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INTRODUCTION

Any attempt at a philosophical treatment of
Gandhi, might provoke the question.’”was Gandhi ever
a Philosopher?” *And the question should not, perhaps
be a surprising one, Gandhi‘'s writingsare occasionally
confusing and inconsistent, and £requently they happened
to be his immediate response to experiences. that he
had at particular times and problems that he might have
been facing from time ¢to time. His writings, therefore,
might not seem to have any systematic structure,
Fregquently statements made at a later time would appear
to be inconsistent with étatements made earlier. Somes

times they would also be repititions.

But a deeper and persistent search into~the1r
meaning reveals altogether a different picture. It is
true that Gandhi did not present a sowcalled philosophical
doctrine, but his staﬁements on truth, morality and
religion contain invaluable philosophical insights into
the fundamental nature of man and human society. The
primary concern of my research has been to try and
and achieve a coherent philosophical dndsrstanding of

some basic Gandhian conceptsy



Gandhi's name is commonly asscciated, in our
country with ideas like noneviolence, love, respect
for all religions, "basic" education and so on. - Thess
ideas frequently remain digparate even in people who
profess to be Gandhian. Our constitution enshrines
the idea of secularism wvhich might be said to be the
result of Gandhi's view of unity of all religions. But
it is found that our attempt to work wiﬁh Gandhi‘'s
ideas has been in vain. Practice of non-violence in
the political sphere is found to be more or less an
impossibility. It is rather found that one practises
non-vioclence only if one is weak and not’competent
enough to face one's opponent; or sometimes noneviolence
is practised to fulfil one's selfish motive. In fact
hatred and envy occupy a much more prominent place in
our relation to our fellow human beings. Instead of
realising the unity of all religions we have developed
‘a xind of secularism in which we denounce religion and

morality-.

Naturally the objection arises that Gandhi's
thoughts and writings are in no way helpful to our life
and'society. concepts of truth, non-violence, love
are mere ideologies which cannot be actualised in our
l1ife. Gandhi has often been accused of being an opportunist

who followed the path of non=violence having no other



alternati;e in nis f£ight for independenes. People
condenn Gandhi by saying things like: - ‘faced with
a difficult or embarassing situation; Candhi would
often wriggle out of it by referring to his "inner
voice”, Preachings of truth, nonoviolence, moralicy
and religion are pillers dehind vhich Candnhi would
hide his actual selfish motive.'

My attempt in this thesis has been to point
out that our main failure with Gandhi has been our
inability to realise the great unity and true signie
£icance of Gandhi's thought. ¢Candhi's writings, his
thoughts and work constitute, altogethesr a different
but complete whole. The criuérion of determining the
meaning of any concept used by him, any course of

action adopted by him lies within that complete vhole.

In my search for such an understanding of
Gandhian thought I start my £irst chapter with a dige
cussion of various philosophies which have guided my
general outlock, 1In this Chapter I discuss the views
of Empiricism, Naturalism and Kant; and then try
to point ocut how Gandhi as a truely religious man
differs from all of them,

The second chapter, in which I make a humble
attempt te show a kind of necessary relation between



morality and religion, gives a philosophical support
to Gandhi'’s viow that morality and religion are
ingeparable.

In the third chapter an attempt is made to
analyse certain Gandhian concepts like none.violence,
truth, humility, fearlessness. Agreeing with Gandhi
I have tried to argue that to be a human being is
conceptually associated with man's being noneviolent
and moral. <¢candhian concepts have a unity in the gense
!t,hat all his concepts like noneviolence, love, compassion,
truth, humility, fearlessness and so on constitute

the integrated personality of a moralereligious person.

