists r e l i g ion and e t h i c s are p a r t l y 

f o l l y and pa r t l y de l ibe ra te neans of confunding 

simple people . Unc^r t h e i r camooflage are concealed 

Tsjeapons for exp lo i t ing the massesi They are opia tes 

to du l l the people ' s power t o think and ac t fo r 
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theroseXvGs and an at t ract ive outer skin to hide one's 

s@l£i^{^sso 

Against Marxism, 1 would only l ike to say 

tha t the Harxist discussion i t se l f begins viith the 

presupposition that human beings are iroral by def i n l - , 

t i o n . There con be no history of roan which does not 

give us a history of inorality of the people, 

we have ^ e n ' t h e kind of objections v^Lch 

iniQht be raised against thinkers l ike Staturallsts# 

ex i s t en t i a l i s t s and Marxists. There are d i f f icu l t ies 

in giving morality a sovereign f ie ld of i t s own. There 

are also various problems in making morality a com» 

^ l e t e i y subjective a f fa i r . Nor can the moral vjorth 

"bf a thing he judged from i t s u t i l i t y in the fulfilment 

of the basic needs of l i f e . 

But these objections cannot directly help us 

to say that the basis of morality l i e s in rel igion, 

o r , rel igion and morality are mutually dependent. 

The problem s t i l l remains,^ 

What i s i t to be moral? What i s that towards 

which a moral man endeavours? I'̂ hat makes us ca l l a 

man good? when VJS enquire into the nature of these 

questions we feel that an analysis of a " r i ^ t " 
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action or a soarcih o£ the u t i l i t y o£ an action in 

one 's l i f e cannot contain anstijer to them, ttyay 

actually do not reach the centre of the problem. A 

r igh t or dutiful action can be characterised as a 

tnoral or good action« but that action alone cannot 

sufficiently represent the vJhole concept of niorality 

or goodness. Siioilarly/ following the naturalists* 

point of view v© can agree to say tha t a just action 

i s a good action (since i t sa t i s f ies certain basic 

needs of human l i f e ) , but that action alone can, in 

no tijay, embody the concept of goodness? nor can an 

e x i s t e n t i a l i s t Kind of subjective ^count of morality 

help us to understand the concept of morality. None 

of t h e ^ views can touch the real s i gn i f i c an t of 

the above qisestiona. 

When v;e ca l l some action or thing good, the 

goodness of the thing i s not something ^d>ich can be 

found in the thing in the ordinary way. in t h i s 

respect goodness differs from beauty. Beautiful 

things contain l^auty in a %iray in which good acts 

do not exactly contain good, because beauty i s 

par t ly a matter of the senses. I t i s as if we can 

see beauty i t se l f in a way in which vie cannot see 

goodness i t s e l f . The goodness or ."value of a thing 
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does not belong ins ide the titiorXd of txuth £ unctions« 
3 

the Trirorld o£ science and £ actual propos i t ions o** so 

fjhen we discuss the nature of the 'good* or absolute 

goodness tsrs s p e ^ of son^thing r a the r nore coniplicated 

and Trjhich cannot be experienced, wi th t h i s r ea l i sa t ion« 

X thinik« some people have t r i e d t o say "goodness i s 

no t in t h i s Ts»orld", which has unfortunately been 

mis in terpre ted and given r i s e t o the famous controversy 

round the is-ought d i s t i n c t i o n , I agree xaith I r i s 

^5urdoch vftien she says » «T:t ^sems t o we tha t the idea 

of the t ranscendent , in scire form or other belongs to 
4 

mora l i t y , bu t i t i s not easy to i n t e r p r e t . " 

What i s a good man l i ke? We r e a l i s e on r e f l e c ­

t i o n t h a t i n our study of human h i s to ry we f ind c e r t a i n 

people tiSio are t r a d i t i o n a l l y charac ter i sed as good 

( v i z . J e s u s , Sacrates) bu t i f loe t ry to contemplate 

these o^n ^^ f ind t h a t the information about them i s 

scanty and vague, and t h a t t h e i r g rea t momaits apar t , 

i t i s s impl ic i ty and d i rec tness of t h e i r d i c t ion TsSiich 

c h i e f l y colours our conception of them as good. There 

may be contemporary cases of good people* If vse con­

s i d e r the cases v?e may f ind them obscure or on a 

c l o s e r inspect ion f u l l of f r a i l t y . Goodness i s both 

r a r e and hard t o p i c t u r e . 
3 
I r i s S^urdoch, Sovereignty of C^od, p . 5 6 . 
I b i d . , 
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contenporary view of morality idsnt i f les the 

goodness of a person with the riQhtness of h i s action 

supported with s incer i ty . But the goodiess of a 

personality i s not to be Judged from a part icular 

r i ^ t action. There l i s 3 a bsckgroimd ^dhich t i e s wp the 

whole personality behind scane par t icular act ions. A 

r ight action can consistently be there with pride and 

dishonesty, similarly, one's action may appear to be 

vTrong in spite of h i s being honest and humble. The 

kind of goodness Tshich wa have t r ied to search with 

Jesus and sacrates refers to a permanent strength of 

the i r nature vaxlch maikes us ca l l thei r actions moral, 

and characterise them as good. All moral v i r tues 

IJJce r ic^tness , s incer i ty , courage are found t o o t h e r 

in them. They no longer remain independent, they 

signify and substi tute one another to constitute the 

xirhole personality which present us the notion of the 

good. 

Let us talk about the notion of an object of 

a t ten t ion . I t i s a normal psychological fact that 

man needs an object of attention to guide h i s l i f e 

and ac t iv i ty . One cannot suddenly change h i s at t i tude 

and behavioxjuT unless he changes h i s object of at tention, 

the object of attention i s the source and i t supplies 
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energy for a man's a c t i v i t y , wi^n a man f ixes the 

ob jec t of a t t en t ion in performing any s ingle act ion 

he focuses h i s thought ttpon t h a t ob jec t . 

"Consider lining in love* Consider too 
the attempt to check being in love and the 
need. in such a case of another l^bject t o 
at tend to* Where s trong emotions of 
sexual love , o r of ha t red , resentment o r 
jealousy are concerned, tpure wi l l* ,can 
usua l ly achieve l i t t l e . I t i s small use 
t e l l i n g onself ' s top being in love , s top 
f e e l i n g resentment, be j u s t ' , t-fhat i s 
needed i s r eo r i en t a t i on vrhich wi l l provide 
an energy of a d i f f e r en t Hind, from a 
d i f f e r en t source • • . • • . .De l i b e r a t a i y f a l . 
l i n g out of love i s not a jump of the t ir i l l , 
i t i s the acquir ing of new objec ts of 
a t t en t ion and thus of nev7 energ ies as a 
r e s u l t of rQfocusing."5 

DO vje need such an object of a t t en t ion in case 

of a noral l i f e ? The men, vdiom X have taken as the 

examples of the good person, are necessar i ly r e l i g i o u s . 

A r e l i g i o u s b e l i e v e r , e spec ia l ly i f h i s God i s con­

ceived of as a person« can focus upon something tAiich 

i s the source of energy in h i s l i f e * For a man l i k e 

J e sus God i s the ob jec t of a t t e n t i o n , i t r epresen t s 

absolute goodness, i t i s pe r f ec t ion . Jesus concentra tes 

upon God and d i r e c t s himself throuc^ the path of the 

mora l . 

But t h e ^ examples of good persons l i k e Jesus 

and s ac ra t e s would not solve our d i f f i c u l t y £ Our 

•^Iris Mxirdoch, pp.cLt.., pp.55-56. 
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concern here i s to f ind out a kind of morality or a 

moral person who unl ike Jesus does not necessar i ly 

connect h i s i roral i ty %7ith the concept o£ a s^per» 

na tu ra l be ing , 

what 'would be the object of a t t en t ion for 

such a person? I t i s the concept of gocaaness \%^ich 

would d i c t a t e h i s good a c t i v i t i e s • The concept of 

goodness« as we have already said* goes beyond p a r t i a 

c u l a r noral concepts l i k e courage« s i nce r i t y and so on» 

The notion of goodness or morali ty in t h i s 

sense* as X have already said* refers;^the idea of 

t ranscendence, we have accepted the p o s s i b i l i t y of 

t he re being a moral agent vjho does not be l i e f in 

r e l i g ion* Such a man d i r e c t h i s conduct according to 

h i s notion of 'pure good *. But the quest ion i s » 

what i s i t for someone who i s not a r e l i g i o u s be l iever 

and not some s o r t of mystic* t o apprehend scane sspara te 

'form* of goodness behind the mul t i far ious cases of 

good behaviour? For him* given the contemporary views 

of morality* such a notion of goodness roi^ht be rediK:ed 

t o the much more i n t e l l i g i b l e notion of the inter<» 

r e l a t i o n of the v i r t u e s , p lus a purely subjective sense 

of the c e r t a i n t y of h i s moral judgments , -
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Hot* can I be morally bet ter? This i s one 

of the Important problems of a moralist* The desire 

to becoir© bet ter and be t te r i s a continuous endeavour 

for the person concerned. This loolcing forward for 

be t te r and be t t s r necessarily implies a direction 

X'rtiich ultimately leads to a point ^*iere the moralist 

conceives of an absolute goodness« i«e« perfection* 

The statements liJce "no man i s perfect" and 

so on in^ly that a man's act ivi ty may b9 good* may 

be be t t e r , but never perfect* vre always leave the 

poss ib i l i ty of saying " i t could have been bet ter"? A 

deep understarK^ing of any f ie ld of human activity* 

music, painting, for instance, involves an increasing 

revelation of degrees of excellence* The idea of 

perfection, thus, guides one's l i f e producing an 

increasing sense of the direction throucjh constant / 

effort* 

Once vje accept tha t /a truly moral person roust 

[have the notion of an absolute goodness or perfection 

(Thich i s necessarily transcendent, and that he must 

be guided by t h i s notion, âj© have* here, the necessary 

religloBs under-^nning for morality or the moral l i fe* 

I t i s true tha t ^ a t i s thus t ranscen^nt may not be 
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thought of as idsnt ical with God? but i t i s near 

enough to the idea of God for the concept of rel igion 

to be correctly applicable* This i s vftiy Gandhi can 

say, a self«>cpnfeased atheist* viino i s nonetheless a 

moral person* i s ipso facto a deeply religious person. 

For a person* v7ho i s already religious (in the sense 

t ha t he believes in the existence of a transcendent 

God as Tejell as goodness)« the ideas of tnorality and 

re l ig ion find their connection v i z . the omtlogical . 

agreement. 

In th is connection I would l ike to say that 

if my thes is depends on the val idi ty of the ontlogical 

argument* i t might not be acceptable. "Shere are 

objections and cri t icisms against the outlogical 

argument. Kant has vehianently c r i t i c i sed the argument 

by saying that having an idea of something in mind 

and there being the real existence of the thing are 

tvjo completely different things* He says that one's 

idea of having thousand dollar in one's pocket does 

not mean that one real ly has thousand dollar in the 

pockets 

Of course* there frauld be arguments against 

Kant a lso . But I would not go into the deta i l s of i t . 
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What I would l i k e t o say i s t h a t if considered c a r e ­

fu l ly« the ont logica l proof i s seen to be not exac t ly 

an aigoucnent in vAiich the conclusion follo ;̂is7S from given 

premises bu t r a t he r a c l e a r asser t ion o£ f a i t h vdiich 

could only confidently be made on the b a s i s of a 

c e r t a i n ambimt of experience o Existence of God or 

the per fec t being cannot be es tab l i shed in terms of 

proof or evidence. Idaa of perfec t ion or God necessa­

r i l y r e f e r s t o a s t a t e of transcendence the nature of 

which cannot be explained or understood in terms of 

empir ical concepts* so the empirical ccncepts l i k e 

•proof*, 'evidence ' cannot help us in any way t o dis<=> 

cuss about God a A man %iio can conceive the idea of 

pe r fec t ion never bothers ^ o u t how he can prove the 

exis tence of the per fec t Being* or -s/hether he can do 

i t or n o t . The f a i t h i t s e l f has i t s own a s se r t i ve 

f o r c e , » ^he des i r e for God i s c e r t a i n to receive a 

response . The conception of ood contains the c e r t a i n t y 

of * i t s own r e a l i t y . For a be l i ever God i s an object 

of love which uniquely excludes doubt and re la t ivdsm. 

« Such a s s e r t i o n s , a l t h o u ^ they might receive very 

l i t t l e s^^npathy from ana ly t ica l phi losophers , v;ould 

b u i l d yp the ba s i s of l i f e for a t ru ly moral o r a 

r e l i g i o u s b e l i e v e r . 
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Throughout the previous discussions I have 

held that a truly woral l i f e aims at goodnssa* and 

not freedom or a par t icular r i ^ t action a l thou^ 

r igh t actions and freedon ars natural products o£ 

at tention to the Good, of course, a r i ^ t action i s 

important in itself-^an irnportance vS:iich i s not 

d i f f i cu l t to understand. But i t should alT,̂ ays provide 

the s tar t ing point of reflection and not i t s conclu« 

s ion. A r i ^ t action along vjlth a sense of obligation 

may ba called v i r t u e . And i t i s the action \Kftiich 

gives us occasion for grace or for i t s opposite, 

•?3oijever, the aim of ii©rality cannot be 
simply action, without son© more positive 
conception of the soul as a substantial 
and continually developing nechanism of 
attachments, the purification and re*. 
orientation of xsfhich must be the task of 
morals, 'freedom* i s readily osrrupted 
into self-assertion and ' r i ^ t action* ^ 
in to some sort of ad hoc uti l i tar ianism»• 

"True morality consis ts" , Gandhi says, "not in following 

the beaten track, but in finding out the true path for 
7 

ourselves and in fearlessly following i t , " so perfortiw 

ing a par t icular r ight action and one's endeavour 

towards the goodness cannot be identif ied, nor can the 

e x i s t e n t i a l i s t view establish the inner sense of a 

moral l i f e . In Miss Murdoch's word «=» 

I r i s Murdoch, op.c i t< , p .71 , 

N.K, Bose, Selections from Gandhi, p,254-. 

file:///Kftiich
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••Much ex l s t an t l a l i s t t h o u ^ t r e l i e s ucon 
such a thinking reed* reaction î̂ iich i s 
nothing mor^ than a form o£ rc»nantic self-
asser t ion . I t i s not t h i s vjhich will lead 
a nan on to imsel£ish behaviour in the 
concentration caifip. There i s , however, 
something in the serious atteenpt to look 
coiiipassionately a t hunnan things %^ich 
automatically suggests that ' there i s rrore 
than t h i s ' . The ' there i s more than t h i s ' , 
if i t i s not to be comqpted by some sor t 
of quasi-theological f i n a l i t y , must remain 
a very tiny spark of lnsic(ht, something with, 
as i t were, a metaphysical position but no 
metaphysical form* But i t seems to me that 
the ^ a r k i s r e a l , and that great a r t i s 
evi<29nce of i t s reality."® 

Zn th i s sense nusrality i s son^how similar to mysticism. 

- "The background to morals i s properly 
some sor t of mysticiati, if by th i s i s 
meant a non-do^at ic essent ia l ly unfor-> 
mulated fa i th in the rea l i ty of the Good, 
occasionally connected with experience. 
The virtuous peasant knows, and 1 believe 
he will go oh knowing^ in spits of the 
removal or modification of the theological 
apparatus, a l thou^ what he knows he mic(ht 
be at a l o s s to say, "9 • 

Considering th i s nature of morality I r i s Murdoch says, 

•Morality has always been connected with 
rel igion and religion with mysticism. 
The dise^jpearance of the middle term 
leaves morality in a si tuation which i s 
cer tainly more d i f f i cu l t but essent ia l ly 
the sane."10 

1 would only l ike to add that the "disappearance of 

the middle term i s a syn^toms of our times and not a 

matter of philosophical discovery? for correct 
• I III i l L • II I I - 11 I. Ill • • I II • I ' ' ' • '" 

o 
N.K.Bose, op .c i t^ , p .73 . 

^ Ib id . , p .74. 

^ I b i d . 
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pl-iilosophical re£lectixm ensures the existence o£ 

the middle term rather than show i t s dis^jpearance • 

•me TfiftMslp discussion about the relat ion betv^en 

morality and religion might be used as a philo^sphical 

support to Gandhi's statements l ike <=» "True religion 

and true morality are inseparably bound up wi?Qa each 

o ther . Religion i s to morality \̂ ft̂ at water i s to the 

seed tha t i s sown in the s o i l . " "As soon as ^^ loss 

the moral bas i s , we cease to be re l ig ious . There i s 

no such thing as religion overriding morality. Man 

£or instance cannot be untruthful« crttel and inconti<» 

nent and claim to have God on h i s side.** For Gandhi 

morality has i t s true basis only in re l ig ion, there 

can, a t the same time, be no religion without morality, 

unlike Kant, Gandhi says that the relationship between 

re l ig ion and morality i s not one of God's instrumen­

t a l i t y with regard to morality. He sa$0 that i t i s 

misleading to thihk of God as ei ther the source o£ 

Siorality or as being subject to th© moral law; £or 

t h i s suggests tha t God and morality are d i s t inc t and 

separable. God on the other hand i s morality, jus t as 

He i s Truth. I t i s rel igion which determines the 

genuineness and significance of one's moral endeavour 

and one's rel igious i n s i s t i s a lso, at the same time, 

h i s moral insight into the essential purity of h i s being. 

^ ^ . K . Bose, o p . c i t . , P.25&. 
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SOWE GANOHIAN CONCEPTS 

( I ) 

Truth 

•^ am iinpatlent to r e a l i s e the presence o£ 

tsy viaker, tdno t o tne eirbodies Truth and In the ea r ly 

p a r t of my career I discovered t h a t i f I was t o 

r e a l i s e t r u t h , I must obey oven a t the cos t of my 

l i f e , the law 6f Love," "God as Truth has been for 

me a t reasure beyond p r i c^ i may he be so t o every 
1 

one of uso" 

These statements imply t h a t t ru th i s the 

guiding p r inc ip l e of Gandhi's l i f e and a c t i v i t y . He 

says t h a t a l l t h a t he does by way of speaking anS. 

w r i t i n g , and h i s ventures in the p o l i t i c a l f i e l d are 

d i r ec t ed to a t t a i n t ha t end* But V7hat does he mean 

by t h i s 'Truth*7 Enquir ies are ma<3fe in to the nature 

of the concept , bu t frequently î flhat happens i s t h a t 

when one t r i e s t o analyze the concept of t r u t h , one 

does nothing but add some more adject ives ti^ich do 

no t make the concept c l e a r e r a t a l l . Real is ing t h i s 

na ture of Truth Arun sourie in one of h i s a r t i c l e s 

says t h a t one should put aside the nebulous concepts 

T^.K, Bose, s e l ec t ions From Gandhi, p . 8 . 



58 

o£ Truth and God £cx>in Gandhi's writings and thoughts 

and should shi£t the focus to the aspect of 'human 

emancipation* as a goal in i t s e l f . 

Acceptance of Gandhi's •Tiuman emancipation" 

independently of h i s conception of Truth and God, 

mi^^t be thought to refer to h i s theory of morality • 

h i s method of non-violence* love and so on. 

But the problem i s , •tan vje ever i so la te 

Gandhi's concept of non-violence or love from the 

concept of Truth - God." Gandhi's view on non-violence, 

h i s p o l i t i c a l struggle, h i s Icfeas of social reform -

a l l spring from and refer to the same principle i . e . 

love %diich he ident i f i e s with Truth and God. God 

or Truth has been both the foundation and source of 

energy to h i s l i f e and a c t i v i t y . For Gandhi man' i s 

bas ica l ly rooted in God, so the emancipation of human 

beings necessarily refers to a real isat ion o£ the 

nature of Truth and God. 

The concept of Truth # as i t has emerged 

from Gandhi, requires a careful study than 

i s probably often giv€n to i t . . Gandhi saids 

".. .Devotion to t h i s Truth i s the sole jus t i f i cat ion 

for our existence« All our a c t i v i t i e s should be 
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centred in Truth. Truth should be the ^^ry breath 

of our life." Althou^ it is not a definition, it 

gives us clear idea of how much importance Gandhi 

attached to truth and non-violence. He placed so 

much importance on them that they became, in his 

eyes, absolute essentials for humanity. 

Truth as used by Gandhi is necessarily a moral -

religious concept* He says "One thing took deep root 

in me - the conviction that morality is the basis of 
3 

things and that Truth iĝ x̂ iê _3ĵ 3tancQ j^_all morg^ity." 

In order to understand Truth as a moral concept t«e 

have to look into the nature of morality and its 

relation to man, and see hov? the moral concepts acquire 

their meaning. 

What i s a good man l ike? How can I improve 

as a person? Can we make ourselves b e t t e r ? These 

are some of the quest ions with which problem of morali ty 

s t a r t s . The terms l i k e 'improve*, 'make ourselves 

b e t t e r ' express a necessary fea ture of a moral endeavour. 

Morali ty i s a journey in which one attempts constant ly 

t o improve oneself from bad t o good, ^ o d t o b e t t e r 

and so on - tov;ards the ul t imate icfea of Per fec t ion . 