The fourth chapter is a briecf exposition of the
idea of Modern Western Civilisation with seme general
criticism. In the £4ifth chapter I discuss Herbert
Marcuse 's critique of modern civilization. Finally it
is pointed out that thinkers like Herbert Marcuse,
while looking for a different form of civiligsation remain
within the framework of the pscudo-inetaphysics on which
rodern civilisation is founded: Gandhi's critique of
modern civilisation 4s an altogether different story,
‘4t is peripheral to his thinking, Candhian thinking
strives to participate in the transcendental centre,;

it 48 concerned with the destiny of mang
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PHILOSOPHIES OF MAN

(Naturalism, Kant and Religious
Philosophy of Man)

Broadly speaking naturalism is a species of
thought which holds that whatever exists or happens
in the world is natural in the sense of being suscepe
tible to explanation through the methods of natural
scienceg., It is defined as repudiating the view that
there exists or could exist any entities or events
which lie, in principle, beyond the scope of scientific
explanation. The following statements explain the
nature of Natura}ism. Edel says, "Reliance on scien.
tific method together with an appreciation of the
primacy of matter, and the pervasiveness of change,

I take to be the central points of naturalism as a

philoscphic ocutlook"” .\1

The second is €rom Hook:
%what unites them all is the whole
hearted acceptance of scientific
method as the only reliable way of
reaching truth sbout the world, nature,
society and man. The least common
denominator of all historic naturalisms,
therefore, is not so much a set of
specific doctrines as the method of 2
and scientific or rational empiricism.®

The third is from Dewdy. It runss "it suffices

here ¢ note that the naturallist is one who has respect

o

€or the conclusions of natural science. In all these

1; H. Krikorion (ed), Naturalism and Human Spirit,p.63

2Ipid., p.45s
31bid., Pe2e




statementg the phrases like "reliance on scientific
method*®, "the whole=hearted acceptance of scientific
method"; "respect for the conclusions of natural
science", make it obvious that naturalism is a view
which holds that valid knowledge is knowledge warranted
by scientific method and stronély believes that the
application of scientific method to all £fields of
experience would enlarge our understanding and increase
our control, The realm of knowledge consist of things
to which scilentific methods of observation and expsrie-

ment can be applied for explanation.

Adoption of scientific methods as the sole
criterion of determining the intelligibility of things
and concepts means a far-reaching change in our habits
of thouoght in which we no longer permit ourselves to
use as tools in ocur thinking concepts of which we cane
not gilve an adequate account in terms of natural
explanation. Since the common feature has been a
total empiricism in the treatment of things many of
the mental notions are eliminated from our discourse
by showing that no adequate accéunt of them in terms
of behaviour can ke given, It thus gives rise tw
the theory of psychologlcal bshaviourism according to
which the meaning of a mental concept is réstricted

AN

to the representation of particular operations and




behaviour. To quote from Mc Dougall,

"degires are not unobservable entities

in some inaccessible realm; they are

a ‘certain type of cbservable bshaviour

eseees The degree of one's hunger may

be verifjed by the amount of £ood one’

eatgsy the degree of weariness may be

determined by the number of hours one

sleeps and the dagree of one's pain

may be determined by the amount of

anodyne one takes."
According to naturalists, thus, man is logically
reducible to a kind of object of nature. Mental
phencmena, like all other physical phenomena can be
understood by means of the experimental methods of
science, Psychology ceased to be any philosophical
speculation about mind and becare physiological
observation of neurcemusgular-glandular interaction

within the organism,

Natura;ism ‘has a related ethical deoctrine, to
the general effect that there is no unbridgeable gulf
between ethics and other studies. It is a widely
accepted view that there is logical distinction retween
explanning £acts and evaluating them, Ethical naturalists
deny the prima facie distinction between establ ishing

facts about the world as it is and making a word
estimate of those facts. According to Ethical naturaldsm,
moral gudgements just state a subclass of facts about

the natural world. It holds that ethical terms can be

4w.r-i..sr-ual.dt:or:. critique of Naturalism" Journal
of Philosophy, Vol. 42, p.261. ~




analysed into nonecthical terms, and that ethical
conclusions can be logically derived f£rom none

ethical premises.

Since scientific method is the maxim for
determining the intelligibility and unintelligibilicy
of things, it leads to the rejection of the "self
ovident”® speculative assertions which are considered
‘supernatural’. Randall, one of the naturalists says:
“there is no room for any supernatural in naturalism -
no supernatural or transcendental God and no personal

survival afterxr death.“5

According to Hook the existence
of God, immortality, disembodied spirits, cosmic purpose
and design, as these have been customarily interpreted
by the great institutional religions, are denied by
maturalists for the generic reason that they cannot

be experimented upon by the methods of natural sciences.
In so far as experience is understood to came through
sensation all supersensory knowledge is attacked.

Thus the &bsolute truths of metaphysics and religion

are abandoned by naturalists as nonwsensical and absurd,

However, this &oeg not necessarily carry with
it a rejection of ‘religion® as such. ¥Many of the
naturalists have reconstructed religion in a naturalistic

waye. They envisage a kind of religion which is mostly

SWOHO Sheld°n¢ gaodtog 902620



concerned with the functional aspect without making
any claims beyond the natural world. For example,
Dewey, the ecknowledged leader of Naturalism, does
not believe in the transcendental core of religion.
For him the important things is the religious quality
- wvhich experience can assume under certain conditions.
Any unification of the whole personality around the
pursuit of an ideal end is religious. Whenever a
person is thoroughly committed to the pursuit of any
ideal, be it scientific, social, artistic, or whate
ever his experience attains the kind of fulfilment
that has always been characterigtic of vhat i{s most
valuable in religion. According to Dewey, in tradie
tional religion this quality has been “encumbered
and abscured by irrelevant trappings, particularly
the theological dogma in terms of which it has been
pm:smeél.”6 Hutley, as a thorough going naturalist,
holds that the supernaturalistic worldeview in terms
of wvhich religion has traditionally performed its
functions is not tenable in the light of modern scien-
tific knowledgs. Moreover, he thinks that it is
possible to develop a fullsbloun religionon a naturalistic
basis. A3 the basis for such a religion, Huxley puts

forward "evolutionary naturalism”, a view of the

®Encyclopeedia of philosophy, Vol.. 7-8, pe146.
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spatio=temporal universe inspired by modern biology
and cosmology in which the universe is conceived of
as an indefinitely extended creative process, always
tending to hidgher levels of development with all the
sources and principles of this creativity irmanent
in the process., The basic role of man ig to be the
chief agent of this evolutionary advance on earth
through the application of his intelligence to the

problems of life.

Akin to the Naturalists the posHtivists also
deny the supernatural aspect of religion. Saint
Simon, the promulgator of the positivist philosophy,
clearly denies the necessity of a religion or theology
which talks of an absclute God. He argues by saying
that (a) it is £inally realised in modern times that
the relation between God and the universe is completaly
'incomprehensible and pointless'; and (b) that theree
fore the human mind should henceforward devots itself
to ‘discovering facts’. The sowcalled God of Theology
or the authority of revelation has nothing to do with
the facts of nature which is to be obsgerved by man
on his own. Saint simon thus rejects the concept of
divinity and says that the new religion should be only
a general scientific theory of physical as well as
moral facts, He says that besides the concept of a
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saviour and the authorjity of revelation ete. the
idea of God is nothing but human intelligence

universalised,

Following saint simon's view Comte also says
that it is to humanity that man owes everything that
he is and has. It is because he shares in the general
biological and psychological capaecities of human
nature that he is able to live a human life, And the
men of a given generation are able to lead a fully
human life because of the labours of their predecessors
in building up their cultural heritage. Moreover,
according to comte, the service of humanity, in the
many forxms this can take, is the noblest ideal which
could be proposed to an individual; and humanity,
unlike an omnipotent God, needs this service. Thus
comte proposed to set up a religion of humanity with
man, viewed as a unitary being, as the object of worship.
Comte dended the transcendental agpect of religion
while he liked:r the functional aspect of ite. He was
impressed with the\ritual structure of Roman Catholocism
and took it as his model, For example, in the analogue
of baptism, the sacrament of presentation, the parents
would dedicate thelir child to the service of humanity
in an impregsive public ceremony. This kind of

observances, according to comte, inspires a man to
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love humanity. The naturalists as well as the as well
as the positivists hold that there is nothing over and
above the sensory world of experience, and thus they
are committed to reject traditional religions which

are based on beliefs in the supernatural.