Gandhi's concept of Truth vihich he i d e n t i f i e s 

with God conceptually r e f e r s t o the same idea of 

^Collected vjorks of M.K. Gandhi, VO1,XLIV, p . 4 o . 
3 
•'M.K.Gandhi, bi^ Autobiography, p . 2 5 . 
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p e r f e c t i o n . And non-violence i s the rrsthod t h r o u ^ 

which he cons tant ly and r e l e n t l e s s l y s t r i v e s for the 

r e a l i s a t i o n of the idea of Tru th . Gandhi says '^f ten 

in my progress , I have had f a i n t gliirpse of the 

Absolute Truth, God, and da i ly the conviction i s 

4 

growing upon me.". . Î y de f in i t ion has been ever widen­

ing which iitiplies t h a t constant moral eiKieavour leads 

to a change, a b e t t e r understanding of one*s l i f e , 

and a c l ea re r i n s i s t i n to the nature of moral concepts , 

Gandhi says t ha t when he r e f l e c t s deeper and remains 

peaceful the meaning of Ahirosa and Truth become c lea re r .The 

ever new' i n s igh t i n t o thes© concepts r e s u l t from 

the Increas ing pu r i ty of h i s h e a r t . He grows dai ly 

more conterwted and fee l g rea te r peace of mind. The 

moral attempt goes on continuously and in the process 

a man gains f iner i n s igh t s in to the nature of moral 

concepts e . g . good, t r u t h . The more one progresses 

moral ly , the more one ' s moral oojipression of oneself 

and o thers becomes c l e a r e r . 

In our everyday deal ings and conversat ions 

vje use several moral t e rms . Their meaning are not 

f u l l y understood only by knowing how ^ e vx>rd i s used 

i n the given impersonal network of our ordinary language. 

T4,l«?, Gandhi, An Autobipgra^y, p.xi. 
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In order t o know In which v7ay the nieanlng i s d i f ferent* 

and how the a l t e r a t i o n s take place we are to look 

i n t o the vjhole continuous l i f e of the ind iv idua l . The 

i n s i s t i n t o moral concepts i s not gained once for 

a l l - the pu r su i t cf such ins igh t i s a progressive 

achieveitent continuing t h r o u ^ l i f e t h a t the moral 

agent f a c e s . Thus VJ8 see t h a t the d i r ec t ion of the 

a l t e r a t i o n in the nteaning of moral concepts i s condi­

t ioned by and dspendent on the h i s t o r y of the moral 

agen t , since the h i s to ry of an indi>4dual i s personal , 

and in no way t ransferab le from one t o the o t h e r , 

the re i s an ina l ienably p r iva te element in an indi» 

vidual 's ' understanding of moral concepts • The more 

one moves f or^ijard Uie deeper and newer the under­

s tanding i s , and the deeper i t becomes i t acquiras 

more pr ivacy , and so i t depends m.ore on the ind iv idua l . 

The vocabulary vJhich i s depen<fent on our impersonal 

pub l i c l i f e i s b lun t vjhen applied t o the moral agen ts . 

The contemporary Br i t i sh moral philosophers 

do not recognize t h i s nature of moral concepts . TS:ie 

h ighes t v i r t i ^ of B r i t i s h moral Philosophy i s reason. 

Zt p i c tu re s man as a morally autononcnis being v7ho i s 

s t ee red along by a ti7ill t h a t i s always r a t i o n a l . In 

t h i s p i c tu re the in t en t ions or motive of the moral 
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agent ajre 4-Jfi^levant because in n<ost cases they are 

not public and the bes t way in t^rhich v;e can ascer ta in 

trfhat a roan's moral p r i n c i p l e s t r u l y a r e , i s to study 

what he does* 

Arun Shourie also follo^-js the empir ic i s t s* 

view of morali ty when he says t h a t Gandhi's concepts 

of Truth and God are i^bulous and confusing. Ihese 

concepts r e l a t e to an idea of supernatural of^^i*iich 

we do not have a very c l ea r idea* He- '^ys t h a t 

concepts of Truth and God remain as obscure a f t e r 

Gandhi*s accounts of them as they xjere before him. 

So he (Arun Shoiirie) chooses to 'ge t past* these terms 

and t o focusr ins t ead , on the 'human emancipation* as 

the cen t ra l aspect of Gandhi's t h o u ^ t and a c t i v i t y . 

But the cjuestion i s •» vjhat i s Gandhi's subject 

mat ter of t h o u ^ t i f the concepts of Truth and God are 

no t there? What i s Gandhi's da i ly a c t i v i t i e s , v:^at i s 

h i s p o l i t i c a l s t r i v i n g f6r i f there i s no reference 

t o the concepts of Truth and God? Gandhi himself says , 

"Throu!Sh the pu r su i t of Truth, v^ know the measure 

of pu r i ty in our motives . S t increases our v ig i lance 

in regard to the smallest socia l du t i e s and to our 

d a i l y work."^ 

5 
collected works of M.K. Gandhi, vol.TCLV, p.21. 
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••Before a l l else* I am here to uphold the 

Truth as I see I t , for I believe i t i s the keystone 

of l i f e . On i t everything else depends. I t comes 

f i r s t , l a s t and always. And in a l l things i t i s 

possible to put Truth f i r s t . For myself I have 

alv;ays t r ied to do i t . In my pol i t i ca l ainbitions 

I eschew al l l i e s and fraud. For the attainiwent of 
6 

no object Tfrould subscribe to deceit.*' Ihe meaning 

and significance of Gandhi's deeds and ac t iv i t i e s 

necessarily refer to h i s inner l i f e xidiere reside 

h i s concepts of Truth and God. The idea of rejecting 

Gandhi's concepts of Truth and God xidiile focusing 

upon h i s ac t iv i t i e s i s misleading « so unacc^ tab le . 

Gandhi's idea of morality. Truth and God can 

Vget a philosophical support from IrisJ^urdoch who 

vehemently ct&ticises the contemporary moral Philosophy 

of Bri t ish thinkers . This kind of an att i tude towards 

morality, according to I r i sh Kurduch has grown up 

because they pay very l i t t l e importance to the inner 

l i f e of man. She feels that th i s follows fran 

Wittgenstein's arguments for attacking the notion of 

logical privacy. To quote from I r i s Murdoch - "while 

Wittgenstein remains sphinx-like in the back ground 

others teve haster^d to draw further and more dubious 

^collected vrarks of 1^3.K.Gandhi. vol.XLVIII, p.79. 
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moral and psychological conclusions, Wittgenstein 

has crea ted a void i n t o which Neo-Kantlanism, 

Exis tent ia l ism« u t i l i t a r i a n i s m have made haste to 
7 

e n t e r • " 

For Wit tgenstein the exis tence of a p r iva te 

e n t i t y ( cog i t a t io ) I s log ica l ly in^jossible; because 

(a) such an e n t i t y cannot form p a r t of the s t ruc tu re 

of a publ ic concept* (b) such an e n t i t y cannot be 

in t rospec t ive ly discovered. Of these two moments 

(a) has received more a t t e n t i o n . If something i s no 

use i t dc^s not matter much whether i t i s there or 

n o t . No sense can be attached to the idea of an 

•inner ob jec t ' if i t i s not connected with one ' s 

o the r outer a c t i v i t i e s . 2£ vje make a hypothesis 

about the independent exis tence of ' inner object* 

then i t i s as use less as a vftieel \»aiich does n6t move 

with the moven©nt of the machine. The ' inner l i f e * 

i s hasy, any way not ' p a r t of the mechanism', 

gradual ly i t leads to say tha t i t i s l og ica l ly 

impossible to t ake vsp an i d l e contemplative a t t i t u d e 

towards moral concepts . *I am inwardly being or 

doing* i s something p r iva te and pe r sona l , but i s 

imposed upon me in the sense of being i d e n t i f i a b l e 

only v i a publ ic concepts and obsj^ective observers . 

7 
I , Murdocdi, sovereignty of Good,. p,«15. 
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The ind ica t ion of such a development i s found 

in Stuar t Hamp^ i r e ' s bocik Thought and Action' * He 

says "the play of the mind« free from any expression 

in audible speech or v i s i b l e action i s a r e a l i t y , as 

t h e play of shadows i s a r e a l i t y . But any ctescription 

of i t i s derived from the descr ip t ion of i t s na tu ra l 

expression in speech and ac t i on . " And again, *The 

assent t h a t takes p lace vjithin the mind and in process 

of communication T,T*ien no quest ion has been ac tua l ly 

asked and answered i s a shadov;y assent and a shadoiijy 
8 

a c t . ' Thus, from the observation t h a t p r iva t e expe©iences 

and thoughts are l og ica l ly p a r a s i t i c on publ ic meanings, 

Hampshire comes to the conclusion t h a t p r iva te thoughts 

are somehow l e s s t e a l than public express ions . I t i s , 

i n t h i s way, t h a t the a t tack on the log ica l privacy 

r e s u l t s in a devaluing of the contemplative aspects 

of human l i f e . I t l eads to a d isregard of the notion 

of ' t h e inner l i f e * . 

But such an extension of Wi t tgens te in ' s argximents 

aga ins t the p o s s i b i l i t y of the notion of logica l privacy 

i s very much misleading^ «̂ ê can say t h a t the a t tack 

on the notion of the log ica l privacy i s by no means 

an a t tack on the importance of TiAiat has often been 

c a l l e d ' the inner l i f e ' . 

8 
Murdoch, o p . c i t . , p . 5 . 
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Wittgenste in does not ru l e out t l ^ p o s s i b i l i t y 

of an inner e^jperience bu t vjhat he wants to say i s t h a t 

even Inner knovjled^ of the meaning of 'pain* would 

have t o connect with the na tura l ejqpxression of pain 

i n a c e r t a i n way. Knowledge of the meaning would have 

t o be exercised In use of the vx:>rd« and the use o£ the 

word would have to f i t i n with the usual syn^toms and 

circumstances of pain - with symptoms such as wincing 

and circumstances such as in j i i ry . 

I do not think t h a t Miss Murdoch would have any 

dlsagreenraint with w l t t ^ n s t e i n on t h i s p o i n t . Both of 

them would agree on the point t h a t even when t h o u ^ t s 

do not lead t o ac t ions or verbal expressions d i r e c t l y 

or i n d i r e c t l y they may be ext renely Impoxrtant. in t h i s 

connection D.2 . P h i l l i p s says t h a t a man may come to 

th ink of an acqulntance In a c e r t a i n way a f te r mtich 

hea r t - s ea r ch ing , r e f l ec t ion and considerat ion and 

r e j e c t i o n . Not a l l the thoughts t h a t pass through one ' s 

mind i s sue d i r e c t l y in word and deed, bu t t h a t does not 

mean t h a t they are any l e s s i n ^ r t a n t for t h a t reason. 

.Against Hampshire he says , 

"The analogy with the r e a l i t y of sheidows 
i s extremely i n ^ p r o p r i a t e , ; The shadov; 
of a wall i s dej^ndent on there being a 
wall to throw the shadow, i t i s a one way 
dependence. But t h i s i s no t the case with 
t h o u ^ t s t«ihich do not i ssue d i r e c t l y in 
expression or ac t ion . Tl^y can cont r ibute 
i n d i r e c t l y JJi t h a t they may involve the 
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considerat ion and re^«3ction of other 
ac t ions or opinions vM.ch miQht hav© 
iseen given expression ,"9 

I r i s i . Wur<3och considers the case of a mother 

(M), who f e e l s h o s t i l i t y t o her daueSiter-in-law <D)« 

B f inds D q u i t e a good-hearted g i r l . But she does 

not l i k e D ' s accent o r the way D d r e s s e s , She f e e l s 

t h a t her son has married beneath him. I t i s assiumed 

t h a t M I s a *correct* person. She behaves beautif villy 

with D throu?^out and never express her r e a l opinion« 

M i s an i n t e l l i g e n t l ady , ^ e c r i t i c i ^ d hersel f and 

th inks t h a t she herse l f i s oldi»f ashioned and conven<» 

t i o n a l . fSie f e e l s tha t* may foe, she i s jea lous and 

snobbish. With these r e f l e c t i ons and im-jard c r i t i c i s m s 

the time passes and gradually M's v is ion of D a l t e r s . 

By t h a t time D i s dead. So the change i s not i n 6 ' s 

behavioijr bu t i n M*s mind. D i s nov7 discovered t o be 

no t vulgar but refsreshingly simple, not undignified 

b u t spontaneous, not noisy but gay, not t iresomely 

Juveni le but d e l i ^ t f u l l y youthful , and so on. M*s 

outward behaviour i s beaut i fu l from the beginning with­

ou t any a l t e r a t i o n . But there has been an a l t e r a t i o n 

i n M's mind. M has in the i n t e r s been a c t i v e , she 

has been doing something, i^nla change i n M's mind i s 

v;hat vm would c a l l moral change. I t i s something vihich 

we ^ p r o v e of, something whicih i s somehow worth doing 

in i t s e l f . 
9 D.Z. P h i l l i p s , Death and Imrriortallty ^ p p , 9 - l 0 . 
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The Tsroman does not express the gradual 

c h a n t s brought about by contenqplatlon (by \^ay of 

doing or saying anything) , but one can never deny 

t h e iroportance of the change. Wittgenstein would 

say t h a t the re were always a chanc© of the expre­

ss ion of the c h a n ^ coining in to M*s mind, and althoucfi 

the con t inu i ty of change i s not e x p r e s s ^ « ^ a t 

remains i irportant i s t h a t such contemplation in 

W's mind could not have taken place i f she would 

n o t have taken the .ou te r world i n to cons idera t ion . 

The \TOman has undertaken a promise inwardly t o 

change her a t t i t u d e to her daughter- in- law. Under-

t ak ing something has a publ ic back-ground, when 

one promises to change o n e ' s behaviour« one does 

i t because the former behaviour had or vjould have a 

c e r t a i n uncte s i r able reac t ion i n the p u b l i c . 

Morality i s e s s e n t i a l l y connected with c h a n ^ 

and p rog re s s . Miss Murdoch says t h a t words mislead 

u s , because words remain same while concepts a l t e r ? 

e . g , the i m a ^ of love or courage one has a t the 

age of twenty i s d i f f e ren t from t h a t t ^ a t he has 

a t the a ^ of forty5»^ we use the same vjords (ccurags 

o r love) to mean two d i f f e r en t conceptsjj 

file:///TOman
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She . 

"there are two senses of 'knoviijig wh^t 
a word means*« one connected with ordinary 
language and the other very much l e s s so . 
Knowled^ of a value concept i a something 
t o be understood, as i t were, in depth, 
and not in terms o£ sv^itdiing on to some 
given impersonal network ••* 10 

"we do not simply through being r a t i o n a l , 
and knowing ordinary language, 'know* the 
meaning o£ a l l necessary moral words* we 
may have to l e a m the meaning? and since 
tie are human h i s t o r i c a l ind iv ic^a l s the 
movement of understanding i s om;ard in to 
Increas ing pr ivacy , in the d i rec t ion of 
i cba l l i m i t , not back towards a ger^s i s 
i n the ru l ings of an impersonal publ ic 
language•"*! 

Gandhi 's concept of Truth l i e s fa r beyond o n e ' s 

r a t i o n a l analys is throucfti ordinary l a n g u a ^ , i t s under­

s tanding needs a deep r e a l i s a t i o n in the h e a r t . He says 

t h a t he can see Truth everyday c l ea re r and clecirer . 

The process through vdiich the soul has been passing 

i s an e f f o r t of the hear t* Tl«. i n t e l l e c t has been 

hooked t o i t s service by prayer , meditation and constant 

watchfulness which are e s s e n t i a l l y matter of the hea r t 

and x^ich have been the predominant f ac to r s t h a t have 

cont r ibuted t o the growing reve la t ion of Tru th . Every 

man, i s , according to Gandhi capable of gaining a 

r eve la t ion in to the tjature of t h i s Truth , man's 

s p i r i t u a l foundation* Thus Gandhi's understanding of 

human n a t u r e , mora l i ty . Truth i s necessar i ly r e l a t e d 

with the transcendental cent re which i s beyond a l l 

empir ical analysis^!; 
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(It) 
Non«>violence 

Oandhi saysi 

**l plead for nosi»violence and yet icoro 
non«>violence« X do so not v d ^ o u t 
knoTsrledga but with s ix ty y e a r s ' expe­
r ience behind roe."12 

According t o Gandhi non««.violenco i s the lat,? of our 

b e i n g . 

What i s the nature of non-violence %*xich 

p l a y s such a s ign i f i can t r o l e in Gandhian l i t e r a t u r e ? 

The concept of non-violence can be analysed and under­

stood in con t r a s t to the concept of violence* Let 

us analyse the concept of violence and s^ hov7 t h i s 

concept d i f f e r s from t h a t of non-violence* 

We often cha rac t e r i s e an act ion as v io l en t 

while another as not* Social s c i e n t i s t s and p o l i t i c a l 

t h e o r i s t s t a lk a grea t deal about violence* This 

assures t h a t ŝre have a viell-defined concept of violence 

and a s t r a i ^ t fon<rard demarcation bet^jeen violence 

and non-violence can be made* But i t i s not easy to 

spe l l out the spec i f ic c r i t e r i o n c€ determining an 

ac t of violence* ifeere are many s ign i f i can t conceptual 

ques t ions t h a t a r i s e in connection with the not ion of 

^ ^ a r i j a n , 2 - 2 - 2 6 , 20., 
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Tidhat i s violence? What, are tha f ac to r s in^ l i ed 

t̂ Then 3̂3 descr ibe any act ion or an agent as v io len t? 

i^hat makes the d i s t i n c t i o n bett-jsen violence and 

non-violence? I s there any unique c r i t e r i o n by 

t^hich v7e can define violence? 

The word 'violence • i s used in ^ v e r a l 

contexts* Geir®rally vse use t h i s term .to charac te r i se 

behaviour , -̂̂ e c a l l d i f f e ren t v a r i e t i e s of behaviour 

v i o l e n t thou0i they do not seem to have any s i m i l a r i t y , 

T̂jG c a l l an act of physical aggression ( l i ke murder 

e t c . ) with an in ten t ion to harm o r destroy the 

vic t im v i o l e n t . There are many otl©r a c t i v i t i e s 

which do not take the form of physical assault# e . g . 

We can be v io len t t o one ' s d igni ty by disobeying and 

i n s u l t i n g him. 

Sometimes the word violence i s used in r e l a t i o n 

t o physical f o r c e . But an i l l u s t r a t i o n wi l l shov? 

t h a t we can do a v io l en t a c t with much l e s s physical 

fo rce than what we n ^ d t o do a non-violent ac t e . g . 

we can think of a condit ion Tr^en one i s going to 

commit suicide,^ somebody e l se may need a s t rong 

phys ica l force t o s top the roan, whereas a man vjith 

a l i t t l e physical attempt can p u ^ another from the 

railx'7ay platfortn down in f ront of a running t r a i n . 
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The purpose c& an cct ion i s sometiines 

taken i n t o considerat ion t o Judge i f the action 

i s v i o l e n t or not* The purpose o£ a v io l en t act ion 

i s t o dajnac^, t o harm o r t o i n j u r e . But there may 

be some v io len t ac t ions which may not have any suc*> 

purpose i n view, soroetirres violence Sis p rac t i sed 

as a cor rec t ive measure in the s o c i e t y . For eKample, 

a teacher or a guardian may sometimes behave l i k e 

a v io l en t man in the sense t h a t he bea ts h i s s tudents 

o r youngers, but h i s purpose i s not to in jure or 

damage them, bu t to guide them in a b e t t e r tjay, seme 

people say t h a t the spring of a non-violent act ion 

should te compassion. If t h i s statement i s co r r ec t 

the above examples may seem to be cases of non­

v i o l e n c e , 

l ^ n i t may be said t h a t i l l»vj i l l and hat red 

may be t ^ e n as the precondit ions of v i o l e n t behaviour. 

A quest ion may be asked as to vSnat about a h i red 

c r i m i n a l . This man may not have any i l l ^lilX aga ins t 

h i s v ic t im. Rather he may have compassion and 

sympathy for the man. He does i t only because he i s 

pa id fo r i t , 'Jhen i s not t h i s act ion v io len t? 

so tfG find i t very d i f f i c u l t t o gs t a spec i f ic 

c r i t e r i o n by w*jich vjs can d i s t ingu ish a v io l en t 
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action from a non^violent one. 

Dr» R.S. Mishra^ by tjay of trying to find 

such a cr i ter ion said that an action o£ violence 

i s a violat ing act t^ich i s potential ly injurious# 

hurtful* or destruct ive, in order to talk on 

violat ion Dr. Mishra brings the notion of authority. 

By authority he n©ans sonie individual or organisa­

t ion vftiich regulates human behaviour in different 

spheres of human in teract ions . Acceptance of the 

authority neans to part icipate in a rule-governed 

a c t i v i t y . The term violation becomes meaningful 

only Tfihen there are ru l e s . A rule in^ l ies that i t 

may be obeyed or violated, violence, according to 

the Tsnriter i s basically attr ibuted to human act ions. 

Human actions are xrule-govemed. so violence i s a 

violat ing act vjhich i s direct ly or indirect ly 

injurious* harmful. 

Dr. S4ishra*s paper throws l i ^ t on the notion 

of violence. I t points out how different i t i s to u ^ 

a term and to talk about the same in way of spelling 

out the condition of i t s proper and improper use. But 

there are some points in h i s paper which ajre not very 

c lear and seem confusing. 

13. Or. R,S. Mishra, "On violence," 
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Xn discussing ttie conditions o£ a violent 

action Br. t^ishra says tha t our emotive responses 

t o violence axe unounlfonn and often contradlctorv* 

Xn certain violent contexts xije are thri l led« some* 

tiroes Tfje dread violence and some other tiroes VJQ 

vjelcome i t* For exantple he ^jeaks c^ sports l ike 

bul l f l u t i n g or boxing. For scsne people i t i s 

disgusting Adhere as for others i t may be a matter of 
« 

exciten^nt. 

But are these i l lus t ra t ions cases of viSlem^? 

Xt seems to me that t h i s i l l u s t r a t ion said the conclue 

sion reached in the paper are contradictory to each 

other* He says that violence Involves t-wo factors j 

(1) a violat ing ac t , and (2) direct ly or Indirectly 

injurious and destructive* The i l lus t r a t ions of bull 

f ight ing or boxing are not violating acts* Eecause 

the Tsriter himself c a l l s them sports* Any sport or 

game i s always constituted and regula^d by some 

rules* so long as they can be recognized as games 

they do not violate any rule* So if violence in5>lies 

v io la t ion , the games c£ bul l f ighting or boxing cannot 

be a violent actions; or i f they are violent the 

c r i t e r ion of violence does not l i e in violation of 

r u l e s . 
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Again he says a l l actions t-Aiich seen to 

have G5>paront s imilar i ty are not v io len t . For 

Gxawple, a criminal 's k i l l ing a man i s violent , 

while a police roan's shooting a man, i s not violent . 

I t i s not clear to n»e how far th is i l lus t ra t ion i s 

acceptable* ^hsn a police k i l l s a wan to maintain 

the peace of the countryj 1 think i t can be said 

t h a t the Government i s taking the violent nethod, 

and vje can never say that the Government Is non­

violent in doing so . 

Dr, Mishra says that In areas of ciiaracterl-. 

s t l c a l l y human ac t iv i ty , the excision as to n^at is 

r igh t and xifliat I s wrong In any given case i s taken 

by ^jpeal to established practices and norms. Ihe 

sphere of authority extends to a l l those areas of 

human conduct ŝftiere there are established way of 

doing things . " the notion of an "established" 

way of doing things i s essential to the notion of 
14 authority as such." A violent act , according to 

Dr. Mishra i s a violation of the rules of such a 

kind of authori ty. 

But in determining the violent or non»vlolent 

feature of an action the notion of such a kind o£ 

authority i s not ^ p l i c a b l e . By th is vJtiat I mean 

^^R.S. Wlshra, "Ofi.cit., 
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to say i s that I find i t d i f f icu l t to say that a 

violent a i t violates some established socio-cultural 

r u l e s . In the above discussion i t has been pointed 

out tha t bull f i t t i n g or boxing^ as games, do not 

violate any established rule of the gan©, yet i t can 

be called a violent gojcoa. similarly a police man's 

shooting a ican for the maintenance of the rules and 

regulations in the country• though i t does not violate 

the rule of the so called authority• i s said to be 

a violent vjay of ruling a country, vrhat an ^ : t of 

violence violates i s a principle which may be 

universalisable to man v/ithout any reference to any 

par t icu lar society or cul ture . The posMbill ty of 

universal applicabil i ty of the principle msikes i t 

possible for Gandhi to ca l l i t "the law of our being? 

For him man's existence and development necessarily 

irtqplies an irlherent non-violent nature in them. 

As soon as th is i s said i t implies that 

non-violence i s the principle of our existence and 

violence i s the violation of th i s pr inciple , people 

lilce Hobbes \^uld deny t h i s . According to Hobbes 

man i s se l f ish , aggressive and quarrelsome by nature. 

Non-violence i s not the natural law of human existence. 

If i t i s ever possible to find non-violence in one's 

behaviour i t i s possible by the s t r i c t rules and 
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command of the Hobbesian King a 2f Hobbea* view 

i s acceptable the act of non«>violence I s obedience 

t o some es tab l i shed ru l e s ts*xile the act of violence 

i s v io l a t i on of them. 

2 would not en te r in to the d e t a i l controversy 

a t t h i s p o i n t . Only t h i s much t K-xmld say tha t the 

£ollov?ing arguments go agains t the Hobbesian theory 

of human n a t u r e . 

According to Dr. R.S. Mishra the pred ic t ion 

of v io l en t or non*-violent (espec ia l ly in the normative 

sense) i s applicable only to the ac t ions of human 

b e i n g s . But there are cases in which we s ign i f i can t ly 

use the \«»rd 'v io lent* for animals a l s o . For example, 

we say, ' t he dog became so v i o l e n t t h a t the po l ice 

man had to shoot him*. Zn t ^ a t sense do we use 

the word 'v io lent* here? i s no t the normative sense 

of violence inpor tan t here? The dog v i o l a t e s the 

p r i n c i p l e of being a dog, because a dog normally i s 

no t so v i o l e n t . And i t s being v io l en t i s injiurious 

and ham^ul to the soc i e ty , so he i s kil led,^ 

Of course , if the v io l a t i on of any r u l e 

neces sa r i l y i i rpl ies a wi l l fu l act with an in ten t ion 

t o harm,, then t h i s condi t ion v^ould be lacking in 
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case of the dog. But the same may be tin© case 

with a htiman being also* h roan due to soirs reason 

may beconie coitpletely v i o l e n t , so t b a t the v io l a t i on 

of the p r inc ip le of h i s being or ex i s t ence , or doing 

harm to h i s fellow beings does not Involve any con­

scious i n t e n t i o n . And ye t xĉ  c a l l the man vio lent* 

To ac t v i o l e n t l y , according t o Dr. Misbra, 

i s t o be deviated from the normal. At f i r s t the 

ques t ion a r i s e s as to ^ a t i s normal. There are 

con t rove r s i a l views on t h i s ma t t e r . 

Thou0i VJ3 are not very c l ea r of the notion 

of 'normal• , and so cannot spel l out the c r i t e r i o n 

of i t s <fetermination, ye t given the form of l i f e VJQ 

l i v e \:^ can rou^i ly understand vfiiat, i s normal and 

what i s a deviat ion from i t . 

If a man i s v io len t in h i s behaviour vie can 

always ask the quest ion *why* and expect to f ind out 

a genuine reason . But sucb a quest ion ^ n e r a l l y does 

no t a r i s e in case of a non-violent behaviour, i h i s 

impl ies t h a t normally we are suj^ose^ to be non­

v i o l e n t and we are v io l en t only when there are some 

reasons^ 

•nie two comments on the nature of violence v i s . 
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(1) an ac t of violence i s a v io la t ion o£ an 

e s t ab l i shed socioecul tura l rulci* and (2) an ac t o£ 

violence i s a devia t ion from the normal, I think# 

cannot go toge the r . The nature of a ru l e I s suc^ 

t h a t i t can be v i o l a t e d . Human beings are l i a b l e 

t o ac t r i g h t l y or rsjrongXy irnplies t h a t r u l e s are 

v i o l able* We can vi&late a socio«»c\iltural ru le 

Ttfhich was es tab l i shed before and make a new r u l e 

i n s t ead of t h a t , and act ing according to t ha t new 

r u l e becomes normal, so i f violence i s the v io l a t i on 

of an es tab l i shed socio->cultural r u l e then an ac t 

of violence cannot be a deviat ion from the normal, 

o r if i t i s a deviat ion from the normal, the v io l a t i on 

of an e s t ^ l i s h e d socio«cul tura l ru le cannot help 

us in determining an ac t of v io l ence . 

I would agree with Dr R.S . Mishra to say 

t h a t violence i s a deviat ion from the normal, viiich 

automatical ly implies t h a t non-violencs i s the normal 

f eattire of human e x i s ^ n c e . we have already pointed 

o u t Oiat a v io len t act al%\rays pre-supposes son© 

reasons besides tsS îcti there t^as no chance of h i s 

being v io lent* 

From t h i s Z vjould s tep for^-iard t o d iscuss 

Gandhian concept of non-violence >̂ For Gandhi non­

vio lence i s not only t i ^ absence of violence,). The 
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t r u e connotation of nonoviolQnce necessar i ly 

comprise of love , compassion, humil i ty and so on* 

HOW can a man be non-violent i£ he cannot love 

h i s fellow beings? The concept of 'hunian b e i n g ' , 

f o r Gandhi, i s much more than n©rely h i s brute 

n a t u r e , Man has a inner core which i s necessar i ly 

t r anscenden ta l , Zn t h a t t ranscendental centre l i e s 

t he unifying fo rce , i . e . love , vJhlch expresses 

i t s e l f through fellow fee l ing and compassion in the 

l i f e of a man. 

We mî T t̂ ask the quest ion as to Tsdxy should 

we be non»violent v^iile a v io l en t means i s q u i t e 

he lpfu l to us to a t t a i n success in our l i f e ? 

A n a t u r a l i s t i c kind of answer can be given 

t o t h i s . One can say t h a t one ' s being non-violent 

presumes a non*violent behaviour from o t h e r s . And 

i f a l l becomes non-violent our l i f e in t h i s tjorld 

becomes much e a s i e r and happ ie r . Evexryone can pe r ­

form h i s o r her a c t i v i t i e s in h i s own way and so , 

can lead h i s l i f e in the bes t poss ib le way which 

would r e s u l t in a hsgppy socie ty - a prosperous world. 

But I do not think t h a t the n a t u r a l i s t i c 

kind of treatment of the concept of non-violence 

would tcike us very f ar«, we a l l understand the 
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t h e o r e t i c a l v a l i d i t y of the arguiBent but does I t 

r e a l l y operate In our l i f e ? On the b a s i s of 

n a t u r a l i s t i c argument can ^e ever assure t h a t a t 

one time a l l men can become non<»violent7 Most 

p o l i t i c i a n s do t a l k about non<»viol®nce« they have 

founded a committee vjhich would t r y t o e s t a b l i s h 

peace and harmony in the mutual r e l a t i o n s of the 

c o u n t r i e s . LUce the Na tu r a l i s t s they support t h e i r 

view by saying t h a t a non<-violent and peaceful 

r e l a t i o n among the countr ies T^uld help t o bu i ld 

up an economically prosperous vK>rld, poverty ^^uld 

disappear« and man xr;ould lead a happy, harntonious 

and f ree l i f e . 

But is. i t r e a l l y the c a ^ ? P o l i t i c i a n s 

are shouting i ^ r peace and nonoviolence # but have 

they been able to e s t a b l i s h them? Through var ious 

economic and p o l i t i c a l measures and p o l i t i e s vre 

have been able to cont ro l the econranic c r i s i s t o a 

c e r t a i n extent* and v^ look for^^jard t o fu r the r 

b e t t e n r e n t . But can Tioe ever claim t h a t t h i s economic 

development has adc^d t o our peace and happiness? 

Not in the l e a s t , xwe can r a the r say i t has r e su l t ed 

i n the oppos i t e . Questions a r i s e • t̂ xy a r i che r 

country or a r i c h man, ^ibo does not have t o worry 
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f o r h i s da l l y necossUtles, I s unhappy? Why ar© we 

always fr ightened with tiiQ thoixght of war and 

v io lence? why have suspicion and doubt acquired 

the roost linportant place in hianan r e l a t i o n ? 

The point i s ne i the r vie, nor our p o l i t i c i a n s 

are c l ea r about the nature and b a s i s of the concept 

of non-violence. We want to use the *Gandhian 

'weapons* without understanding t h e i r tc&sning and 

s igni f icance as meant by Gandhi. The N a t u r a l i s t s 

t a l k of nono-vlolence as a useful measure of con t ro l s 

l i n g soc i e ty , but they do not look for the b a s i s 

which i s beyond a l l i t s usefulness* 

un iversa l p rosper i ty cannot assure us of a 

non«»violent and peaceful l i f e . There i s no necessary 

r e l a t i o n between p rospe r i ty and peace . The foundation 

of peace and non-violence l i e s soice^ere e l s e . The 

b a s i s of non«=.violenca # peace and h=?>plness l i e i n 

the nature of inan« h i s sense of ntoral i ty , and 

s p i r i t u a l i t y . Gandhi« throuc^ h i s whole l i f e longed 

f o r an invrard rooral«»religious experience., !4uch in 

h i s l i f e and thought remains w^xpla ix^d , so mis» 

underst<x>d, if we forget h i s ins i s tence t h a t r e l i g i o n 

and p o l i t i c s v:ere bound inext r icab ly i n the common 



82 

search for Truth. "Truth exists# i t alone e x i s t s . 

I t i s the only God and there i s but one way o£ 

rea l i s ing it> there i s but one means and that i s 

ahimsa. I will never give i t up. May the God 

t h a t i s truth* in vihose name X have taken th is 
15 p l e d ^ « give me the strength to keep i t . " According 

to Gandhi man's inner searcih leads him r^cessarily 

t o rea l i se that in h i s transcendental core he shares 

a common feature with a l l h i s fellow beings. Realisa­

t ion of th is i s the source of non-violence. 

In most cases we and our pol i t ic ian ta lk 

of non-violence in order to avoid war and c r i s i s . 

Man does not have the coura^ and strength to face 

a war. war resul t s in c r i ses and death, so he takes 

refuge in ncm-violence. A cowardly person cannot 

challenge h i s r i v a l , so he considers i t be t ter to 

remain non-violent. To c r i t i c i s e t h i s point I would 

agree with Gandhi when he says that non-violence i s 

the we^on of the brave. I t needs a tremendous 

strength and courage to make a journey into one's 

ovm nature which i s the source of non-violence. 

Gandhi writes that the sages x^o discovered the 

never fa i l ing law of non-violence were themselves 

great warriors, when they discovered the ignoble 

K Gandhi, Non-violence, p^33. 
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nature of armed s t rength and r ea l i s ed the t rue 

na ture of roan, they discerned the law of n<m-

violence* To quote fran Gandhi? 

•1 do bel ieve t h a t xsjhere there i s only 
a choice l^t-ween cowardice and v io lence , 
I t«ould ajdvice v io lence . But I bel ieve 
t h a t non«violence i s i n f i n i t e l y superior 
t o v io lence , forgiveness i s more manly 
than punishment.•'^16' 

working under the e s s e n t i a l l y human law of 

non-violence, i t i s poss ib le fo r a s ing le individual 

t o <tef y the vAiole m i ^ t of an empire t o save h i s 

honour, h i s r e l i g i o n , h i s sou l . 

All the concepts of morali ty and s p i r i t u a l i t y 

"^are necessar i ly bound up together in the sense t h a t 

each of them i s necessar i ly needed t o understand the 

meaning and s ignif icance of any o t h e r , we can under­

s tand the concept of non-violence only with reference 

t o forg iveness , l ove , j u s t i c e and so on . Non-violence 

can never go along with cowardice v^ich gives r i s e 

t o fea r and h a t r e d . A cowardly person who i s always 

scared of h i s neighbour cannot in eaiy way love him. 

I t i s h i s courage, or to use Gandhi's term, i t i s 

h i s f ea r l e s sness which makes i t poss ib le for him 

t o love , or to be non-violent t o h i s fellow be ings . 

16 M,K.Gandhi,. o g ^ c i t . , p4 l45 . 
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•»As vje ref i e c t deeper and remain 
peaceful« the meaning o£ ahlmsa and 
t r u t h becoi^s c l e a r e r . I ©von 
r e a l i s e the st^rene u t i l i t y of these 
two* X bel ieve vie r e a l i s e God in the 
degree to whic^ v^ p r a c t i s e theto. 
I am ge t t i ng more convinced than ever 
in my viexB; t h a t seeing God except 
through t r u t h and ahimsa i s an 
imposs ib i l i t y . "17 

(IIX) 

Humility 

Humility l i t e r a l l y (ace t o 0,E,D.) nsans 

humbleness* I t i s frequently considered t o be a 

d e s i r a b l e th ing in human behaviour* Why i s humil i ty 

considered des i rab le and p r i d e , ^ i c h may be thou#i t 

t o be the opposite of humili ty not considered 

des i r ab le? An attenqpt to answer t h i s quest ion 

makes i t necessary for roe f i r s t t o d i s : u s s the general 

problem of \dhether humili ty i s a v i r t u e a t a l l . 

There are various theor ies tv^ich d iscuss 

v i r t u e and d i f f e r e n t i a t e i t from vice* Take the 

n a t u r a l i s t i c escplanatlon of xsaiat a v i r t ue i s * Bow 

one reason why pr©dence, temperance, courage and 

j u s t i c e are considered cardinal v i r t u e s i s t ha t thSy 

are thought t o bene f i t a man who has them* These 

17 co l l ec t ed Triorks of 8̂ *K, Gandhi, vol,LV»p*20* 

file:///dhether
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q u a l i t i e s help a man t o ac t well and t o l i v e in 

a b e t t e r way as a human be ing . Of course En case 

of j u s t i c e i t might be said t h a t the Jus t man 

himself i s general ly found to be in a disadvantageous 

p o s i t i o n compared t o o the rs Who might be viewed as 

the bene f i c i a r i e s of t h i s j u s t a c t i o n . I t i s even 

s a id by some t h a t i n jus t i ce i s more p ro f i t ab le 

than j u s t i c e t o a man of s t rength and xait» If so , 

can j u s t i c e be a v i r t u e a t a l l ? 

N a t u r a l i s t s t'«3uld not agree with the view 

t h a t so long as a man i s s t rong and wi t ty he does 

n o t i^ed to be j u s t in h i s <^alings with h i s fellox-^> 

men. In t h i s connection, Phl l ippa Foot says , 

"those who think t h a t they can ^ t on 
pe r f ec t ly v?ell vjithout being j u s t should 
be- asked t o say exact ly how such a man 
i s siipposed t o l i v e . We know t h a t he i s 
t o p r a c t i s e in jus t i ce ^sSienever the un­
j u s t act vxjuld br ing him a d v a n t a ^ ; bu t 
t ^ a t i s he t o say? Does he admit t ha t 
he does not recognise the r i g h t s of 
o ther people o r does he pretend? In the 
f i r s t case even those vHxo combine with 
him wi l l know t h a t on a change of 
fo r tune , or a sfhift o£ a f fec t ion , he may 
t u r n t o plunder t h ^ ? , and he must be as 
wary of t i ^ i r t reachery as they are of 
h i s . presumably the happy unjust man 
i s supposed, as in Book XI of the F^public, 
t o be a very cunning l i a r and actor cc»n« 
b in ing conplete i n ju s t i c e t^rith the 
appearance of j u s t i c e s He i s prepared 
t o t r e a t o the rs r u t h l e s s l y but pretends 
t h a t nothing i s fur ther from h i s mind. 
Philosqphers often speak as if a roan 
could thus h i ^ himself even from those le 
around him, bu t the supposition i s dbubtful ." 

18 
P h i l l i p a Fo&t, 'fsoral Beliefs*' 
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To keep on pretending he has to hlda h is true 

a t t i tude from the people around him* He must he 

very much avjare and careful a l l the tiine« in c a ^ 

the l eas t spontaneity betrays him# A jus t roan, 

on the other hand tiiould naturally l ike to rssnain 

j u s t even if h i s just ice m i ^ t bring disaster on 

him. He i s found prepared un<^r certain circumstances 

even to face death rather than to act unjustly. 

In performing a jus t action the jus t roan doss not 

need the presence or awareness of the other . He 

acts j u s t l y , naturally and spontaneously. The 

na tu ra l i s t s vxnald claim tha t the need for one's being 

j u s t in one's dealings with others depends on the 

fac t that they are human beings and not inanimate 

objects or animals. Hence they re ject the view 

tha t just ice i s not a vir tue because injustice i s 

more profitable than j u s t i c e . For Naturalists 

jus t ice i s as much a vir tue as prudence, temperance, 

and courage are . 

Wov? humility does not eppear to be necessary 

in the way the o t te r v i r tues are necessary for the 
19 ultimate ends of our l i f e . Rather in some cagss 

An ultiroate end i s tha t the reason of the need 
of tAiich i s necessarily connected with vfliat a roan wants, 
/"'Ask a man xAvy he uses e3cercise; he will answer, 
because he desires to k ^ p h is heal th . If you then 
enquire why he desires heal th , he will readily reply, 
because sickness i s painful. If you push your enquiries 
further and desire a reason why he hates pain, i t i s 
impossible he can ever give any. This i s an ultimate 
end, and i s never referred to any other object. 
TEnquiries, Appendix I , V)J? 
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I t may seem to be In c o n f l i c t t»7ith se l f -conf idence, 

A man v7ith confidence can lead a b e t t e r l i f e and 

he lp o the rs to l i v e in a b e t t e r way. Confidence in 

t h i s s e n ^ inay te considered a v i r t u e , vAiile humil i ty 

does not by t h i s kind of reasoning appear to he a t 

a l l d e s i r a b l e . 

I wi l l t r y to show in what sense even from 

the n a t u r a l i s t standpoint humili ty i s desiirableJand 

therefore a v i r t u e . Humility may be said to be the 

opposi te of pr ide or over«confidence \«3hich sometimes 

s tands as a b a r r i e r to our success . If a man i s 

proud he thinks too much of himself and underestimates 

o t h e r s , pr ide sometimes br ings d i s a s t e r to the proud 

man. For ins t ance , a man who i s arrogant about h i s 

courage mi0; t underestimate a r i s k , and run in to 

some d i s a s t e r ; the man possesses the v i r t ue of 

courage, h i s courage here i s the cause of harm to 

him, because possessing i t he f e l l i n to the s t a t e 

of p r i d e . VThile courage i s a v i r t u e and having 

courage i s being v i r t u o u s , t« ing proud of the v i r t ue 

l eads to d i s a s t rous consequences. Again i f a man i s 

proud of h i s wisdom, he does not think tha t he has 

anything to learn from others , . He does not find i t 

important t o consider others* view poin t s and opinions< 
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His knowledge does not increase, i t remains stagnant 

and par t ia l* 

Humility i s neither over-<:on£idenc« nor a 

lack of self-confidence. Lack of self-confidence 

makes everything shaky. I t becomes d i f f icu l t to do 

anything with lack of confidence, ^e need confidence, 

resoluteness and determination to win any success in 

our l i f e . 