Kant agrees with the above thinkers by saying
that our knowledge starts with experience. He holds
that if a thing cannot be brought as a datum of empirical
intuition it cannot be an object of knowledge. For him
if there wore no data of sensibility in the world
there would be no experience, so, no knowledee. The
broader is the field of experience, the more empirical
information we gather, the richer ig our knowledge.
Thus according to Kant our knowledge begins with expe-
rience, "But®, at the same time Kant also says,

“though all our knowledge begins with

experience it does not follow that it
all arises out of experience., For it
may well be that even our empirical
knowledge is made up of what we recedve
through impressions and of what our

oun facu;’ty of knowledge supplies from

itselg,.”
what he means is that the sonsibility gives the sense -
impression of certain things of the world, and our
f£aculty of understanding gives them the form and organises
them into a system of knowledge« The sense intuitions
through its greater application may bring more and more

items for knowledge and enrich its £ield but unless our

71 . Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, p.42.
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understanding cordinates them into a system particular
intuitions of sensibility can never add up to knowledge. -
Senses-experience tells us what is and vhat was, but

not that it mﬁst necessarily be so and cannot be
otherwise. An empirical study can bring the series

of facts which have happened in the past, it may present
a uniformity of certain events in certain circumstances,
but they can, in no way, assure us that in future glsc '
the similar ovents are necessarily going to take place
in similar circumstances. Man s not satisfied with

the accumulation of certain experiences of natural
events without any invegtigaticn into their necessary
relation to oqe another. There are, thusg, two stems

of human knowledge namely, sensibility and understanding,
"objects are given to us by nmeans of sensibility...:
they are thought through the understand&ng.“e Through
the sensibility we are presented with all our factual
raw material, the understanding on the other hand,
enables us to orgahise intellectually our raw material
by classifying, discriminating, judging, comparing,
Understanding interprets activdly (synthesises) the
sense impressions passively received, Sensibility and
understanding are so intertwined for the possibility

of knowledge that Kant says that sgenses are blind

8
I.Kant, opscite, Peb5Sy
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without understanding and our understanding is enpty
without senses i.e. khowledge is impossible without
any of these two.

In the transcendental deduction of the
categorieé Kant gives the arguments as to how do the
apricr'i concepts of understanding sefve ag a priori

conditions of a posgsible experiences and the conclusion

he reaches 4s that no intuition or experience is possible

without the form or concept t© which &t belongs. Natural
sciences explain facts, hold certain theories about

the natural world and the method on which the naturalists

claim their theory to be based is the empirical method.
But pure empirical knowledge can in no way help us

to £ind ocut the empirical law of nature, 1t is by the
"transcendental gynthesis® of sensibility and undere
standing that we acquire the knowledgé of empirical
lawa, Kant says that however exaggerated and absurd
it may sound to say that the undergtanding is itself
the source of the laws of nature, and so of its formal
unity, such an assertion is nonetheless correct and is
in keeping with the object to which it refers, namely,
experience, certainly empirical laws, as such, can
never derive their origin from pure understanding.
That is as little possible as to understand completely
the inexhaustible multiplicity of appearancesg merely




Inkeroy

by reference to the pure form of sensible 1ntﬁ§;&mn@°9«?
But all empirical laws are only special determinations
of the pure laws of understanding, under which, and
according to the morm of which they £irst become
possible, Through them appearances take on an orderly
character, just as these same appearances, degpite the
differences of their empirical form, must nonetheless
always be in harmony with the pure form Of sensibility.
In this connection I would mention that £for Kant
knowledge 4s apriori synthetic in nature. It is only
when the apriori concepts of understanding are applied
to the gynthetic experience of particular facts that
we acqudire knowledgo.

The principles of natural science are apriori
synthetic judgments., cCertain fundamental laws of
physics such as, °in all changes of the material world
the quantity of matter remains unchanged’, - or ‘in all
communication of motion, action and roaction are always
equal’, are not only necessary in the sense that they
are established by the spridri form of understanding
but also synthetic, for they give us new knowledge
about natural objects. Kant makes similar remarks

regarding Mathematics alsos

This view of Kant goes against the empiricists’
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view that the empirical method of observation and
experiment comprisae the sole source of human knowledge.
For empiricists synthetic-apriori judgments are not
possible, According to Hume admitting a judgment

to be strictly universal and necessary 1s nothing

but an indirect way of describing it as tantologous.
As to the nature of the principles admitted in Physies
Hume holds that they are synthetic but not necessary

or certain.

This view of Hume is not acceptable. The
actual existence of Physics as a séience, and also its
steady and methodological progress throughout the ages
unmigtakably point their validity and necessity. 1If
the fundamental propositions were not necessarily
true, the whole structure of natural science would

topple down at any time.