Humility i s a s ta te v*iich I would l ike to 

describe as the h^>py mean betvjeen lack of sel£» 

confidence and pr ide . While both over-confidence and 

lack of confidence as extreites are undesirable to 

us humility may be said to be a desirable characteris t ic 

of human natxire. 

As a reply to the qvestion of vAiether humility 

i s a virtue or not v;e can say tha t since the lack of 

humility, i . e . , pride stands as a barr ier to one's 

progress and development and in some case might bring 

d isas te r to man therefore humility i s necessary in 

our l i f e and in th i s sense humility may be considered 

a virtue even by a natural is t* 

Gandhi considers humility a virtue indepen­

dently of na tura l i s t ic support to i t . His ground for 
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c a l l i n g humil i ty a v i r t u e vjould again be an sppeal 

t o human n a t u r e . Han's nature cannot be understood 

except by reference toi the idea of morality and, 

therefore for Gandhi, of r e l i g i o n . Humility for 

Gandhi, i s the bas i s of one ' s moral and r e l i g i o u s 

endeavour, A roan may have a l l the so«called cardinal 

v i r t u e s l i h e , prudence, temperance, courage. Jus t i ce 

and so on, but none of them T r̂auld be considered v i r tue 

i f the sense of humil i ty does not guide them. A 

t r u l y Ju s t man can never be proud of h i s s e n ^ of 

J u s t i c e . And if he i s proud about h i s being J u s t , 

t he re viould be doubt about h i s being Jus t at a l l . ^ 

Humility as a moral»tel igious concept helps 

and guides the agent in h i s Journey towards the 

u l t i m a t e , Gandhi's concept of r e l i g ion and moral i ty 

have t h e i r ba s i s in the inner core of man. One's 

r e l i g i o n and morali ty express themselves throuc(h 

o n e ' s love and respect t o one 's fellow be ings . 

Humility about ^5ne*s ownsel^^only can d i r e c t one ' s 

a t t e n t i o n towards o t h e r s . A man can t r u l y love 

another only when he can transcend h i s otm ego; and 

one can transcened one ' s ego only when one can 

c u l t i v a t e humili ty and unse l f i shness . 

"I shoxild l i k e you to c u l t i v a t e the 
hun\ili ty which wotald benef i t a dedicated 
seeker a f te r t r u t h . I know t h a t i t can­
no t be cu l t iva t ed consciously . But i t 
l i e s behind every genuine discovery,"20 

' '^collected t?Jorks of F-.K Gandhi, v o l . XLlx,pp 301-302, 
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Here i t may be pointed out t h a t humili ty i s given 

a inu&ha rntof-e important place in some r e l i g ions l i k e 

C h r i s t i a n i t y , Jainisro and vaishnayism t: : : , perhaps 

in o t h e r s , h r e l i g i o u s man i s humble because he 

does not find the meaning of h i s achievements as 

h i s alone in complete i s o l a t i o n from any reference 

t o Gdd or a Supreme R e a l i t y . Here l e t me quote 

Gandhi, "I have not the s l i g h t e s t doiibt t h a t prayer 

i s an unfa i l ing means of cleaning the hea r t of 

p a s s i o n s . But i t must be combined v;ith the utmost 

h u m i l i t y . "^^ 

Thou^ humili ty i s important in our l i f e , ye t 

one can never ser ious ly claim to possess t h i s q u a l i t y . 

As soon as one claims t h a t one i s humble, one i s not 

humble any more, r a the r one i s proud. This paradox 

a r i s e s only with the f i r s t person pronouns but not 

wi th the second or t h i r d person pronouns. A t ru ly 

humble man can never say, "I am humble, and you know 

humil i ty i s a good q u a l i t y , so I want you to follow 
22 roe." In f a c t , a humble man cannot even be aware 

of h i s humblei^ss because as soon as he i s s e l f . 

conscious about h i s humbleness, he i s no more humble. 

Following the same kind of argianent I would 

l^.K. Gandhi, Ti^--§.HlEX>^-.5!l2L^E^E^!£lSS^SLHi^ 
Tru th , p . 54. 

^^Similar i s the case with morali ty a l s o . A 
t r u l y moral man does not claim t h a t he i s moral . 
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l i k e to say t h a t Juanlllty cannot be a matter of 

VOV7 or v*iat may be ca l l ed an escpl lci t ac t of 

i n t en t ion (aonevjhat of the nature of Aust in ' s 

"performative a c t s " ) . If t o be humble i s necessar i ly 

t o perform an act of in ten t ion of the form - " l e t 

me perform t h i s self«effacing a c t i " then one could 

never succeed in being humble, one trjould then 

necessa r i ly be aware t h a t one was perfosrming an 

a c t of humili ty and t h i s i s incompatible with t rue 

humil i ty* Gandhi i s aware of t h i s paradox when he 

expresses the follot^ing s ta tenen t in h i s autobiography, 

"I feared humil i ty I'oould cease to be humil i ty the 
23 moment i t became a matter of vow«** 

How can a man Tee humble T^^ile remaining un­

aware of h i s humili ty a t the same time? As already 

pointed out humili ty by i t s e l f cannot be an observance 

or a vow to be observed• Tl^ t rue connotation of 

humi l i t y , for Gandhi, i s self-effacement and se l f -

effacement by i t s e l f i s not an obseicvance. Observances 

are nseais of achieving a s t a t e while self-effacement 

i s the s t a t e i t s e l f , we undertake to perform var ious 

kinds of observances, namely, p rayer , worship* 

f a s t i n g e t c * . They are not meant for achieving worldly 

p l e a s u r e , r a the r sometimes they prevent us from ge t t ing 

23 
M,K, Gandhi, o p . c i t . , p ,298 . 
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pleasure from the a f f a i r s of the world. These 

observances, for a religix^us man, do not have any 

meaning or s igni f icance unless they re fe r to or 

lead to a s t a t e which i s beyond this-t-jorldly t h i n g s . 

That p a r t i c u l a r s t a t e Gandhi c a l l s the s t a t e of 

self-effacement o r trw© humili ty* 

Humility i s i den t i f i ed x^th se l f l e ssness 

and i t embodies the v*iole of our l i f e , unl ike a 

p a r t i c u l a r observance humili ty i s a way of l i f e in 

t he sense t h a t i t guides and i s present in a l l the 

vjorks and performance's, att i t iKies and b e l i e f s of a 

humble man. Even a s ing le action ^ i c h ws do for 

our fellow beings i f i t i s done without humili ty 

i t does not have i t s tr\j© s ignif icance and s t rength , 

and so cannot a t t a i n i t s aim, "If the a c t s of an 

a sp i r an t a f te r moksha o r a servant have no humil i ty 

o r se l f l e s sness about them, ther« i s no longing 

fo r moksha or s e r v i c e . Service without humili ty i s 
24 se l f i shness and egot ism," 

(IV) 

Fearlessness . 

Fear lessness l i t e r a l l y means a s t a t e or 

q u a l i t y of being without f e a r . Fear i s an undesirable 

"% .K.Gandhi, o p . c i t • , 



93 

s t a t e of mind in Ti« îch a person experiences a 

f e e l i n g tdLth the an t i c ipa t ion o r expectat ion of 

e v i l o r pain« According t o tine t r a d i t i o n a l th inkers 

of Ind ia fea r i s a normal and na tura l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c 

of human n a t u r e . To quote from the l^anava Up^urana : 

"Ahara n id ra Shaya mithunanca 
Samanyametad Pashubhih naranam". 

There are ce r t a in c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s which are 

common to both man and animal, some of the i^ aret 

d e s i r e for food« f ee l ing of fear and d e s i r e for sexual 

s a t i s f a c t i o n , taan has a body* body has c e r t a i n needs . 

T^ese above c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s are physiological neces* 

s i t i e s of human ex i s t ence . Krishnamurti says t h a t 

f o r most men fear i s a constant companion; whether 

one i s aware of i t or no t , i t i s there hidden in some 

dark recess of one ' s mind. When x^a t a lk of the s t a t e 

of fea r lessness vje ask for a s tage when the mind i s 

completely and t o t a l l y f ree of the burden. In the 

v7ords of M.K. Gandhis • fear lessness connotes freedom 

from a l l external f e a r , fear of d i s e a s e , bodily injury 

and death , of d ispossess ion , of los ing one ' s neares t 

and d e a r e s t , of los ing repu ta t ion , giving offence, 
25 and so on . " 

Fear i s inev i tab ly r e l a t e d t o attachment* 

T h o u ^ t of los ing t h a t to x^hdch one. i s at tached br ings 

N.K, Bose, s e l ec t i ons From Gandhi, p . 1 5 . 
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about f e a r . I t i s through attachment t h a t one ' s 

t r u e being or sadi iden t i f i ed with one ' s mind and 

body, Man f ee l s sa id -when he i s bodily s ick , ge t t i ng 

o l d , los ing f r iends and srelatives and so on, Man 

Tyrants t o avoid t h i s f ee l ing of sadness . But he 

r e a l i s e s tha t f ee l ings of sadness i s c lose ly connected 

with the fee l ing of attachinent. I f he wants to ge t 

r i d of sadness he has to go beyond a l l attachments 

which he cannot d o . He i s always f r ic^ tened by the 

thought t h a t any moment he i s going t o lose things 

t o \dtiich he i s attached and t h a t t h i s w i l l cause h i s 

suf fe r ing and sorrox-j. 

In t h i s connection i t should a l so be mentioned 

t h a t the presence of the ob jec ts t o vAiich wa are 

at tached gives us a f ee l ing of p l ea su re , A young and 

hea l thy man i s supposed to be a p leasant man, A man 

enjoys a kind of pleasure when he acquires name, 

r epu t a t i on , power, money and so on . One f e e l s f ru s t r a t ed 

i f tomorrows pleasure i s tSenled - one f e e l s unfu l f i l l ed , 

angry, anxious and a l l psychological miser ies a r i s e , 

Man general ly d i r e c t l y or i nd i r ec t ly always aims to 

a t t a i n p l easu re , and pleasure comes from the achievement 

of the objec ts of attachment, man cannot help but fee l 

a t tached to ce r t a in o b j e c t s . 

file:///dtiich
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But the f a c t lis t h a t the ob jec t s of a t t ach-

tnent« as TRB have already mentioned« are subject t o 

t r a n s i t i o n - ctestruct ion. A man's body I s siAJect 

t o s ickness , old»age and dea th . Fane and reputat ion 

come sometiinas, again they d isappear . Money also 

f 10V7S from one t o another £roin time to time • so i s 

our pleasurey i t oames with the presence of these 

th ings and disappears witti the l o s s of them. The 

thought of the l o s s of pleasure gives r i s e to f e a r , 

so pleasure i s necessar i ly r e l a t ed to f e a r , T e a r 

and pleasxire are the two s ides of a coin; you cannot 
5ft 

be f ree of one \'*rithout being firee of the other a l s o . " 

Since man by nature seeks pleasure he cannot be with­

out fear - fear i s more or l e s s a constant companion 

t o man. 

The quest ion would a r i ses what i s i t t o 

a t t a i n the s t a t e of fear lessness? How i s i t poss ib le? 

Fear lessness may be said to re fe r to a s t a t e 

of being in which a man goes beyond a l l attachments 

and p l e a s u r e s . Our hahlcerings for pleasure are 

e n t i r e l y stopped and the mind i s coir.pletely f ree from 

the f ee l ing of attachment., Krishnamurti would c a l l 

such a s t a t e of being - ' a l i f e in which there i s 
27 

no fragmentation;' since for him, problems of life 

26 Krishnamurtit, The Impossible Question, p.54. 

2'̂ Ibid,. p,72. 
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s t a r t when l i f e I s seen fragmentari ly• Gandhi says 

t h a t the s t a t e o£ per fec t f ea r l e s sness can be 

a t t a ined only by hlin v*io has r ea l i s ed the supreme; 

i t implies freedom from <^lusion. For him, only 

a seeker a f te r Truth can cor»[uer over a l l f e a r , 

Attachinent to a th ing , the harikering for vTorldly 

p leasu res d ive r t our a t t en t ion from our inner r e a l i t y . 

ifi'e iden t i fy ourselves with tiie outer things of the 

vnarld \Rihich dr ives us fa r away from our r ea l be ing . 

The quest ion might be asked; why does, then, 

men fee l attached t o things vJhen he knows t h a t 

attachment deludes him? Why does he run a f te r 

p leasure while he knows t h a t pleasure i s t r a n s i t a r y ? 

In reply to these ques t ions I would t):ust 

l i k e t o say t h a t the r e a l i s a t i o n of the exis tence 

of one ' s txue being demands a sincere and constant 

e f f o r t on the p a r t of man. 1*ke outer things a t t r a c t 

our a t t en t ion more and keep our mind busy with them. 

Again, the r e a l i s a t i o n of the inner sometimes br ings 

a f ee l ing of enormous l o n e l i n e s s , man needs tremendous 

s t r eng th and courage t o sus ta in the f e e l i n g . Natural ly 

he wants to avoid i t and so attacihes himself with 

o t h e r things of the worlds 

The s t a t e of fea r lessness necessar i ly r e fe r s 

^o a s t a t e beyond a l l worldly l imi t a t i ons* But how 

file:///Rihich
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do It see something t o t a l l y beyond a l l condit ioning 

and l imi t ing screens of t h o u ^ t memory and so on? 

HOW i s the mind tdhlch i s so caught up in the h a b i t 

of fragmentary outlook and a c t i v i t y t o see the 

whole? To quote from Krlahnarourtit 'We see things 

f ragmentar i ly , d o n ' t vje? Business, family, community 

i n d i v i d u a l s , my opinion and your opinion, my God 
28 

and your God - we see everything in fragments." 

Our mind i s crowded with the known, v4iich i s the 

product of t h o u ^ t t The mind i s f i l l e d with p a s t 

knowledge ^nd pas t experience. I t i s knowled^ t h a t 

d iv ides - '1 don ' t know', and 'you shal l know*• we 

divide our pas t from the presen t and f u t u r e . Knowledge 

d i f f e r e n t i a t e s knoT̂ m from unknown, my kndwledge from 

your knowledge. A l o t of our a t t en t ion i s taken 

away by l i v i n g in the pa s t and dreaming of the f u t u r e . 

The consciousness of ' I ' and 'mind' i s a t 

the roo t of one 's being l imi ted and having fragnentary 

exper iences . The ' I * r e l a t e s i t s e l f with a mind and 

body which are l imi ted and conditioned - and t h i s 

l eads to f e a r . 2n the s t a t e of f ea r l e s sness one has 

t o go beyond the consciousness of ' I ' n e s s . -» so there 

i s not you - I d i s t i n c t i o n , no problem of my having 

something and los ing i t » 

28 
Krishnamurti , op . , c i t . , p . 129,. 
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A f e a r l e s s l i f e I s t h a t ti*ilch always l i v e s 

in the present - To l i v e always in the present 

implies t h a t there must be no time# no p a s t , no 

fu ture* no success« no ambition. Such a s t a t e of 

mind <^mands a tremendous invjard awareness Which i s 

beyond a l l thou^ i t and a c t i v i t y . 

In t h i s connection i t should be mentioned 

c l e a r l y t h a t in the s t a t e of per fec t fear lessness 

t h o u ^ one goes beyond the l i m i t a t i o n s of t ime, 

thought, so r row-hop iness , roe-thou* yet the soul can 

experience them whenever necessary. They a l l would 

be t h e r e , i t i s only t h a t the a t t i t u d e tovjards them 
« 

would be d i f f e r en t ; one roust not a t tach one ' s being 

t o them. 

•!Pear has no place in our h e a r t s , when ws 

have shaken off attachment for v^aalth, for family 
29 

and for the body." *Enjoy the things of the ea r th 

by renouncing them* - i s the sovereign p recep t . 

wea l th , family and the body w i l l be there Jus t the 

same, we have only t o change our attitucfe towards 

them. 'Clothing vihatDver in t h i s world i s o u r s . Even 

we ourselves are His* Why then should trje e n t e r t a i n 

any fear? « vjhen we thus cease to be masters and 

reduce ourselves t o the rarik of s e rvan t s , humHer 

than the very dust under our fee t* a l l f e a r s ,w i l l 

29 Krishnamurti , o p . c ^ t . , p . 1 5 , 
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r o l l away l ike mists; VJQ shall a t ta in ineffable 

peace and see satyanarayana, the God of Truth, 

face to face". 

The concept of fearlessness must not be 

confused with the concept of courage. 'Coi«:age' i s 

a moral virtue in the sense that a courageous roan 

leads a happier l i f e and helps others to lead a 

be t te r l i f e a lso, cov/ardice leads to mischief and 

evil,* "Hie l i f e of a coward i s ful l of miseries and 

d i f f i c u l t i e s , courage, on the other hand, according 

to Natura l is ts , i s , direct ly or indi rec t ly , one of 

the basic necessi t ies of human existence, 

Similcirly to cowaixlice, a sense of fear also 

generates a l l kinds of mischievous ac t iv i ty . A man 

who i s always afraid of something or other, cannot 

lead a normal l i f e . One has to overcome fear to 

cer ta in extent in order to l ive as a human being. So 

being fearless and having confidence in oneself or 

having courage might be confused to refer the same 

s ta te of mind. 

But courage and fearless-ness are tx-jo com-

ple te ly different s ta tes of- mind re la t ing to different 

stages in one's moral and religious endeavour* 

^^rishnamurt i , op.citvi p . 15. 
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Gandhi says that in the highest forms of courage* fear 

s t i l l pers i s t s as an eleinent; there i s at least the 

consciousness, and, therefore, the anticipation of danger, 

fsany of the bravest soldiers have gone with trembling 

limbs and pulpitat ing heart t h rou^ their ear l ie r engage­

ments, and many a moral or rel igious act of devotion 

or of self-sacr if ice has been carried out in fear and 

trembling, yet i t i s a l l the more h i ^ l y valued on that 

account. Fearlessness, on the other hand, i s insensibil i ty 

to danger, where the natural or normal individual would 

be keenly conscious of i t« Courage as a moral vir tue 

i s not direct ly related to rel igion, % 7̂hile fearlessness 

as a necessary quality of a moral being i s inseparably 

connected to re l ig ion . True connotation of fearlessness 

i s understood and realised in rel igious l i f e . In 

rel igion xa*iich gives the sense of an inf ini te power 

behind the f in i te individual, and of infimite goodness, 

tends to i t se l f to remove al l fear , to produce fearlessness, 

A perfectly fearless person leads a l i f e of perfect 

security and t r u s t . All s ta in , al l e f for t , do\ibt# 

hes i ta t ion , worry, mental and to some extent , even 

physical fatigue f a l l avjay, 

(V) 

Means and Ends 

A 'means* l i t e r a l l y means a method or process 

throu€(h and by which we can at tain certain ends. The 
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r e l a t i o n between a nseans and an end i s in a sense 

necessary because only a properly worked-out means 

can a t t a i n the des i red end . 

As to the i den t i t y of rreans and ends i t i s 

s a id t h a t means are separate ly i den t i f i ab l e from 

t h e i r ends . And since they are separate ly i d e n t i f i a b l e , 

the a c t i v i t i e s which axB supposed t o be the 'means* 

might represent a very d i f fe ren t character from the 

supposed aim. For example, a v i o l e n t revolut ion i s 

thought t o be the means of a t t a in ing progress and 

p rospe r i ty of the country, progress or p rosper i ty 

i s general ly thought to be c lose ly r e l a t ed to human 

happ iness . As the exan^le goes, i t i s sa id t h a t the 

means i s a v io l en t r evo lu t ion . Violence i s considered 

t o be a means of happiness . There seems to be a 

n a t u r a l opposit ion between the idea of violence and 

t h a t of morali ty. The t rue understanding of the idea 

of happiness as I have t r i e d to show, depends on an 

understanding of the connotation of morality and 

r e l i g i o n . The means and end, h e r e , as i t s p e a r s t o 

u s , are in nature d iametr ica l ly oppo^d to each o t h e r . 

Most modem p o l i t i c a l "Biouciht, both in theory 

and p r a c t i c e , assumes t h i s e s sen t i a l " logica l" divergence 

between means and end. 
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Human act ions are usual ly defined and under­

stood in terms of t h i s means ends frameworko A 

c e r t a i n action of a man i s accepted to be a means 

t o ce r t a in ends, sociology and other '^nocfern" sciences 

usua l ly define human action in terms of achievement 

of c e r t a i n given and spec i f ic ends by a proper 

adjustment of means to ce r t a in ©ads. 

The msan-end dicliotomy i s e s sen t i a l fo r 

u t i l i t a r i a n thouc^t . For u t i l i t a r i a n s maximum pleasure 

f o r maximum nun^ber of people i s o r o u ^ t to foe the 

end of our a c t i v i t y . They say t h a t everyone should 

perform t h a t act or follov; t h a t moral r u l e which wi l l 

b r i n g about the g r ea t e s t good (happiness) for every­

one concerned. 

In the discussion on the object ive of moral 

judgement, some th inkers hold t h a t the moral t«)rth 

of an act ion i s determined by the end i t aims to 

achieve . Again, some o thers say t h a t the moral worth 

of an act ion should be determined by the means one 

adopts without any considerat ion of the end . Some 

say t h a t both means and ends ar@ necessary to be 

considered to uncterstand the moral worth of an ac t ion . 

Gandhi's thought and a c t i v i t i e s might also 

be souc^t t o be understood in terms of the means-ends 
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framevjork. I t i s sa id t h a t Gandhi's method of non­

violence i s the neans to a t t a i n the end of Truth. 

Given the above analys is of means-ends i den t i t y and 

r e l a t i o n s h i p 4 t can be said t h a t non-violence as a 

weans i s I den t i f i ab l e independently of the end, and 

the ac t of non-violence can acquire i t s vrorth without 

reference to the end. 

But according to Gaidhi non-violence and t r u t h 

are so Inteirtwined t h a t i t i s p r a c t i c a l l y impossible to 

d isentangle and separate them. He says; 

"they are l i k e the tvio s ides of a co in , 
or r a the r a smooth unstainped ine ta l l ic 
d i s c , \<4io can say, which i s obverse and 
which the reverse? Nevertheless , ahimsa 
&s the means; Truth i s the end, means, 
t o be means must always be within our 
reach , and so ahimsa i s our supreone duty . 
If we take care of the means* y^ are bound 
to reach the end sooner or l a t e r , when 
once vje have grasped t h i s p o i n t , f i n a l 
v ic to ry i s beyond quest ion."32 

For Gandhi, as I have a l r e ^ ^ said man's nature 

b a s i c a l l y comprise of a moral r e l i g i o u s core and one ' s 

l i f e i s supposed to be an attempt to r e a l i s e t h i s 

na ture of h i s be ing . Truth as the u l t imate end of a 

man's l ive i s a moral - re l ig ious concept and i t i s only 

non-violence which shows us the path bo Trti th. ^Soral-

r e l i g i o u s l i f e i s an in tegra ted l i f e in the sense 

t h a t each thought and a c t i v i t y of a person i s d i rec ted 

31" 
N.K, Bose, s e l ec t ions From Gandhi, p . 1 3 , 
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t o and guided by the sijngle aim, t h a t I s Truth , 

Mora l - re l ig ious vix^tues bu i ld up a xinique l i f e in 

the sense t h a t they a l l are t i e d up with a s ingle 

thread x^ich gives i n t e g r i t y to a moral l i f e . Non­

violence* love , fellotsNifeeling are inseparably t i e d 

up together in the way t h a t the absence of one has 

t o follow necessar i ly by the absence of o t h e r s . 

I t i s only and necessar i ly non-violence and not 

violence whAch gives fe l low-feel ing and love which 

u l t ima te ly leads us to the attainment of Tiruth 

ot God. 

some people have t r i e d t o analyse the concept 

of non-violence or love independently of the concept 

of Truth and God. In t h i s connection I wo^ld only 

l i k e to say t h a t by giving such an analys is of Gandhi's 

thought vje would be unfai r to Gandhi. I s o l a t i o n of 

one ictea from another and i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of each of 

than separately would break the i n t e g r i t y and the 

unique s p i r i t of h i s l i f e and philosophy. 
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MODERN CIVILISATIOW 

Man's primary endeavour, ( today, ^ems t o be 

t o move towards an achlevenent of economic growth and 

mate r ia l success . By i n t e l l i g e n t in tervent ion t h r o u ^ 

successive attempts man has g rea t ly accelerated and 

g r e a t l y expanded the range of h i s p o s s i b i l i t i e s , With 

the help of s c i e n t i f i c knowledge and technological 

develofanent t»»3 have been increasing the grbwth of p ro­

duct ion in both the f i e l d s of industry and agr icu l ture 

and gradually t ry ing to meet the s c a r c i t y of mater ia l 

goods. The constant endeavour af te r mater ial achieveient 

h a s influenced our outlook so much t h a t we think if only 

t h e r e were more and iT«>re wealth everything e l se would 

f a l l i n to p l a c e . The ends of s c i e n t i f i c and technolo­

g i c a l progress and ever- increas ing production-cum-eonsump-

t i o n have acquired a kind of absolute value in our l i f e . 

The i dea l s of modem man and h i s p r inc ip l e s of act ion 

, a re the outcome of a ra t ional ism Which denounces 

s p i r i t u a l i t y . ? h e conteit^porary c i v i l i s a t i o n which i s 

based on t h i s rat|i>nallsmK?rQj[ects morali ty and r e l i g i o n . 

",^^^-4^&Gple l i v i n g in i t make bodily welfare the object 

of l i f e , " Men measure t h e i r progress by t h e i r material 

T4,K, Gandhi, Hind swaraj , p , 3 5 . 
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possessions. "This civilisation t^es note neither 

of morality nor of religion. Its votaries calmly state 

that their business Is not to teach religion, some 
2 

even consider i t a sxi^serstitlous growth." 

Tv70 opposite phi losophies of man are associa tea 

wi th t h i s c i v i l i s a t i o n . They may be said to be the 

pre-suppos i t ions of the development of such a civilisa-> 

t i o n . There i s (a) the one der iv ing pr imar i ly from 

Kant« according to which« man« in h i s t rue being« i s 

"autonomous"; and (b) the other i n ^ i r e d by the ideas 

of the e s s e n t i a l monistic conpleteness of "modern 

sc i ence" . —According t o tahich man i s l og i ca l l y 

reducib le t o an object of n a t u r e . The idea of "autononiy" 

of man, according to the l a t t e r , must, therefore b© 

an i l l u s o r y i d e a . 

Diametr ical ly opposed as these two philosophies 

of man seem t o . b e , they share a common f a i l u r e , namely, 

the f a i l u r e to account for the t r a d i t i o n a l moral i n s i s t s 

of man. This f a i l u r e has resu l ted in the development 

of tiae so ca l l ed 'modem c i v i l i s a t i o n , " 

(A) Let us f i r s t consider the philosophy which i s 

sa id to be derived from Kant. The fundamental ques t ions 

T4.K.Gandhl, o p . c i t . , p . 3 7 . 
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r e l a t e d with the notion of morali ty are the c r i t e r i a 

of d i s t ingu ish ing (1) betvieen moral and Immoral on 

t he one hand and (11) the sphere of nxjrallty from 

t h a t of the non-moral on the o t h e r . For Kant* man 

as a r a t i o n a l being I s an end<»ln«hlm^l£, hence the 

ques t ions r e l a t i n g t o the moral sphere of h i s l i f e 

makes no appeal t o anything other than roan himself • 

G.Eo !4oore holds a s imi la r vlQw when he says t h a t man, 

by n a t u r e , i s g i f ted with a moral i n t u i t i o n . Moral 

dec i s ions and one ' s d i s t i n c t i o n between moral and 

lmm.oral, o r the sphere of morali ty from t h a t of non-

moral are t o be made by man himself with the help of 

h i s i n t u i t i v e capac i ty . Following a s imilar argument 

Hare says tha t morali ty i s Jus t a matter of Individual 

d e c i s i o n . I t i s impl ic i t in man's mere capaci ty to 

t h ink r a t i o n a l l y ( u n i v e r s a l I s a b i l i t y ) . For s a r t r e the 

capac i ty of moral Judgment i s .. ina l ienably associated 

with man's exerc ise of h i s freedom. 

All these th inkers hold in contmon t h a t man, 

and man alone i s the only source and ground of moral 

d e c i s i o n s . The u l t imate p r i n c i p l e s of gtaidlng a man's 

ac t ions are a matter of ' pu re ' choice for him. 'Pure ' 

choice here means choice xijhich i s completely \jngrounded 

on anything else, . I t i s the tdt lmate exercise of human 

freedom.-. 

file:///jngrounded
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A natural consequence of th is philosophy of 

man has been a kind of rnoral anarchy which characterises 

much of modem c iv i l i sa t ion «- a phenomenon which finds 

l ingu is t i c expression in phrases such as "pemissive 

society", "^very man's riQht to puxrsue h i s ovm 'ideal*', 

and so can. This moral anarchy quite naturally sanct i -

f i e s the pursuit of "bodily pleasure" as a sole l e g i t i -
3 

mate goal of l i f e . " I t s (modem civi l i sa t ion) true 

t e s t l i e s in the fact that people l iving in i t make 

bodily vjelfare the object of l i f e . Hence the acceptance 

of the above Philosophy of man makes i t d i f f icu l t for 

us to give an account of the t radi t ional view of morality. 

The tradi t ional rroral i n s i s t xnrhich builds up universal 

moral pr inciples , such as , "one ousftit r^ver deliberately 

to injure another human being," "humility i s a st^jreme 

pr inciple of morality", have no importance in roan's l i f e . 

But i t i s to be noticed that any and every 

pr inciple i s not a moral principle; the above principles 

const i tute and embody the l i f e and îTork of any truly 

moral person. The point i s that if acting and l iving 

on such principles makes one a t ruly moral person« 

then morality as being purely "a matter of choice and 

decision" becomes dubious* The question i s • what i s i t 

T^.K.Ganhi, o p . c i t . , p,37. 
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t h a t makes a p r inc ip l e a rraral p r inc ip l e? In order to 

f i n d out the c r i t e r i o n of moral i ty we may consider the 

view t h a t the moral charac te r of a p r i nc ip l e depends 

on i t s s a t i s f a c t i o n of the purely formal requirement 

of "un lversa l i sab i l i ty"* I t has been made abundantly 

c l e a r i n the recent phi losophical debate t h a t t h i s 

requlreinant can q u i t s e a s i l y be shown t o be capdbte 

of being s a t i s f i e d not only by undeniably universal 

moral p r inc ip l e s such a s , •tone ouc^t never de l i be ra t e ly 

t o Injure another human be ing , " e t c . , bu t a l so by p r inc ip le 

of ac t iw i , ^lAiich are only dubiously moral o r even 

immoral. Morality i s rooted in something much deeper 

than the "formal" p r o p e r t i e s of roan's capaci ty to 

r eason , and a l s o , t h i ^ge t the d i s t i n c t i v e moral character 

from t h a t grounding a lone . The t r a d i t i o n a l view of 

moral i ty i s said to be based on t h i s deep Ins idht of 

roan, Ihe view vdiich takes u n i v e r s a l i s a b l l i t y as the 

c r i t e r i o n of morality does not take any note of t h i s 

insioOit and even if the t r a d i t i o n a l moral i n s igh t s do 

f i n d a place in t h i s philosophy of man, they do so only 

a t the cos t of t h e i r t r a d i t i o n a l d i s t i n c t i o n , 

(B) The other Philosophy of man der ives from the 

l<^a of the e s s e n t i a l monistic coit^leteness of modem 

sc i ence , s c i e n t i f i c method i s the only method which can 
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l eg i t ima te ly and exhaust lb ly explain the things o£ 

the un iverse . Other "non-snodlem*' i dea s , t heo r i e s and 

methods are ruled out as "unsc ien t i f i c" systems of 

f a i t h and be l i e f r a the r than r a t i ona l kno^srledge and 

therefore« ism^orthy of a ser ious cons idera t ion . 

"The s c i e n t i f i c movei^nt has unleashed an 
aval a n ^ e e n t i r e l y t r a n ^ o n n i n g t l ^ indu* 
s t r i a l economic and soc ia l landscape in 
i^SxSx people had l ived s t ab le l i v e s fo r 
m i l l i n u i a . In r ^ i d succession came 
rallTi<;3ys« steam po^g^r, e l e c t r i c i t y * 
t e legraph ic communications, i ron sh ips , 
motor ca r s modem hi€(hways, aeroplanes, 
stock exchanges, medicine witAi seemingly 
tnlbraculous cures and, of course , recolu>i> 
t i on i sed methods of tsrarf a r e . To the 
Vic tor ians buoyed up on the t i d e of 
wealth and e n t i r e , science roQuired no 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n i t s p e l t success , p rosper i ty , 
expansion, progress » t o quest ion i t s . 
r igh tnes s vTOuld have appeared blasphemous." 

The; re levant theses of t h i s Philosophy ares 

(1) man i s u l t imate ly eshaust lb ly descr lbable in physical 

terms alone; (11) as so desc r lbab le , man in h i s t o t a l i t y 

^ s reducible t o a mere ob jec t of na tu re ; ( i l l ) man and 

"his world" can therefore a lso be exhaust ibly explained 

i n terms of the norms of explanation of the na tura l 

sc iences {i^o» t h r o u ^ cause e f f ec t r e l a t i o n ) . 

i h e ^ form qu i t e e s ^ l i c i t l y the foundation of the 

academic d i s c ip l i ne of Experimental Psychology and have 

given r i s e t o a study of human nature on the b a s i s of 

i t s behavioural express ions . 

R. Sampson,'Religion and science*, Gandhi Harg, 
1981, p . 7 9 . 
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Zn philosophy th i s viexi? o£ man £inds a 

somewhat ainbig«»us ^cpsession in ^o^at i s knotm as 

the doctrine o£ philosophical behaviourism • airibiguous 

because« Tî hile on the one hand, i t agrees essent ia l ly 

with the idea that there i s nothing more to tnan than 

a special kind o£ material body« on the other hand, 

i t f inds i t necessary to msike irredvcible d i s t inct ions 

such as bettieen 'cause* and •reason*, 'law* and 'rule*, 

•rooveroent* and 'action*, 'utterance* and * speech*, 

*£act* and 'truth** The second of each o£ thesa pairs 

o£ these concepts i s supposed to be indispensable in 

any attenipt to grasp the d is t inct ive rea l i ty o£ roan, 

while the f i r s t i s ^ p l i c a b l e to the vrorld of nature 

alone % But given the metaphysical base of philosophical 

behaviourism, the irreducibi l i ty o£ above dis t inct ions 

cannot in the long run be Justif ied - philosophical 

behavioitrism inescapably col lapses into psychological 

behaviourism. 

According to the l iberal empiricist philosophers 

a l so there i s no such thing as a non-*empirically deter<«> 

minable *nature* o£ man implic i t in the notion o£ whic*h 

there m i ^ t be moral standards applicable to a l l men| 

Man*s nature can be discovered empirically and a s t r i c t 

empirical investigation wi l l reveal that man has no 

dist inguishing £eatuKe Tî aiĉ h can provide him with 
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unquestionable ntoraX principles* 

Ihe conanon feature of the above two views i s 

a t o t a l ^Dopiricism in the txeatfoent o£ concepts. TkiQix 

meaning i s restr icted to the representation of particular 

operations and behaviour. lEhis operational point of view 

may be well i l lustrated by p,w, Bridgnjan's analysis of 

the concept of lengths 

^ e evidently know ^ a t tse mean by length 
i f ve can t e l l tfhat the length of any and 
every object i s * and for the physicist 
nothing more i s required* TO find the 
length of an object , vje have to perform 
contain physical operations, the concept 
of length i s therefore fixed v^&n the 
operations by \f«hic^ length i s measured 
are fixed7 that i s , the concept of length 
involves as much and nothing core than the 
s e t of operations by xifttich length i s ^ t e r * 
mined* Zn general, rse mean by any con* 
cept nothing more than a s e t of operations; 
the concept i s synonymous with the corres­
ponding se t of operations* "S 

This mode of thou^t i s a predominant tendency in 

t h o u ^ t and awareness of modem man* t̂ any of the concepts 

are being eliminated by iShowing that no adequate accoimt 

of them in terms of operations or b^aviour can be given. 

Zt i s claimed that ^ipir ica l study of man's behaviour can 

g ive an esdiaustive explanation of human nature* Ihe 

question arises <» in v^at way can we account for our 

fundamental moral concepts? The only posit ion that 

behaviourism can imaginably take consistently with i t s 
• • • m « i in i I I • • » II I • ' - ' " " ' • « I « i i i I • 1 1 . 11 I 111 111 

Herbert Marcuse, One Dimensional wan, p..27,. 



inetaphysic* i s that £undainental inoral concepts such 

as "responsibility*, "praise", "blsne" e t c . can have 

no legitimate application at a l l . Given this view o£ 

human rea l i ty morality as tradit ionally conceived* 

T^uld be seen as necessarily having only an i l lusory 

place within i t . Scscs have, ho^^ever, ta}(Bn a conci l iatory 

att itude o they maintain that moral notions are not 

ent ire ly useless* and, there£ore, m i ^ t profitably be 

retained within our vocabulary. To praise somebody, or 

to blame somebody ipay not l i t e r a l l y make sense* but 

nevertheless th i s m i ^ t be a useful device to bring 

about desired changes in individuals and society* 

Similarly traditional moral principles such as , "one 

ought never deliberately to injure aiu>ther human being," 

"humility i s a supreme principle o£ morality," etc* need 

not be rejected a l to^ther but cb\ild be retained £or 

the i r usefulness in controll ing human behaviour. 

' Si2ch a kind o£ treatment to moral principles 

i s in no way acc^table by the traditional thinkers. 

This patronising attitude to the traditional moral 

principles makes them l i f e l e s s . . Taken the above view 

the moral ins i^ i t on which the traditional morality i s 

based, becomes Just a matter of i l l u s i o n . 

Xt does not require much insight to see that 

t h i s l a t t e r view of morality i s at work - witt ingly or 
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unwittingly in ouch o£ ^ today's secular p o l i t i c s at both 

the national and international l e v e l , <fhs basic rot i» 

vation in both national and international p o l i t i c s 

todays i s manipulation and control of people and societ ies« 

and in the fulfilrcent o£ i t s isotivation^ '̂ itoral exhorta* 

t ions" play much the saute role as bonibs and miss i l e s 

and the behavioural s c i e n t i s t ' s "e^qperiments with popula» 

t ion and resource control methods*** 

Following the l iberal empiric is ts ' view one would 

e i ther arrive quickly at a moral anarchism not unlike 

the moral anarchism involved in the idea of man's autonomy, 

or attenpt a defence of traditional moral principles on 

the basis of an 'Empirical," and therefore a misty notion 

of ''human x^ll«being". According to these thinkers the 

sa t i s fac t ion of human needs i s the ground for the Justi<» 

f icat ion of traditional moral i n s i s t s , unfortunately« 

however, quite naturally -> the only general and i n t e l l i g i b l e 

empiricist account for human needs must ultimately mckke 

an appeal to the notion of *̂ uman hsppiness.** The notion 

Gf *1iuroan ha^ppinsss" without a basic met€gphysical<»religious, 

and therefore non-empirical undsrpinning degei^rates 

into the idea of ever-increasing consumption of thQ fru i t s 

of industrial growth and gradually becomes a potential 

source of moral confusion^ir The idea of •T:iuroan happiness" 

as has already been mentioned in the previous chapters. 
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I s necessarily related with the inner and transcendental 

nature o£ man ^ihich i s beyond th i s empirical endsavcmr. 

The fa i lure o£ these philosophies o£ man to 

accotmt £or morality '*the traditional moral insist-.** 

has resulted in a £ar«>reachtog influence <uhich has 

changed our society at large* t)evaluation o£ moral 

values« and increase of moral anarchy and confusion 

characterise the nature of the contemporary c i v i l i s a t i o n 

in general. The best possible economic prosperity i s 

the ultimate value of the present c i v i l i s a t i o n . I t 

looks forward to a system v^hich gives greater and greater 

pro(^ction*cum-consumption • Technology and industry 

dominate over the social and individual l i f e of man. 

The bel ie f vAiich dominates over the x^^ole system i s that 

scievice and technology have unlimited power to sat is fy 

human demands. Our present d i f f i c u l t i e s l i e in the 

f a c t that technological progress i s as yet incomplete. 

They think that modem science and technology are able 

to solve the problem of production* and they have pro<» 

vided a l o t of Increase "hum î hsqopiness." 

Z shall discuss some of the ac^ievenents a£ 

modem vjestem science and see hovj they help to amelio­

rate the human condition.. 

(a) Having htanan happiness in viev7 of an 
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In^ortant achievement o£ s c i e n t i f i c and technological 

developnent i s the progress o£ medical science* The 

present medical system i s dependent and developed upon 

the bel ie f that science i s complete and autonomous* 

Naturally vse think that medical science has enormous 

capacity to cure our siclcness and so to add to human 

happiness: Industrial isat ion profit ing from net? e f fect ive* 

ness has given a new eff ic iency to medical science* Xt 

i s a fac t that today medicine can cure many complicated 

diseases Mi^ch vieve thou€0:\t i n c u r ^ l e ear l i er , so , people 

are much tsore depen(^nt on medicine than ever before* 

Medical profession has extended over an increasing range 

of every-day occurances in everyman's l i f e * 

But the way the TiAiole nedical system i s organised 

i t becomes more or l e s s an impossibil ity for under-developed 

and developing countries to avail of proper medical treats-

men t for a l l the rtembers of their society* Better train­

ing in medical science» better instrument and medicine 

mean h i ^ cos t of production, and quickly becomes beyond 

common people's capacity to ^ t such medical treatment*^ 

Access to spec ia l i s t s and prestige hospitals i s available 

t o people yfho have the e d a c i t y to bear the expenditure* 

Good medicines and proper medical f a c i l i t i e s ar@ given 

to the people of large citiei^ <e>hile poor v i l lagers suffer*. 
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Hospi ta l s and doctor«»based hea l th care £ i t s the p r inc ip le 

t h a t ' those nUno have wi l l receive even n^re and those 

tJho have not are taken for the l i t t l e t h a t they have. 