4+To elaborate this point we can take the concept
of causality. Hume holds that the causal relation is
the heppening of certain events in a regular succession
the knowledge of which is derdved from our past
experience, When an empi;iclst says, 'the sensory
event of kind F occurs at t!, then a sensory event of
kind G will occur at t?; for him the statement sbout

such orderliness of events is not based on a reflection

of the underlying universal causality behind the

-
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occurance of particular events, rather it is an
habit of expectation which is based on regular and
successive occurance of certain events. According
to the empirical view since causality is not based
on any idea of necessity, the regular and successive
events’are always liable to be othorwise. A certain
orgderlinesgs of events in the past cannot assure its
same orderliness in the future also. If the law of
causality is nothing but an experience of a regular
successive events which are always liasble to be
otherwiss, then physical sciences which are fundamentally
based on the law of causality, would not be able to
make any statement about future events, Physical
sciences would be nothing but histories of natural
events. But we see on the contrary that Physical
sciences make statements which are found toO come out

true after thousands and thousands yearse

For Kant the law of causality implies a
relation between two states, determined nhecessarily
which of them must take place before and which of them
af ter; and that they cannot be otherwise. He says
that the concept of a cause involves the character
of necessity which no experience can yield., The
concept, thus, carries the neeessity of the synthetic

unity of the events, and, so, is a pure apriori concept
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which lies in the understanding, Our experience
which gathers the knowledge of particular events

have to conform to the apriori law.

similar to the apriori principles of nature
moral laws and their principles also are essentdally
different £\rom all principles which we derive from
particular cases of actions, Morality, for Kant, has
an ent,itelyl pure foundation. WwWithout using any an_t.hto.
pological knowledg® of human nature; morality imposss
apriori universal laws on man because he is a rational
being. Man is the subject to this moral law indepene
dently of his particular desires and actions. Men
do not, however, discover their duty by certain
theoretical procedures but by recognising the catego-
rical requirerent of reason, The moral law thus cone

tains no notion based on experience of how things are

it is apriori, iie., it is beyond experience, A man
adopts or rejects cortain action according as it
harmonises or conflicts 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 actions,

since knowledge, for Kant, could extend only

to the limits of human experience the gquestion of
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Metaﬁhysics are not cbjects of knowledge., Metaphysical
matters like existence of Cod, immortality of soul

and so on are bayond both sensibibility and undere
standing. They remain within the realm of pure reason.
It is never poséible to bring them to the state of
objects of sense-~experience. The nature of Metaphysics,
as Kant describes, is ‘a bottomless abyss and a dark

ocean without shore and without light houses'.

In spite of advocating the view that the f£ield
of knowledge is limited to mere objects of experience,
Kant 8ays,

"but our Ffurther contention must also be
duly borne in mind, namely, that though
we cannot know these objects as thingse
in-themselves, we must yet be in position
at least to think them as thingsSein.
themselves®l0, otherwise we should be
landed in the absurd conclusion that
there can be appearance without anything
that appears."ll

Metaphysical concepts for Kant, are in the realm of pure

reason. They can never be brought to the sphere of the

l°To know an object I must be able to prove its
possibility, either from its actuality as attested by
experience, or a priori by reans of reason. But I can
think whatever 1 please, provided only that I do not
contradict myself, that is, provided my concept is a
possible thought. This siffices for the possibility of
the concept, even though I may not be able to answer
for their being, in the sum of all possibilities an
object corresponding to ity But something more is
required for I can ascribe to such a concept objective
validity, that is, real pogsibility, the former
‘possibility is merely logical. The something rore,
need not, however, be sought in the theoretical sources
of knowledge; it may lie in those that are practical, -
Ibid., pPe27e

1ll«,ar\\'.. Critiquer of Pure R2ason, pe.27.
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knowable world. Kant, thus, never claims the knowledge
of metaphysical matters. But in his moral Philosophy
Kant uses the notion of the existence of God and
immortality of the soul as the prosuppositions of
morality. So far as our reason is concerned the moral
law commands us categorically to do certain things and
the moral worth of our action depends on obeying the
command without any ulterior motive. But when a man
has acted morally, Kant says that he is worthy of
being happy and his happiness should be in proportion
to the moral excellence of his conduct. Kant thinks
that this demand can be fulfilled if the world is
under the guidance of a supreme Reason, that is, Cod.
The moral demand that virtue should be rewarded with
happiness is thus the basis of the conviction that

God exists.