Zt may be supposed t h a t the d i s t i n c t i o n bettx^een 

r i c h and poor , daveloped and undeveloped ^snlld v a n l ^ by 

gradual i n d u s t r i a l and technological (tevelosmtent and by 

use o£ proper economic treasures* But the po in t i s t h a t 

t he way ttiB medical science i s progressing today and 

promises f u r t h e r , i t encourages man t o depend irore and 

n»re on medicine; • but has our medical science been able 

t o cure a l l d i s e a ^ s ? The more the nodical science i s 

developing and the fu r ther the method of treatment i s 

advancing, the d i seases are becoming more and more cosiw 

p l i c a t e d and incurable* Modem medicine "seeks t o increase 

bodi ly comforts and i t f a i l s miserably even in doing so . "^ 

A doctor talces care of a man's body or t r e a t 

the p a t i e n t ' s mind, bu t he can t r e a t not •'human s ickness" . 

The bel ief in the autoncsny of medicine prevents man 

from f inding out the r e a l meaning of h i s sickness and 

s u f f e r i n g s . Gandhi says , 

"these doctors v i o l a t e our r e l i g i o u s i n s t i n c t . 
Most of t h e i r medical prepara t ions conta in 
e i t h e r animal f a t or sp i r i t uous l i q u o r s , 
both of these are tabooed by Hindus* and 
MOhamedans* we may pretend t o be c i v i l i s e d , 
c a l l r e l i g i o u s p roh ib i t ions a supe r s t i t i on 
and want-only i n d u l ^ in t ^ a t we l i ke* The 
f a c t remains t h a t the doctors induce us t o 
indulge , the r e s u l t i s t h a t vie have become 7 
deprived of sel£<>>control and have become efiE€sidnate." 

6 
M.K, Gandhi, op*ci t* , p*37% 

7 - * h — — — 
A*K*saran, "Gandhi and the concept of p o l i t i c s 9 

Towards a normal c i v i l i s a t i o n , " Gandhi Marg, p,694*, 
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Gandhi 's complaint t h a t "doctors induce us to indulge" 

i s not. so much a charge against individual p r a c t i t i o n e r s 

o£ modem n^dicine as i t i s an ind ica t ion o£ the cen t r a l 

TiTeakness o£ a " sc ien t i f i c "* "autonomous" medicine. 

Viedicine cures the d i seases caused by lack o£ sel£« 

con t ro l and indulgence and i t thus encourages se l f -

indulgence and g r a t i f i c a t i o n of i n s t i n c t i v e needs . For 

t h i s reason he says "hospi ta ls are i n s t i t u t i o n s for 

Ipropagating sin* Vien tsike l e s s care of ti^eir bodies 
8 

and immorality i n c r e a s e s . " 

(b^ Zndus t r i a l i sa t ion and mechanisation have 

r e s u l t e d i n the development of t r anspor t communication. 

Motorised t ranspor t has renoved man's self-powered 

t r a n s i t . Before a man tjould walk several miles together 

t o reach h i s desinat ion bu t \today he does not want to 

walk even a furlong if poss ib le* Zt seems t h a t the 

t r anspo r t system helps us in var ious ways - iwithoiit 

spending human metabolism we can go some^ere much more 

speedi ly than we coxild go t o the same place without i t * 

Since man does not have to waste h i s metabolism while 

going t o h i s place of work he can do h i s work more 

e f f i c i e n t l y * One does not have to spend much time for 

h i s journey t o the des t ina t ion so he can spend more time 

a t home and enjoy h i s l e i s u r e * A man having a transport 

8 
AJC. saran« Op*cit«« p.694« 
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of h i s own enjoys a kind o£ "personal freedom." He 

can go anyi^ere tirithin a short span of time xaftienever 

he wants. If everyone can use tran^ort in h i s journey 

fbr a 'trip* CM: a 'travel* they a l l can reach the same 

distance v^ithin saine time. So i t i s said that the transo 

port system gives us equity* The aim of a l l developing 

and uncbrdevelop^ coimtries i s to ina}@ i t possible fdor 

a l l i t s c i t i z ens to have the .«: capacity to use transport. 

We understand the usefulness and ne<^ssity of 

particular transports* Xt helps not only an individual 

but also the ^Aiole society* The primary viork of a 

transport i s to l ighten the burden of physical labour 

a man has to undergo in walking a certain distance and 

so to give more time for inte l lectual pursuit and to 

develop one's potent ia l i ty and eff ic iency* Xt i s easy 

e n o u ^ to see that transport f u l f i l s t h i s purpose when 

we watch any particular v ^ i c l e at work* But "%tfhat i s 

generally overlooked i s that equity and ei^rgy can grow 

concurrently only to a point*, Below a threshold of 

per c ^ i t a wattage, motors improve the conditions for 

soc ia l progress* M>ove t h i s threshold,, es^rgy grows at 
9 the expense of equity*" Leisure i s gc»d and necessary 

upto a point only , beyond that le isure makes one's l i f e 

boring monotonous sn& frustrating^v 

Xvan D Zl l idn, Energy and, ao^xtity,, p*lTî ; 
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Use o£ more and more transport has esccluded 

people from the use o£ their iretabollc energy and has 

£orced them to become captive consumers 6£ conveyance* 

h systematic transport communication m^es one a habitual 

passen^r^ and one becomes entirely dependent on trans­

port. An adequate transport communication promises a 

traffic Utopia of *£ree* r^id transportation for all. 

This makes us forget the fact that man is born almost 

equally mobile. Transport cbsprives him from his natural 

ability to valk a certain distance in a certain period 

of time. Transit, *the human netabolic energy* is not 

the product of an industry« it is the independent 

enterprise of transients* The sbility to engage in 

transit, is native to man and more or less equally 

distributed among healthy people of the same age. But 

continuous and -ev^F-growing dependence on transport 

cripples a man and results in man's inability to do 

physical labour* 

An inevitable consequent of industrialisation 

and transportation is urbanisation* By a regular transport 

coiTimunication the villacprs can expose themselves to the 

market and competition that goes cm in a city* Being 

influenced by city life they gradually start feeling 

unsatisfied by their own manufactxire^ They create and 

shape their demand and stĵ ply according to the needs 
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QXid n e c e s s i t i e s o£ c i t y dwellers* Instead o£ hand* 

made goods tHey run for those vjhich are made by power-

dr iven machinery, "Flour mi l l s are ous t ing the chakki, 

o i l m i l l s the v i l l a g e ^ a n i , r i c e mi l l s the v i l l a g e 

dhenki , sugar m i l l s the v i l l age gur-pans ," This 

displacement of v i l l a g e labour i s exp lo i t ing and 

impoverishing the v i l l a g e r s and enr iching the moneyed 

man« I t breaks the autonomy of the v i l l a g e s and makes-

them dependent on mechanisation and i n d u s t r i a l i s a t i o n . 

Manifestation of na tu ra l a b i l i t y i s necessar i ly 

associa ted with man^s "personal l i b e r t y . " Taday since 

a man cannot use h i s na tura l a b i l i t y he i s deprived of 

h i s personal l i b e r t y a l s o . The system of i n d u s t r i a l i s a t i o n 

i s in t e res t ed more in mass.., production of mater ia l 

ob j ec t s than in hiiman be ings , "As soon as a poor country 

accepts the doctr ine t h a t more energy more carefu l ly 

menaced wi l l always y i e l d more goods, for more people , 

t h a t country i s hooked in to the race for enslavement 

t o maximum i n d u s t r i a l ou tpu t , " 

The over consun^tion of energy throu^i i ndus t r i a l 

l i s a t i o n and mechanisation not only dest roys the physical 

environment througlh po l lu t ion b u t , the more in^ortant« 

,K, Gandhi, I n d u s t r i a l i s e and per ish , . p,39, . 

va:n p,. Ill-ijch, O p . c i t . , p . 2 2 . ^V 
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causes the d i s in t eg ra t ion o£ socie ty i t s e U . Further 

energy inputs r e s u l t s with nx>re and more i ndus t r i a l 

ou tpu t s and b e t t e r t r an spo r t ! bu t unfortunately i t 

increases inequal i ty« ine££iciency and personal in^»s>t:ence • 

The use o£ energy on a massive scale* and increasing 

p roduc t iv i ty ^ t on socie ty l i k e a drug t h a t i s psycholo* 

g i c a l l y enslaving« degrading and esOiausting .to i t s 

nienibers « 

In the l i g h t o£ i t s general outlook« modem 

world has s h ^ e d i t s education system. Bconanic deve­

lopment and mater ia l progress are the ul t imate aim o£ 

man i n ' today ' s s o c i e t y . I n d u s t r i a l i s a t i o n and inc reas ­

ing prodiaction are the aims o£ the presen t socio-economic 

system, we are convinced beyond quest ion of the omni­

potence of technica l in te l l igence« can do no other than 

t r u s t to ever g rea te r nianbers of exper ts to salvage the 

promise of industr ia l ism« Accordingly the p r i n c i p l e 

of business becomes the t r a i n i n g of exper ts* fo r whom 

progress ive ly more room i s made avai lable in Government 

and the economy. Natural ly the present system of 

education aims a t introdtzcing methods t h r o u ^ l̂Aiich 

common pec^le can be made more acquainted with the 

t echno-sc i en t i f i c world. Education has become l a rge ly 

i d e n t i c a l with the acquis i t ion of knowledge of var ious 
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tectmiques. Specialised t r a in ings in technology form 

the roost iinportant p a r t of educat ion, 

"By 1984 i t w i l l be des i rab le t h a t the nos t 
ordinary of men i s not embarrassed by the 
use of logarithm t a b l e , elementary con­
cep t s of the ca lcu lus and by the def i n i -
t icms and uses of such ^i^rds as electron« 
couloirb* and vo l t* He should fur ther 
have become able not only t o handle a pen, 
penc i l and r u l e r but a lso a magnetic teapQt 
valve and t r a n s i s t o r , " ! 2 

Where "education" i s not the acquis i t ion of 

t echnica l s k i l l , i t i s , fo r the most p a r t , the in^a r t ing 

of l i t e r a c y * Zt cons i s t s of teaching and learn ing c e r t a i n 

t e x t books in the classroom which have r a r e ly any r e l a t i o n 

t o our l i f e * The c r i t e r i o n of measuring one ' s education 

i s how much "acacfemic q u a l i f i c a t i o n " one has* The more 

o n e ' s "academic" qua l i f i c a t i on the more educated one i s * 

Does such a process deserve t o be ca l led 'education*? 

To c l a r i f y the po in t we can take an example* There i s a 

man who earns h i s bread honestly* He has a l i v e l y aware-

ness of h i s na tura l surrounding; i s ccgpable of an unself ish 

assessment of himself in r e l a t i o n t o o t l ^ r s in h i s family 

and society* His conduct i s general ly informed by a 

capac i ty for compassion and love* But he cannot wr i t e 

h i s name* what purpose would be served if we give '• him 

a knowledge of l e t t e r s ? A man without any knowled^ of 

l e t t e r s can lead a happy l i f e Tfrtiich may be an i n t u i t i v e 

^h.T. Schumacher, anall is Beautiful, p*71«i 
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understanding of the true s^n^ of morality and 

sp i r i tua l i ty* But since the inan does not know how to 

write his name can vje cal l hiro 'uneducated •? 

<an the other haiwi take a person ^^iho has a vast 

knowledge in l i teracy with outstanding academic achieve­

ments or a man who i s most ski l l fu l and active in 

sc ien t i f ic and technological a c t i v i t i e s . But if we 

look at h i s "private" l i f e we find that he has made a 

mess of i t . In the academic l i f e the man i s praised for 

h i s b r i l l i a n t and outstanding ideas while in pract ical 

l i f e he can neither real ise nor s e t t l e the actual problems 

of l ife« Z£ his academic ac t iv i t i e s cannot bring any 

meaning or significance to his private l i f e ; if one's 

academic l i f e is not continuous and integrated with 

one 's real l i f e then, surely, i t i s doubtful that one 

could be said to have intbibed education in the most 

v i t a l sense of that term. Literacy, at best i s an 

uncertain means to true education • a s tate which i s 

necessarily an embodiment of c i v i l i t y and of a moral 

(and sp i r i tua l ) awareness inforn^d by an intelligence 

which i s fundamentally u n s e l f i ^ (v^ithout cihankara). 

Schumacher says that education can help us only 

if i t produces a 'whole man"*. By 'vfltole man* fJchumacher 
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r e f e r s to the man* vjhose l i f e i s a 'continuous Ti^ole' 

i n which there i s an in t eg ra t ion of one ' s moral and 

s p i r i t u a l awareness with aca<Seinic and other p a r t i c u i a r 

exper iences . 

"A t r u l y educated man i s not a man trtho 
knows a b i t of everything no t even the 
man vftio knows a l l the d e t a i l s of a l l 
sxibjects ( i f suc^ a thing were possibleD' 
the * whole man in f dct# may have l i t . t l e 
de t a i l ed knowledge of f a c t s and theor i e s 
he may t r easu re the Encyclopedia Br i t an ica 
because 'she knows an& he needn't* bu t 
he w i l l be t r u l y in tcmcto with the cent re* 
He wi l l not be in <toubt about h i s bas ic 
convict ions* about h i s views on the 
meaning and purpose of h i s l i f e * He may 
not be ^ l e t o explain these mat te rs 
in words« but the conduct of h i s l i f e 
w i l l show a c e r t a i n sureness of touc^ 
which stems from h i s inner c l a r i t y . " ^ S 

Gandhi gives a very important p lace t o education 

when he says t h a t a human being without education i s not 

f a r removed frOT) an animal. By t h i s 'education* he 

c e r t a i n l y does not mean a system of llteraxry or technical 

t r a i n i n g through ^ii^ch man can be made a t bes t a c rea tu re 

of technica l know»how» a s c i e n t i s t or an academician v7ho 

i s a sk i l fu l# ac t ive worker in industr ies i , l abo ra to r i e s 

o r un ive r s i t i e s* t h i s kind of an occupational t r a i n i n g 

i s f a r from serving an educational purpose»> "Real 

education**« for Gandhi "cons is t s i n drawing the bes t out 

of yourself ".^^ "Character-building" i s the goal of 

\,F, Schumacher, ogucl t* , pp*,85»86^ 
^'^N.K, Bose, s e l ec t ions from Gandhi». p*283,, 
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education* There are many v i r tues o£ man l ike courage, 

con£idence« humility love and soi on* Itie purpose o£ 

education i s to develop and integrate them in nan* 

Literacy or acadsmic learning i s Just a means to t h i s 

greater end* That i s ^ y he says, "India's great lack 

o£ l i t e racy , c^plorsible as i t i s , does not appeal to 

me nor make me feel that India i s un£it £or self rule"* 

"Literary training by i tsel£ adds not an inch to one's 

moral h e i ^ t , and character building i s independent o£ 
16 

l i t e r a r y trainings** »f5oral development" i s the most 

important factor in the development o£ an individual 

or a human being^ In t h i s connection^ I should also 

mention tha t Gandhi invariably and indispensably connects 

morality V7ith religion* He says that the source of a l l 

values must be the fac t of man's as Xiiell as the Mohole 

îX>rld*s being rooted in God* Ihe rel igious as the 

ground of man's being and of the value and meaning of 

h i s l i f e must permit a l l sphere of h i s l i fe* (aan's 

sp i r i t ua l i t y must esqpress i t se l f t h r o u ^ a l l h i s ordinary 

a c t i v i t i e s in the t e n ^ r a l W)rld; morality and sp i r i tua l i ty 

cannot therefore be s^ara ted fran one another* To quote 

from him - "Religion trfhich takes no account of pract ical 
17 

affairs and does not help to solve them, is no religion*" 

%^K, Bose, op»cit»̂ » p*287,. 

^hbld,v, 

^"^Ibid,, p,255^ 
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"If any action of mine claimed to be spi r i tual 

i s p r o v ^ to be ui^racticaX i t must be pronounced to 

be a fai lure* X do believe that the most sp i r i tua l 

act i s the most pract ical in the true sense of the 

term." 

Given the centra l i ty of man's rel igious insight 

and i t s i n e v i t ^ l e unfoldment in man's endeavour ("self* 

purification") , i t i s impossible that the rel igious can 

be divorced fran any sphere of human l i f e . The most 

important task of education i s to make man aware of t h i s 

f ac t ^ d to help him to rea l i se the ultimate aim, A 

similar view i s expressed by E.P. Schumacher when he 

says# 

"Education cannot help us as long as i t 
accords no place to Metc^ysics* whether 
the svibjects t a u ^ t are subjects of 
science or of ti^e humanities # if the 
teaching does not lead to a c lar i f ica t ion 
of Met^hysics, tha t i s to say, of our 
fundamental convictions« i t cannot educats 
a man and consequently # cannot be of real 
value to society."*^ 

There are certain problems in our l i f e , solutions 

to x^ich« cannot be found throu^i our "lijere" in te l lec tual 

capacity. In th i s connection I xTOuld l ike to bring forth 

G.N.M. Tyre 11's dis t inct ion of 'convergent* and 'd iver^nt* 

problems* convergent problems are both created and solved 

by man's in te l l igent reasoning power; v is* , the problems 

li ~~ 
N.K.Bose, o p « c i t . , P^255» 

^Xbld. , p , 8 4 . 
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o£ science and technology* 'Divergent* problecis, on 

the o ther hand, are the problems o£ l iv ing* T h e ^ 

problems •»>» in p o l i t i c s * Economics* Education, marriage, 

soc i e ty —>• are always problems o£ overcoming and 

reconc i l ing opposite* T!hey demand o£ man not merely 

the employment o£ h i s reasoning power tout the commitment 

of h i s 'feJhole persona l i ty* Physical sciences and Mathe­

mat ics are exclus ive ly concerned vattii 'convergant* problems* 

Science cannot produce i ( ^ a s by tdhich man could l i ve* 

Even the g r e a t e s t ideas of science are nothing more than 

xi?orking hypotheses* They are useful for purpos€BOf 

spec ia l i sed research but never applicable t o the conduct 

of our l i f e * But unfortunately even the subjects t ^ i ch 

c o n s i s t of 'divergent* problems, the way they are 

presented - today lack the awareness of t h e i r presupposi­

t i o n s * Economics i s being t a u 0 i t without any awareness 

of the view of human nature t h a t unds r l i e s present day 

economic theory* P o l i t i c s i s t a u ^ t without any reference 

t o i t s n@t^hysical roots* P o l i t i c s t a l k s about the 

p o l i t i c a l l i f e of man, ^ l l e i t ignores t h a t man*s 

r e l a t i o n t o one another i s bas i ca l ly an expression of 

h i s moral nature* Economics \diich deals with the tiiell 

being of humanity^ ^' misconceives the concept of •*well 

be ing" i t s e l f 4 As a r e s u l t mutual unc^rstanding and 

goodwill vanish from human re la t ionships in society* 

file:///diich
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Growing confusions* misunderstanding and hatred are 

common features o£ human relations* Zn th i s connection 

Oai^hl urould say that the particular and isolated 

study of di f ferent subjects without a reference to their 

common and universal basis has distorted the meaning 

of vrhat education real ly i s * An education i f i t dc^s 

not discuss the problems of l i f e * society* morality <* 

the 'divergent* problems in general - l o se s the true 

connotation of •Education'* 

Our present system of education i s based on 

western ideas (theories) to the almost entire exclusion 

of ideas generated in our own traditions* ihe traditional 

culture of Zi^ia i s ent ire ly ruled out by saying that 

i t i s non«scientific and non.«mo(^m* so the^ cannot 

s a t i s f y modem roan*s <̂ mand and curiousity* Naturally 

the higher one proceeds in modem education the farther 

one i s renoved from one's home* so that at the end of 

h i s education he becomes estsranged from h i s surroundings* 

He i s never t a u ^ t to have any pride in h i s surroundings* 

India's own c i v i l i s a t i o n * i t s past with i t s culture 

re l ig ion and Philosc^hy i s pre^nted to Indians » i f not 

in so many words* but at l e a s t in intent - as imbecile* 

superst i t ious and useless for practical purposes^ 
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The medium o£ our education s t i l l continues 

l a r g e l y to be a foz^sign language* Gandhi say9, ''Real 

education i s inposs ib le t h r o u ^ a foreign medium". 

"The foreign medium of education has caused *brain<*£ag« 

pu t an undue s t r a i n upon the nerves of our children« 

made them crammers and imi ta tors* unf i t t ed ti^em fo r 

o r i g i n a l work and t h o u ^ t * and d i s ^ l e d them for 
21 f i l t r a t i n g t h e i r l ea rn ing to the family or the masses." 

One's thous&its and ideas are most na tu ra l l y 

esspressed through o n e ' s own mother tongue* If a foreign 

language i s used to express one ' s ideas there i s every 

chance of i t s being mis interpreted and d i s to r t ed* The 

expression of o n e ' s ideas $hrouc^ foreign language needs 

a spec ia l t r a i n i n g in t h a t language* In Xndia, vfttere a 

small nuRiber of people ge t the chance t o be l i t e r a t e « 

the use of a foreign l a n g u a ^ as the medium of eduK:ation 

i s r e a l l y a b a r r i e r to cOTimunication of ideas* 

Besides these p r a c t i c a l d i f f i c u l t i e s with a 

fore ign medium of education a phi losophical di^sussion 

^ i l l show t h a t our p r e ^ n t a t t i t ude towards our own 

cultture ( i « e . Indian cu l tu re i s non<»scientif ic« non* 

modem* barbarous, imbecile and soon) i s a necessary and 

n a t u r a l outcome of t h i s foreign medium of education^, 

N*K.Bose» pp«cit»» p*283^ 

^Hbid* . p*285»^ 
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According to Wi t t^ns te ln the meaning o£ a word i s not 

contained in the word i t se l f* 2f vm x^ant to understand 

any c o n c ^ t yie must obtain a view c£ human behaviour« 

the ac t iv i t i e s the natural expressions that surround 

the words for that concept* i-Jhat real ly gives l i f e to 

the utterances or marks tsft̂ ch constitute a language «> 

i«e« ttihat makes these utterances and marks a language 

a t a l l i s the i r intimate connection with the ac t iv i t i e s 

of the users of the language in question, in t h i s sense 

a language i s a form of l i f e of a group of people* 

The rules governing the correct use of a language are 

necessarily and i n v a r i ^ l y rules about human ac t iv i t i e s 

associated with the use of language* To take an example 

we can consider the language of greeting* Greeting a 

person i s not Just a matter of ut ter ing a par t icular 

word or a set of words in h i s presence and at the sametime 

to cause him to hear i t ^ Zt i s connected with an extremely 

complex variety of bodily ^ s tu res« tones of voice and 

what one does before and after ts^at may be regarded as 

the "actual act of greeting"«f The rules for the langua^ 

of greeting roust be such as to allow for the poss ib i l i ty 

of such a complex of ac t iv i t i e s whose connections with 

one another are subtle,, p l iable and without any sharp 

boundariesjf "Xhis net vjork of ac t iv i t i e s i s , ; according 

to Wittgenstein,, a 'form of life*% 
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I£ a language i s a s e t of a c t i v i t i e s or p rac t i ce s 

defined by c e r t a i n ru les* and 1£ the ru l e s governing the 

c o r r e c t use o£ a language are Invariably r u l e s about 

a c t i v i t i e s o£ a groxxp Q£ human beings» then i t can c l e a r l y 

be sa id t h a t a p a r t i c u l a r language • a l a n g u a ^ whldi i s 

indiv iduated » emcsJinpasses a p a r t i c u l a r c u l t u r e . (By 

c u l t u r e here i s meant the d i s t i n c t * indlvlduable a%rareness 

and sel£<»awarenes8 of a group of people vjho speak a 

par t i c ia la r language and are corporate ly engaged in both 

the mater ia l and s p i r i t u a l piursuits of l i f e . ) The 

«s3»nnectlons bettieen one ' s o\m language and one ' s under* 

s tanding of oneself , o the r s and of the ^rorld around are 

so Intimata and deeply rooted in one t h a t very frequently 

they are opera t ive without one ' s being a^'are of them. 

If t h i s viera i s acceptable "Indian education" i s 

r e a l l y iinpossible with a foreign medium of educat ion. 

2f o n e ' s cu l tu re I s invar iably and necessar i ly associated 

wi th one ' s language, our acceptance of western cu l tu re 

as t he only cu l tu re and our b l ind imi ta t ion of the same 

are the most na tu ra l consequences of our education system., 

some of the pat rons of Indian cu l tu re f e e l t h a t with the 

development of western science and Tecthnology Indians are 

fo rge t t i ng the importance c£ t h e i r own pas t t r a d i t i o n 

and c u l t u r e x<$ilch ^ o u l d be revitalised.^. The quest ion 
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here i s • i s i t ever poss ib le t o maintain oiur Indian 

cu l tu re and t r a d i t i o n t h r o u ^ a Western language? When 

yje use Engligih t o understand Ind ia and I r^ ians* i t i s 

ei t lner t h a t vre use the language xedthout grasping as 

i t vjQTe, the " l i f e " of t h a t language, Q& if -we s incere ly use 

the language v^ cannot maintain the ictentity of our own 

c u l t u r e and t r ad i t i on* 

Another defect in present educational systSn 

f o r Gandhi i s t h a t i t ignores the cu l tu re of the hea r t 
22 and the hand and confines i t s e l f simply t o the head ," 

Whatever may be t rue of other coun t r i es in India a t any 

r a t e where more than e ighty per cent of the population 

i s agr icu l tu ra l , and another ten per cen t i n d u s t r i a l * i t 

i s a crime to make education merely l i t e r a r y and t o 
23 

u n f i t boys and g i r l s fo r manual vrork in a f t e r l i f e * " 

Tohdy. a pea san t ' s son a f te r going to school s t a r t s 

desp is ing labour* He cannot ^rark as an a g r i c u l t u r a l 

labouirer; he becojnes use less to the family and a lso t o 

t h e society*, Sinc@ the l a rge r p a r t of our time i s 

devoted t o labour fo r eainning our b read , our chi ldren* 

according t o Gandhi, must frcan t h e i r infancy be taue^ t the 

d ign i ty of subh labour* ^He says , • 

"the in t roduct ion of manual t r a i n i n g wi l l 
serve a doiable purpose in a poor country 
l i k e ours* I t wi l l pay for the education 
of our Children and teach them ^n occupation 

^^•K.BOse, o p . c i t . , p*283* 
23 

I b i d . , p .284 ; 
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on which they can f a l l hadk In a£ter* 
Il£e« i£ they choose, £or earning a 
l iv ing* Such a system mist make our 
children s e l f - r e l i a n t . Nothing wi l l 
demoralise the nation so mucfh as that 
we ^ o u l d learn to despise labour."24 

24 
N,K,Bose» op .c i t» , pp,284-285•,, 
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^ARCaSB AND GAUCHX h-
ON MODERN CXVILX2ATX0K 

A work Is done v i t h hands Involving hard 

labour and a long period o£ time* the same work can 

be done in l e s s tisoQ vrith much l e s s labour with much 

more e££ioiency i£ the raoTTxQTs takes the help of ^me 

instruinents or t o o l s . Naturally man develops technology 

by the help of t^ich he can act more s k i l f u l l y in l e s s 

time and with l e s s energy. Technology i s introduced 

at f i r s t with a view to l i# i ten ing; the burden of woz^ 

a man has to perfozm in order to l i v e . Machineries^ 

( instead of human beings) are used to produce things 

so that man i s free e n o u ^ to use h i s mind in satisfying! 

creat ive pursuits . pi3<^ineries« thus help to develop 

a free autonomous l i f e in t^hich a man can f u l l y manifest 

h i s creative capacity and develop h i s own personality* 

Gradually more and more maehis^ries are introduced 

t o build up a productive syst^n in îdtic^ machineries 

work for manî  VThat may be cal led s c i e n t i f i c rationality* 

thus , aims to develop a productive ^paratus which 

could be organised and directed towards the sat is fact ion 

of the v i t a l needs« and i t s control micfbt well be 

central ised so that i t would f a c i l i t a t e the growth of 

individual autonomy. 
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But unfortunately a contrary trend operates. 

The way our science and technology proceed and the 

direct ion t o %:blch modem Industrial isation moves 

generates many d i f f i c u l t i e s * Ihe unlimited expansion 

of science and technology i s based on f i n i t e and 

l imited capacity of nature* A l i m i t l e s s expansion in 
« 

a f i n i t e environment cannot l a s t long, so the present 

vorld sh£^d by nodsm technology finds i t s e l f in certain 

c r i s e s viz* (a) The nature tihich supports human l i f e 

as T^ll as the x̂ rihole c i v i l i s a t i o n aches and groans and 

g ives signs of partial breakdotim; The fundamental 

p i l l a r of the modem tî orld i s based on T«;orld*s non«> 

renewable resources particularly those of f o s s i l fue ls 

the exhaustion of which indicates serious bot t le i^cks 

i n the quite foreseable future* And (b) human nature 

a l so revo l t s against technological* organisational and 

p o l i t i c a l patterns «dilch i t experiences as siaffocating 

and d ib l l l ta t ing* 

'Freedom of individual* i s the motto with 

which s c i e n t i f i c rat ional i ty s tar t s ; but the dls^pearance 

of that freedom i s one of the greatest achievements 

of n«3dem civilisation$> "me technological • system by 

preter«aing to release the individuals*s burden. d3ter» 

mines the whole social structure,!^ In an advanced 

industrial society the technical ai^aratus of production 
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and distr ibution with an increasing sector o€ 

autoioation £tanctions« not as tha sum to ta l of n^re 

instrumeonts t$9:iich can be isolated £rom thei r social 

and po l i t i ca l effects; rather i t determines a p r io r i 

the product of the ^pa ra tus as viell as the operations 

of servicing and extending i t* In t h i s society the 

productive apparatus tends to become to ta l i t a r i an to 

tttB extent to T̂ h&ch i t determines not only the socially 

needed occupations* s k i l l s and attitudes« but also 

individual needs and aspirations* ihe technological 

co««rdination operates throu0> manipulation of needs 

by vested in teres ts i , Xi^ividuals feel the nscessity 

of the things produced by the technical ^paratus«but 

they do not rea l ise the fact that their necessi t ies 

and choices are actually conditioned by the in te res t 

of the organisers o£ the productive system. Sinoa the 

individuals themselves are the consumers of the 

products of the productive system, they do not have 

the courage to go against the productive system.. 

*Ihe productive ^para tus guides the po l i t i ca l 

povrer of the country also,^ In the present society 

p o l i t i c a l pcMOT asserts i t se l f through i t s povsrer over 

the machanisation process and the tedhnical organisation 

of the apparatus 4 The Govemn^nt of advanced and 

advancing industr ial societ ies can maintain and ssouxe 
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i t s e l f only vahen I t aucceads In mobilising and 

organising the tedhnical, sc ient i f ic and mechanicdi 

productivity* 

** Democracy has rs^idiy los t ground as 
po^jer i s increasingly capturad by giant 
manageriaX ins t i tu t ions and corporations« 
and decisions are made by experts* 
spec ia l i s t s and professionals safely 
insulted from the feelings of the people 

As regulation and administration 
have gro^n« l iber ty has been eroded and 
bureaucratic discretion has taken the 
place of the rule of lat?."* 

Productivity and technological structure oobilise 

the society as a vhole, above and beyond any par t icular 

individual or group' in teres ts • Xt dominates over the 

society in such a vjay that the intensity* satisfaction 

and character of human needs* beyond the biological 

level i s precoi^itioned. ihe poss ibi l i ty of doing or 

leaving, enjoying or destroying* possessing or rejecting 

something i s dependent on whether or not i t i s d e s i r ^ l e 

and necessary for the prevailing societal ins t i tu t ions 

and i n t e r e s t s . An individuals* in te res t i s determined 

by the in te res t of the society. Ihe social s t ructure , 

thus, has subjected the population to the estsiblished 

social system^* 

since the needs and in te res t s of the people are 

determined by the in teres t of the productivity* i t imposes 

^Charles Reich, la^ Greening of America, pp..l4»lS. 
mn^m^mm^Kmmimm'' 
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upon the Indlviduala certain £alse needs without 

^9hich inaividuals could l ive« and l i v e in a better way. 

(Rat i f icat ion o£ these £alse needs cannot keep indi* 

viduals s a t i s f i e d , on the contrary« their infXuemro 

upon the people i s so much that they aire always teirtpted 

to keep themselves busy in over hungrier pursuits of 

the sat is fact ion of such needs, since these needs are 

unsatisfactory by nature, they perpetuate t o i l # aggresa* 

s iveness and misery. Hankerings for these fa l se needs 

keep men so busy that they are ent ire ly unaware of 

t h i s vic ious nature of the whole productive system and 

make them u n ^ l e to come out of t h i s and c r i t i c i s e the 

same. Men are, rather, under the impression that by 

the developed s c i e n t i f i c and technological organisation 

they can get things of ti^ir choice , so they are free 

to msike choices . Thus, in the present society the social 

needs are so e f fec t ive ly transplanted into individual 

needs that pec^le cannot differentiate an individual's 

own need from social needs. People of a l l status f ee l 

the need of same things, and the economy i s s e t up in 

such a way that i t makes the same s t ^ f available to 

a l l the menfbers of the soc ie ty . 

we can broadly divide our nee^ in to two groins« 
( i ) v i t a l needs, and ( i i ) False needs., 

Vital or true needs consis t of the basic and 
fundamental necess i t i e s of man« True needs also mean 
needs f e l t by individuals iu> manifest their potentiality*, 

False needs, en the other hand, refer ) to those 
needs x^ich the society super imposes upon an individual 
in h i s repressionV 
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This fac t i s scHnetimes claiined to be an 

i l l u s t r a t i o n o£ equal distribution o£ x«)ealth* But a . 

deeper consideration o£ the £act reveals that even 

the choices and demaiKls* needs and neces s i t i e s are 

pre«<^tennined by the nature o£ productivity, 

*^£ the \)!orker and h i s boss enjoy the same 
te lev i s ion programme and v i s i t the same 
resort places« i£ the. typ is t i s as attr&> 
c t i v e l y mads up as the daughter o£ h i s 
employer« i£ the t^egro owns a cadil lao* 
i£ they a l l read tk^ same ne^sp^per« then 
t h i s assimilation indicates not the dis-> 
appearance o£ c lasses but the extent to 
<̂fhich the needs and sat i s fact ions that 

serve the preservation o£ establishment are 
shared by the underlying populationsS^ 

All men are, thus, made ^ r v i l e to the t̂ îole system o£ 

production. The more rat ional , productive, technical 

and e££eetive the tota l repressive administration of 

soc ie ty becomes, the more unimaginable the means and 

ways by \mich the administered individuals might break 

the ir servitude and se ize tk^ir own l iberat ion . All 

l iberat ion depends on the consciousness o£ the servitude, 

but the emergence o£ t h i s consciousness i s always 

hampered by the predominence o£ the f a l s e needs and 

sa t i s fac t ions I vftiich to a certain extent have tecome 

the individuals* own* The technological administrative 

process i s organised in such a way that i t replaces 

one system of preoconditioning by another, so that an 

Herbert Warcuse, One ptoensional Man, p.24,-
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indlvi<Sluai*s choice cannot 90 beyond the range o£ the 

productive priJc^ss. v 

^ i th the increase of production vie get a largs 

nuinber o£ things in several var ie t ies* The range o£ 

our choice i s broadened* That individuals can decide 

among a large nuinber of things has been taken as one 

o£ the d ic i s ive factors of determining human freedom* 

But Heebert darouse points out that the avai labi l i ty 

of large var ie t i e s of things cannot determine the <^gree 

of htonan freedom« i t rather«. makes individuals the 

victim of the productivity* Free e l ec t ion of masters 

does not abolish the masters or the slaves*. Free choice 

among a « ; i^ variety of services does not s ignify 

freedom i f these goods and services sustain socia l 

controls over the l i f e of individuals* The spontaneous 

reproduction of su^rimpoi^d needs by the individual 

does not es tabl i sh autonomy; i t only t e s t i f i e s to the 

eff icacy of the controls.*. 

Another feature, «7hich i s a natural outcome 

of the technological process i s ^ a t Herbert t^.arcu^ 

c a l l s 'the rational character of i t s irrationality?* 

The advanced industrial c i v i l i s a t i o n «>•«• i t s productivity*, 

i t s efficiency* i t s capacity to increa^ and spread 
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ccnoSorts^ to turn waste into need, the extent to 

^ i c h t h i s c i v i l i s a t i o n transMrms the object Tirarid 

into an extension o£ man's mind and body i t becomes 

d i f f i c u l t to alienate the hvonan personality from the 

objects* "The people recognise themselves in their 

commodities} they £ind their soul in their automobile« 
4 hi«»£i 8et« sp l i t« leve l home* kitchen equipment*" 

•*rhs productive i^paratus and the goods 
and services ri^ich i t produces "sell** 
or impose the social system as a î̂ hole* 
The means o€ mass transportation and 
communication« the commodities o£ loclging* 
£ood and clothing« the i r r e s i s t i b l e output 
o£ the entertainment and information 
industry carry T*ith them prescribed att itudes 
and habits# certain in te l l ec tua l and 
emotional relat ions ^ttildti bind the consuners 
more or l e s s pleasantly to the producers 
and« throu0i the l a t t e r , to the whole* 
The products indoctrinate and manipulate^ 
they promote a fa l se consciousness vAiicih 
i s immune against i t s falsehood. And as 
these beneficial products b^same available 
to mora individuals in more social c l a s s e s , 
the indoctrination they carry ceases to _ 
be publ ic i ty; i t becomes a way of l ife*"^ 

Man's cs^acity to be autonomous, t o be internally 

ac t ive , h i s ^ i l i t y to thinik independently îSvich has to 

remain beyond a l l these iii^josed needs and demands of 

t h i s advanced c i v i l i s a t i o n , has been whittled down by 

the tecAmological r e a l i t y . Consequently the individual's 

a b i l i t y to protest against the whole system i s affected 

Tierbert Marcuse, op.cit»,p,?4> 
^Ibld. , pp. 26-27* 
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at i t s root* Rather« the ti»rkers desire to Join 

act ive ly to make the technical productive system 

more e f f i c i e n t by ^p ly ing th^ir otm brains* Han 

from h i s very childhood prepares to f i t hitn^lf to 

the vjhole social structure* (lass production and mass 

distr ibution claim the entire individual, ^me i n t e l l e ­

ctual or emotional refusal '*to go along" mitti the 

vhole system i s considered neurotic and i n s t a n t * The 

l o s s of the inner dimension« 

"in Mdiich the power of negative thihking -
the c r i t i c a l power of Reason «> i s at home^ 
i s the iaaological counterpart to the very 
material process in tsftiich advanced 
industrial society s i l ences end reconciles 
the opposition* The inpact of progress 
turns reason into sulnnission to the fac t s 
of l i f e * and to the dynamic capabil i ty 
of producing nore and b i g ^ r fac t s of the 
same sort of l i f e * ihe ef f ic iency of the 
system blunts the individual's recognition 
that i t contains no facts vahich do not 
communicate the repressive power of the 
wholes Zf the individuals f ind themselves 
in the things vmich shape their l i f e * they 
do so , not by giving* but by accepting the 
law of things «> not the law of Physios by 
the law of their society ••»& 

Advai^ement of science and technolog|t resu l t s 

i n the development of a number of large-scale factor ies 

and industries* *eheee industries tdlth the help of 

machine and experts are able to produce maximum asmnrnt 

of output -» in a minimum period of time* Machine becomes 

the main instrument of production^ in the technological 

nHerbert Marcuse, <^*cit** lp*,26* 
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enaemble, labourers liave no control over the productive 

process* By increasing use o£ machineries the cnachine 

i t s e l £ becomes a system o£ me<shanioaI too ls .and 

re lat ions and e^tesK3s far beyond individual Tî ork 

process* Men have to be tljere only as a GiQ>ervisor 

and help the machine to run in i t s onm way. 

People are given special trainings to help the 

machine to do the actual ^aotk o£ production* Ihe man 

mechanically performs h i s task eccording to the rules 

tau€9)t in the training it^ithout using h i s oxm creative 

capacity* such Kind o£ %)or)c becomes the Xife^^long 

occupation o£ a very e££io>ient and I n t e l l i ^ n t tvorker* 

This Kind o£ job« £or tidiich our e££ieient engineers 

having most in t e l l i gen t brains are ^ s t i n e d in the 

s o c i e t y , pays no importance to a man*s creative capacity* 

such Kinds o£ T«ork« says Herbert Marcuse, are inhuman, 

exhausting, and stupefying*, This kind of masterly 

enslavement i s not e s sent ia l ly different from that of 

the t y p i s t , the hi€(h«>pressure sa les man or r̂oroan, or 

the te lev is ion announcer \̂ ho Just machanically perform 

the ir job«. ihe present system, v^hile i t looks for 

more and rr̂ ĉe advancement in production and distribution 

through v i t a l i s i n g the machineries denies human e d a c i t y * 

This i s ^ y i t has been said *from the factory, dead matter 

goes out improved, xiihereas men there are corrupted 
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7 
and <^gra(3ad.» 

The technoldglcal,pre>cess asserts Sits larger 

dominion by reducing the **pro£esaional autonomy* o£ the 

labourer, Sn order to bring ef f ic iency to the system 

and to increasb the ĉnount o£ output there are divis ions 

o£ labour in ^dhich an individual has to perform a very 

small part o£ the tuihole «rork. since the vaotk i s 

divided and suib»divided into several parts # and machine 

dominates over the TtAiole system t^ cannot erasure the 

\aoTk o£ an individual or a group of individual s« nor 

can ari individual claim a work to be h i s t;>ork« thus 

an individual i s removed far away £rom h i s performan^. 

Man's creative ac t iv i t i e s* h i s a r t i s t i c tiorks 

express hie natural att itudes and ^ i l i t i e s whid() 

d i f ferent iate one person from another. But in cur 

present productive system man's creative po«tfer has no 

ro le to play at all*, 

A creative or an a r t i s t i c <̂»rk« according to 

Freud, of fers a high degzeo of l ib idinal sa t i s fac t ion . 