Whether this gind of functional use ofGod is
acceptable to us or not is a question to be discussed
afterwards, Before that 1 would like to point ocut
that such an acceptance of God by Kant brings insecurity
to his moral theory. Belief in the existence of God

contradicts his own positions

According to Kant, to have moral worth an

action must be done from the sense of duty, A goodwill,
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he adds, is good, not because of what it brings about,
nor even becauge of its presumed aptitude for bringing
about a certain result, but simply by virtue of its
own nature. He points out that goodwill is not manie
fested in actions incongsistent with duty, nor in actions
consistent with duty but done either to gain advantage
for oneszlf, or merely because we have a direct
inclination to do them. An action done from the sense
of duty owes its merit not to the purpose it is meant
to serve but to the principle on which it is done
that duty is the necessity of acting from regpect for
law which can be applied universally. Kant's ethdcal
doctrine, that yirtue consists in the performance of
Suty naturally leaves out happiness to be an ideal of

moral activity.

Thus we see that morality, for Kant has an
entirely pure foundation without any reference to
particular cases of woral deedgs, Without using any
anthropological knowledge of human nature, moralicy
imposes, gpriori, a universal maxim on man since he
is a rational being.

But the point which makes his theory inconsistent

is that while Kant says that human beings are autonomous
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in the sense that they do not discover their duty from
the experience of practical life but by recognising the
categorical requirement of reason, suddenly locks for
some presuppositions of morality which belongs to a I

. sphere which is beyond the capacity of human reason.
Immortality of the soul and existence of Cod are two

of the presuppositions of morality, and he "provesg"

the dmmortality of the soul and the existence of God

by saying that since all our geod deeds are not rewarded
with happiness in this life there must be a continuation
of 1ife belyond this death in which we receive results
according to our deeds. God is the moral Governor who
ensures this and so he rewards and punishes the people
according to their good or bad dseds rospectively.

Once we consider human beings as morally autonomous
beings do we need a God who would reward their moral
acts with happiness?

~

Whaé is curiocus is, however, that happiness
which he had previously left behind, later occupies his
serious thought. - Kant probably might have thought
that the doctrine expressed 4in the formula °'do your
duty for the sake of duty'® is too rigoristic and,
consequently sought to soften it by holding that,
although the moral aspirant must act solely with a view

to the achievement of virtue as undexstood by him,
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yet in so doing he need not give up his desire for
happiness. In this Kant cannot stand exclusively on
his view of practical reason as he wiched to, but
takes into account the importance of inclination and

thereby surrenders the strict critical stand point,

The view that only the virtuous people are
provided with happiness leads us to say that a man is
virtuous because he wants to be happy and a man is
hap;;y because he is virtucus. From this it follows
that virtue and happiness have a kind of meanse-ecndsg
relation. But virtue cannot be related with happiness
either as its means or as its end. Dpesire for happi-
ness cannot be the means of virtue becaus2, as Kant
himself says,

"maxims which place the determining

principle of the will in the desire

of perscnal happiness are not moral

at all, and no virtue can be founded

on them,"12
Nor can virtue be a means for happiness.: Because in
that case the objection would arise as to - ig it the
case that human beings are moral only because they are
rewarded for it? A moral virtue is worthy because of
its own value. The value of a moral act cannot be come

pared with things which have economic value (a market
price) or even with things that have an aesthetic

1zkamc., Critique of Pracgical Reason, p«209e

[ "any action which is dictated by fear or by coercion of
any kind ceases to be moral. It also follows that all good

deeds that are prompted by hope of happiness in the next
world cease to be moral.” Ethical Relicion, ped3. 7
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value (a fancy price). The incomparable worth of a
good act springs from its being dons in accordance

and with reverence to the moral lawe.

It may be worthe-while here to consider, indepene
dently of Rant, the relationchip between onz2's being
moral and one's being happy. What is it to be happy?
I35 happiness something which outwardly comes to us or.
given to us by someone else only when we have acted

morally?

True haoppiness has to be differentiated from
pleasure. Pleasure may be defined as a Gesirable gtate
of mind which w@ have when our desires and wishesg are
satisfied. One f£ecels pleasure where one'’s desire is
fulfilled; the pleasure may lagst for a while, then
gradually loses its intensity and finally disappears.
Pleasure, thug, igs a temporary state of t:\i!!d. It does
not have any direct relation with one's bkeing moral;
rather one's being roral or just sometimes becomes

hindrance to one's achievement of pleasure.

Happiness, on the contrary, is a more or less
permanent state of one’s mind. Unlike pleasure happiness
does not have any necessary relation to the outward
satisfaction of our desires and wishes. It is something

inner; procurement or logs of material things, and
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fulfilment or unfulfilment of worldly needs cannot

in any way affect this stats of mind. Happiness ias,
thus, related to the inner world of a man; it cannot
be conditioned or dependent on someone else providing
it £rom outside. True happiness resides there wvhere

a man transcends his ego and morality imposes upon

man the obligation of “"fofgetting” himgelf in the
interests of others. "orality? and ‘hsppiness', taken
in this sense, may be sald to be necessarily related
and essengdally complementary to each other. While
morality or justice may or may not be compatible with
pleasurcable sensations one is necessarily moral i€ one

is truly happy and vice-versa.

Oone of the ways in which the centroversy about
the relationship between morality and happiness is
generated is when the philosopher (or a layman) asks
the question, 'Why should I be moral?" and looks for
a "logridcal® argument in reply to the gquagstion. 1In the
Republic, Plato insists that a man's virtue must be
benceficial to himself, and if justice is a virtue it
must contribute to the just man's happinesgs. This
view of Plato gives rise to the theory of Eudaimanicm
which holds that a man's life is an endeavour to achieve

happiness and only a moral life is the life of well-
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being and happiness « so there arises the question
as to = 1s morality a means to achieve happiness?

I would not enter into the controversial Gebate
on this point. I wogld only say that the skeptical
question "why should I be moral » would not arise ¢ a
moral pergon., “should” calls for a reason, but the
only one that is pertinent to one that the skeptic
von't realise and the moral man does not require for
the purpose of being moral, since he is moral to begin
with. To suppose that moral skepticism can be coune
tered by providing reasons sufficient to persuade one
who is not moral to become moral, may well be as absurd
as to suppose that a skepticism about the whole business
of morality can be met by providing logical arguments
that will persuade the skeptic. One must be logical
in order to recognise the force of a logical argument,
and one must be moral in order to be moved by a moral
reason. '"What a man doss is for Plato only an “imags®
of what he 4is; his "external ®» conduct 4is only a
manifestation of his "immer” life, which is the life
of the “real” man, the soul., Hence when he asks himself
in what it is that a man's justice "truly" consists
he -feals constrained to look to what goes on inside a

man, in a man's sculg"l3 True happiness like true morality

13601 VlaSﬁOB' Plato, p.LBZo
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transcends the “external® worlde. It necessarily cone-
sists in the manifestation of the "inner" life of a
man. His hankerings for the fulfilment of worldly
desires vanish and he attains a more or less permanent
state of peace and tranguillity. Morality and
happiness, in this sense, are so intertwined that it
is impogsible to @mntmgle and separate them; it is
beyond the means-end analysis. |

A o
But what.l‘ls it to be moral? 1Is it merely

acting in a certain wvay which people call good? 1Is
it obeying certain ’rules and conventions introduced
by the society for the gake of interegt? poeg it
consist in making certain moral choices at certain
times?