A genuine kind of a r t i s t i c creation grotijs out of 

»a eieaiorepressive inst inctual constellation** and 

envisage non-ĉ presBivê  airoa .̂ But unfortunately the 

7 
E.F. Schumacher« small i s Beautiful, p«140« 

file:///aoTk
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tvp® of work ttdilch mo^m technology i s most 

success£ul in reducing or even elemlnating i s 

s k i l l f u l snd artJ.8tic t^rk of human hands. In an 

advanced industrial society such f̂ork has becoaae 

exceedingly rare, and to stake a descent l iv ing by 

•doing such «̂7ork has becon© virtual ly intpossible* 

The kind of ef f ic iency that our present social system 

demands i s sojnething ^hich a man has to aoquise in 

order to f i t himself to the soc ie ty . Agreeing with 

Freud, Herbert Marcuse BS^B that th i s kind of M̂ork i s 

nonolibidinal « unpleasuraable and painful . The 

soc ia l system i s organised In such a vray that man 

has to 8t:^r38s h i s primary ins t incts in order t o 

s a t i s f y the demands of the soc ie ty . In our society# 

to quote from Herbert Marcuse« 

".•••enjoyment i s separated from labour, 
the iteans from the end, exertion from 
recon^nse . Eternally fettered only to 
a s ingle l i t t l e fragment of the ^>^oie, 
man fashions himself only as a fragnsnt; 
over hearing only the monotonous vAiirl 
of the x(^eel Tsdiich he luims, he never 
develops the harmony of h i s being, and 
instead of shaping the humanity that 
l i e s in h i s nattire, he becomes a mere » 
imprint o£ h i s o c c ^ a t i o n , h i s science.*^ 

Thus an individual i s systematically stripped of h i s 

natural imagination, h i s personal uniqueness, in order 

to s ty l e himself into a productive unit for a mass 

technological ^>ciety« itratural fee l ings and spontaneity 

Q 
Herbert Marcuse, Eros & civiligation, p^.151. 
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are repressed by overwhelming £ox^ced» Eventuaily men 

v ir tua l ly b^rome their pro£easions« roles* oce\q;>atlons 

and thenceforth strangers to themselves* Technology 

has thus turned into an inhuman chore x̂ Siich does not 

enrich man but empties him. 

Man's unfreedom, h i s servitude and enslaverosnt 

in the sense o£ h i s subjection to the prodvctive 

apparatus i s not only concealed by the social system 

rather i t i s perpetuated and intensi f ied in the form 

o£ many l i b e r t i e s and comforts* Advancen^nt in 

technology resul ts in increasing surplus-product v^hich 

v7hen distributed allows an increased consun^tion, te;hich# 

again« resul t s in a higher standard of l iv ing* Once 

the standard of l i v i n g goes up* and man i s reduced to 

mere consumer« there i s increasing demand for the 

product* so increasing servitude to the productive 

process* 

itie system keeps a man so involved as a consumer 

that he i s unable to rea l i se the kind of enslavement or 

servitude which prevai ls upon him. The instinctual 

drives and aspirations are so deeply pre*conditioned 

that i t obscures the difference bstbieen fa l se and true 

consciousness* As a result the neiribers of the soc iety 

are not in l iv ing contradiction to the established 

soc ia l system* 
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These are, according to Herbert Warcuse, some 

o£ the f a u l t s and Callings o£ the modern Industrial 

c i v i l i s a t i o n . He attempts to propose a certain 

alternative Tidilch could change the form of society 

and our l i f e . For him the svqpreme consideration Is man« 

and so the utmost Importance should be given to the 

development of human personality. He says that a man 

can manifest himself in the best possible way if he 

can fceely express and sat i s fy h i s inst inctual demands. 

But the main role of individuals in our society has 

been to co»ordlnate themselves with the whole system 

which imposes upon the individuals i t s own laws, demands 

and needs. Living in the present society necess i tates 

a repressive modification of otu: i n s t i n c t s . He says , 

"at the hight of i t s progressive 
achievements domination corrupts and 
liqii idates the opposition against 
domination. VThat remains i s the 
negativity of reason, which impels 
wealth and power and generates a 
climate in tuAiich the inst inctual 
roots of the performance principle 
are drying up."^ 

Aggressive development of technological system, 

intens i f ied exploitat ion; d^umanlsatlon, must not, any 

longer, be allowed to go on at the present r a t s . He 

t r i e s to find an alternative through a redirection in 

the aim of s c i en t i f i c and^^iehnolo®lcal development;^, 

9 
Herbert Marouse, o p . e l t . , p.90., 
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Science and technology imst be regulated with a l imi t 

which cons i s t s in planned u t i l i sa t i on Q£ resources 

for the sat i s fact ion o£ v i t a l needs with a minimum 

o£ t o i l , there should be ^propriate distribution o£ 

wealth and power; individuals should be £ree £rom 

both physical and mental burdens. The dis t inct ion 

between true and f a l s e consciou^ess* real and iimnediate 

interest^ true and fa l s e n^ds are to be validated 

and made meaningful. Men must rea l i se i t « and should 

be able to find their way from fa l s e to true con­

sciousness* from the immediate to their real interests* 

The society must not dominate over individuals* 

Individuals should be free to e3q;>ress and sat i s fy 

the ir instinctual needs and should be able to manifest 

the ir creative e d a c i t y in the best possible way* 

But i t i s to be noticed that the facts about 

contemporary c i v i l i s a t i o n and the alternative* suggssted 

above* are there l ike fragments ^ i c h do not connect* 

in ore technology* the r^roduction* bigger and better 

come to mean* ever more clearly* the closing of those 

other possible ways of. l i f e vAiich could do away with 

the Serbs and the masters* with the productivity of 

repression, union of freedom and servitude has becontd 

"natural" and a vehicle of progress.* More production 
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makes servituc5ie Increasingly rewarding and palatable* 

The image o£ human freedom with Which c iv i l i sa t ion« 

began i s dislocated by enhancement of so called modem 

c i v i l i s a t i o n . 

The point to be noted i s that science and 

technology make progress with nstî er. inventions and 

achievements, i t i s quite natxiral that there wi l l be a 

tendency to use s c i en t i f i c and technological achievements 

in our l i f e . And increasing use of machineries results« 

as has been pointed out* In disastrous transformation 

of human l i f e * destroying even the hĉ >e of the poss ib i l i t y 

of ever again being able to l i v e free* 

Mot only Herbert Marouse* many others l ike Ivan 

Zll ic^* Charles I^ich* Roszak rea l i se t h i s nature of 

modem ^; i ent i f l c c iv i l i sa t ion* and they a l l lo<^ for 

an alternative model* 

I t i s said that we need machinery but there 

should be a l imit to the enhancement of mechanisation* 

The v i t a l Question i s <» how can fOB make a limited use of 

machineries xi^lle we know that they have much more 

capacity? Once we accept sc i ent i f i c jus t i f i cat ion as 

the ultimate bas i s of things how can we stop s c i en t i f i c 

Inventions .while human brains wi l l pome up with newer 
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ana better e d a c i t i e s ? we cannot stop s c i e n t i f i c 

inventions and technological achievements* 

I t i s to be noticed that vdth the use o£ more 

and more machineries man gets more money and the 

peculiar thing about money i s that man £eels an un» 

sa t i s f i ab l e and ever-increasing greed £or money* vdiile 

h i s demand £or other things i s diminished i£ «ie can 

acquire the same* The more ^aa are able to make 

money the more ŝre run £or i t * science and ^chnology 

wh<h:h are used to make more and more ntoney encourage 

our greed, and greed gives r i se to envy; Jealousy* 

continuous exploitation* mutual misunderstandings* 

constant £ear o£ ^ar \dhich are necessary features o£ 

human relat ions <_today, 

ihe jKdint* a l l the above mentioned thinkers 

s tress on* i s that the motive b^ ind the use o£ machineries 

nnust be changed* l^chnology must not be turned into an 

instrument o£ making money (the desire for xiAvich knows 

no bounds)*, but to sat isfy the necess i t i e s o£ l i f e * 

These thinkers, \ ^ i l e denouncing modem c i v i l i s a t i o n , 

ao Jtot accuse science and tedinology as such« "Jhey* 

U t i l i t y of a thing may be dimini^ed i f %̂  
get the same but i t i s only for a time being (law of 
:>iminishing marginal u t i l i t y ) . . In general material 
needs are unending and ever-increasing in nature* 

file:///dhich
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rather« think that s c i e n t i f i c and technological 

achievements are the ladders to h^piness and prosperity 

of humanity. Their denunciations and even rejection 

of modem c i v i l i s a t i o n remain within the £ram&3ork of 

the pseudo « metaphysics on tohich mo^m c iv i l i sa t icm 

i s f'ounded. In seeking for an alternative they try 

for the renewal of vrestsm c i v i l i s a t i o n for which they 

do not go beyond th i s pseudo metaphysics* But the 

problem i s material sat i s fact ion has been the meta* 

physics on which the p i l l a r s of modem c i v i l i s a t i o n 

stand« and since material needs are unending* i t i s an 

impossible task to bring a limil^ation to the ehnancement 

of mechanisation* Rejection of enhancement of s c i en t i f i c 

development while accepting s c i e n t i f i c knowledge as the 

ultimate knowledge of things i s something contradictory 

in i t s e l f , Modern technology i s based on the bel ief 

that material things contribute to our well being and 

happiness « if i t i s so* then ' . how i s a l imitation 

in the production of those things desirable? 

In the analysis of the history of modem culture 

Marcuse es tabl i shes a relat ion betxdeen freedom and 

happiness*^ J^iccording to him fr^dom and happiness are 

intimately connected "Happiness, as the fulfilment of 
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a l l p o t e n t i a l i t i e s of the individual presupposes 

freedom • at root". *By freedom he means (1)̂  freedom 

£rcm the economic expl6itat ion and p o l i t i c a l domina. 

t ion tiAiich the irodern social system Imposes trpon the 

individuals* and ( i i ) freedom from social domination 

which obl i terates a free development of human ins t inc t s 

and personalit ies* He says that there i s a lack of 

su f f i c i ent means and resoiirces for integral painless 

grat i f icat ion of inst inctual needs in the present 

established society* 

one may« here* askt- i s th i s kind of freedom 

necessari ly related to the hcqppiness of mankind? 

Zt i s a fac t that there i s a c l a s s of people 

in our society TI*IO are dominated by oUiers • that i s why 

they are not free* BO not h€q;̂ y* But vihat about the 

people tiAio are dominating and exploit ing but not 

exploited by anyone? If freedom consists in freedom 

from exploitation* the exploi ters themselves are free* 

And i f th i s freedom contributes h^piness* the exploiters 

are supposed to be the h ^ p i e s t persons in the world ̂  

But i s i t real ly the case? Can a rich exploiter claim 

to be truly happy and peaceful? 

I t may be said that the attainment of vuniversal 

Alardair Macintyre* Marouse* p*l5 . 
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prosperity in «̂ M.ch there I s no exploi tat ion, no 

domination leads to peace and hairiness o£ humanity* 

The point i s that the foundation o£ happiness 

cannot be l a i d by universal prosperity. Because such 

prosperity, i f attainable at a l l , i s attainable only 

by cult ivat ing such drives of human nature as greed 

and envy ^ i c h c^stroy serenity, h^piness and peace 

of mind. Prosperity depends on inordinately large 

demands vihich disturb one's mind, vAiereas happiness 

presupposes a trai^juil and quiet mind vAiich has 

transcended the hankerings for material things . Freedom, 

from th i s point of view, would mean freedom of mind 

from the hankerings of material things, and th i s freedom 

i s necessarily connected with peace and happiness* 

The other feature of modem society according 

to Herbert Marouse, i s that i t sublimates man's basic 

i n s t i n c t s • and so obstructs h i s happiness. He says 

that in a non-repressive form of civilisaS^ion a man can 

free ly and self-consciously act for h i s own sat is fact ion 

and t h i s gives him happiness* 

But happiness cannot be an outcome of mere 

development of man's basic inst incts . . Absolute instinctual 

freedom without a moral guidance xuould resul t in a 
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complete chaos* D8v©lopn>ent of one's potsnt ia l i ty 

without a proper d£reotlon o£ i t s use gives r i s e to 

e v i l s in the society* 

The ultimate end in Marcuse*s view i s to guide 

our prej^nt practice towards the goal of a new form 

o£ social l i f e which would provide "the real fulfilment 

of everything that man desires to be when he understands 

himself in terms of h i s po ten t ia l i t i e s" . Question wmild 

arise* l ike «• what i s the real fulfilment of human 

desire? What i s the real desire of a man? 1£ desire 

mecois material desires » can they ever be real ly f ul« 

f i l l e d ? tirhat are the p o t e n t i a l i t i e s of man? Do they 

cons i s t of mere ins t inct ive and a r t i s t i c creation? 

Xnspite of a l l t h i s \^ might accept Herbert; 

Marcuse and agree to say that our l i f e today should 

aim at forming a social system in which a man's dedires 

are sat i s f ied* But there would s t i l l remain problems 

l i k e «> once %̂  attain that scx:ial system in TiAiich a l l 

our desires are satisf ied« and po ten t ia l i t i e s manifested » 

what would be the goal of our l i f e at that time? What 

would our l i f e stritre for? 

M*K, Gandhi's 'Hind Swaraj * i s an uncompromising 

cr i t ique and reject ion of modem c i v i l i s a t i o n * But h i s 
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cr i t ique e£ ntodern western c i v i l i s a t i o n i s altogether 

a di f ferent story. I t i s peripheral to h i s thinking. 

For him the metaphysics of l i f e cannot be based on 

the ultimacy of science, but i t has i t s basis in the 

transcendental core of man. In c r i t i c i s i n g the nodem 

c i v i l i s a t i o n Ti^ile Hertert Marcus finds fau l t s in the 

socio«>econcm)io structure %?ithin inodemisation, Gandhi 

s t r i v e s to discover a centre wholly beyond the moddrn 

weatBm c i v i l i s a t i o n . 

Gandhi agrees with Herbert M arouse in saying 

that man's needs are dcaninated by the productive system. 

Xncrea^d productive cs^acity of the ^paratus supplies 

things beyond neces s i t i e s xKfliich resul t s in the use of 

luxuries* Gandhi says that in Xndia vAiere most of the 

people are v i l lagers and cult ivators production of 

luxuries does not s u i t the ecdmomy. The western c iv io 

l i s a t i o n builds up a society in xe/hich people produce 

material things by mutilating their oxtm nature 4, t̂ oney 

i s considered to be all«powerful,«, I t i s thought that , 

i f only there were more and more wealth everything e l se 

would f a l l into p lace . so«-called non<>*material valties 

have no importance 1 people think that , money could 

circumvent the need for than.<r The development o£ 

production and the acquisition of wealth have th^is 

become ttts highest goals of the present c i v i l i s a t i o n 
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° o..«.*«.they are enslavecl by the temptation of money 
12 and o£ the luxuries that ntoney can buy.** People 

l i v i n g in mo^rn society "make bodily T« l̂£are the 
13 

object o£ li£e.** *ll:iis c i v i l i s a t i o n takes nota 

neither o£ morality nor of rel igion* Xt votaries 

cldmly s tate that their business i s not to teach 
I 14 
religion.** For him morality i s the bas is of things. 

A {nan*s l i f e i s nothing but a r e l en t l e s s ^fideavour 

[towards the real i sat ion of the moral « re l ig ious core 

of h i s oxim nature. ŜQan in h i s essent ial being i s 

rooted in the transcendent; man's moral endeavour 

cons i s t s in regaining this awareness. A c iv i l i sa t ion« 

i n t h i s sense« has to ^ v e l o p that mods of conduct 

whic^ points out to man the path of duty. Tlr̂  present 

c i v i l i s a t i o n which does not take account ei ther of 

re l ig ion or of morality '*is such that one has only 
IS 

to be patient and i t w i l l be self-.destroyed ,2 

Herbert Harouse does not c r i t i c i s e the "Western 

c i v i l i s at ion •• as a viholej^ He accepts technology and 

mechanisation as the foundation of c i v i l i s a t i o n while 

he rejects particular expressions of i t . He c r i t i c i s e s 

the present way of using the machineries. On the 

Tfl.K, Gandhi* Hind Swaraj* p .36 . 

^^Ibid., p .35 . 
14 

Ibid .* p.37, 
IS *^Xbid,, 
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I other hand Gandhi's rejection of modem c i v i l i s a t i o n 

i s based not only on de©ply»felt d i s sa t l f i ca t ion with 

modem v^estem c i v i l i s a t i o n but i s also« at the same 

time« a s tr iv ing towards a return to tradition« Tt^ich 

g ives an inner direction of search for a return to the 

centre of man* Schumacher also emphasises upon the 

same point in h i s wri t ings . He says • "every where 

people ask« '*What can Z actually do7" The answer 

i s as slitqple as i% i s disconcerting; we can eacdi of 

U8« worH to put our own inner house in order* ihe 

guidance we need for t h i s work cannot be found in 

science and technology« the value of which utter ly 

depends on the ends they serve; but i t can s t i l l be 
16 

found in the traditional wisdom of mankind i" 

The soocalled modem c i v i l i s a t i o n diverts one's 

attention from within to outside* Man indentif ies 

himself with h i s body« h i s i n t e l l e c t s h i s earthly 

ambitions and so on «» that stands in the way of the 

unfoldment of h i s knowledg3 of h i s root . 

• I. - • L - " ^ - n .1 • — , , . . . , - . i . • — — • , - • • . . — — • 

^*E •P,. Schumacher,, small is Beautiful,, P4279 . 
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CONCUJSION 

. Xn conclusion Z x^lsh to make a £@w gsr^ ra l 

remarks about sc ience , modem c i v i l i s a t i o n and the 

idea of the moral l i£e« Science has been a v^illing 

p a r t n e r in the generat ion of ts/hat Gandhi c a l l s the 

• ^ v i l s " of nodern c i v i l i s a t i o n * so much so tha t i t i s 

in^sojrtant now to ask ourselves the quest ion vihether 

t he r e i s n ' t something q u i t e r ad i ca l l y lacking in the 

p u r s u i t of knotirledge within the £ramev;ork which modem 

science has acquirede tt\k3, of coijrse, i s a very 

l a rge quest ion t o ask a t the end of t h i s and« needless 

t o say« I sha l l not attempt anything l i k e an answer 

t o t h i s question* However* X f ee l t h a t i t mi^ht s t i l l 

be worthTi^ile t o make a few remarks about the r e l a t iono 

sh ip between s c i e n t i f i c knowled^ and moral pursu i t* 

The framework of empirical science i s such 

t h a t the l a t t e r in f a i r l y use less in one ' s e f f o r t 

t o understand the cen t ra l concepts of morality*,. As vje 

have seen in Chapters 1 - I I I , any empi r i c i s t attempt at 

understanding morality ends up » i s bound to end up «> 

in a r ad ica l d i s t o r a t i o n of moral icfeasif Both 
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Behaviaririem and the so-cal led ordinary languago 

Philosophy (ximlch I s after a l l the old Brit ish Empiricism 

In a nerî  garh) can provide only e i ther an extremely 

superf ic ial grasp o£ moral Ideas or leave the most 

crucial questions of morality v irtual ly unanswered. 

These are questions such as • hovr I s I t possible for 

me, l imited as I am by my eqo and I t s over^elmlng 

demands and by my special circumstances* to achieve 

even the rudiments of a truly moral l i f e ? And what 

must Z do to avoid deceiving myself as t ^ l l as others 

and to achieve true knonsrledge of another person In 

moral matters? Science and titie s c i e n t i f i c method 

cannot help me answer these qusstIons* This I s because 

moral Knowledge I s possible only tfflthln an already 

given moral frametrark.. For Instance* self-deception 

In moral matters Tsi unavoidable except vhen the attenqpt 

to know oneself I s also accc^anled by a genuine and 

ultimately successful act of self*transcendence«. And 

t h i s Idea of self-transcendence Is primarily a moral 

Idea. Quite naturally also the same Idea Is Involved 

In a genuine attempt at knowing another person morally; 

Finally* of course* moral knowledge In t h i s sense Is 

poss ib le at a l l only against the backgroimd of a frame­

work ĉiAUch can give the Idea of the rea l i ty of moral 

q u a l i t i e s a resolute and unshakable place^ Mo merely 
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empiricist account can have such a place for the 

idea o£ real i ty in the moral context . 

For Gandhi the rea l i ty o£ moral v irtues and 

therefose the seriousness of the noral endeavour are 

guaranteed by the firacRe%n>rk in x̂ thich the basic concepts 

are God« Truth, Goodr^ss and Love (Non«violenoe). For 

him a l l tmjth ia ultimately moral truth and therefore 

a lso truth before God and any genuine pursuit o£ 

knowledge i s alsb a pursuit o£ selfotranscendence. 

The idea o£ sel£«>transcendence for him i s the same or 

nearly the same as the idea o£ no9i«violence or l49ve. 

Non«»violence i s not jus t a di'sparate noral ideal« but 

i t i s th i s idea that* as i t were, s e t s \xp the world 

in v^ich one can at a l l pursue morality. Moral action 

fol lows automatically vp<xn moral knowled^ i»»tivated 

by completely unse l f i sh , therefor®, nonovident , concern 

for the other. 

I t i s my conviction» therefore, that Gandhian 

ideas are e n a b l e of being philosophically integrated 

in to a system which would enable us to understand the 

significance of a moral l i f e and therefore of the true 

uniqueness of man in a radically different and rewarding 

wayr t hope in my thes i s X have a t l eas t been able to 

make th i s point someri^at c lear ̂  
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