Morality is something which constitutes and
embodies the vhole life of an agent,., B2ing moral is
not like an experience which comes to one ljike a flash
of light within a moment. The moral life of a man
goes on continually within, it is not suddenly switched
on before the moral decision to be made and switched
off after it is over, Questions like - how can I
improve as a person? Can w2 make ours2lves morally
better? What is a good man like? Are some of the
fundamental prbblems for a moral agent, and a man's

life i3 nothing but a striving towards a clear undsrgtandin
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and achievement of a pogsible solution of them. 2In
this continuous progressive journey throuch the procags
the structure of values are gradually and imperceptibly
built up within the agent,

we make moral choices £rom time to time. But
that is not very important to understand the moral life
of a man. What happens in bef:ween such moral choices
is indeed what is crucial. A progressive changs ine
one's behaviour may be suddenly noticed, but a sincere
analysis of the matter would point out that such a change
is brought into his behaviour after a steady and perpe-
tual attempt on the part of the agent. So it is obvious
that one cannot understand the moral life of a man I1f
one makes a piecemeal study of the explicit moral

choices,

Moral concppts have meaning in our ordinary
language. But the £full significance of them may not
be understood by knowing merely how the word is used in
the given impersonal network of our ordinary language.
Trinough the progressive change in one's moral perception
a particular moral term might have acquired a particular
significance, or might come to have a radically altered
meaning. In order to kncm; in vhich way the meaning is

different, and how the alterations take place we are
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to look into the whole continuous life of the indi-
vidual. The insight into moral concgpts is not gained
once for all - the pursuit of such ingight is a pro-
gze'ssive achievement continuing throuch life depending
on the vicissitudes of life that the moral agent facesg.
The direction and alteration of the moral concepts is
conditioned by and dependent on the histdry of the moral
agent. Since the history of an individual is personal,
and in no way transferable from one to the other there
is an inalienably private element in one's understanding
of moral concepts. The more one moves forward the
deeper and newer the understanding is, and the deeper
it becomes it acquires more privecy, and so it depends
more on the individual. The vocabalary of the impersonal
public life becomes, to _some extent, blunt when applied

to the moral conceptse

This nature of the moral life is recognised
neither by British moral philosophers nor by Existene
,tialists. The highest virtue of British moral Philogsophy
is reason. 1t pict\ures man as a morally autonomous
being who is steered along by a will that is always
rational. There is nothing in a person that is not
explained by the public language, As opposed to the
inner 1life view of morality the contemporary moral
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philospphers hold that we can ascertain what a man's
moral principles are £ we study what the man does.
They are not concernad with what goes on before or
after the explicit bshaviour of the agent. If there
is anything which is not explicit through action, it
has no meaning in the public 1life, so does not have
any importance at all, Making moral decisions, in this
sense, are nothing but acting in a certain way.

But is it really tk;e cagse? can we estimate the
moral worth of an action by considering merely the action
without any reference to the person concerned? The
statements like *I am inwardly ective”, "I have decided
privately*® may be very sincere expressions of a person,
but)the contemporary view of morality, since these
statements refer to scmething beyond our explicit
behaviour, become mere utterances, or in other words,

they are meaningless,

Since the British philosophers idantify a moral
life with will and action, it follows that for them a
person is nothing but his will and action. A person is

what a persond do2sge.

Such a view is necessarily unecceptable, It
ignores a vital part' which is beyond one's explicit
activities, and it is that part of a life vhich plays
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the most crucial part in building up a personality.
TO know a person we necessarily need to study his
will and action, but merely that would not suffice

to understand the person.

Linguistic analysis cdaims to give a philoso-
phical description ¢f the human phenomenon of morality.
It tekes certain moral concepts like freedom, re spone
sibility, self-awareness, sincerity and gives simply
some linguistic explanation to each of them separately

in a neutral way.

The position that follows consistently £rom
the metaphysic of contemporary British moral pPhilosophy
is that moral concepts such as ’praise°. ‘blame!,
‘responsibility’ are nothing but some empty actione-
guiding terms profitably retained in our vocabulary.
To praise gomdbody or to blame somebody does not lite-
rally make any sense, they are still in our vocabulary
bécause they can be used as profitable device to bring
about desired changes in human beings and human societies,

To=day indeed this is the position boldly taken by many.

This view of morality certainly goes againgt
the innerworld view of morality. The latter holds that
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a moral endeavour consists in proceeding towards
gaining an insight into the moral concepts. Morality
as conceived in this view is groundad in something
npch deeper,
Moral values are in some sense unitary. If
e

we concentrate and reflect upon any of the moral virtues

we are led to consider an inner relation among them all.

R

Let us take the example of courage as a virtuws. I1f

wé reflect upon it and ask vwhy we think 4t ¢to be a
virtuwe, what kind of courage is the highest, what
distinguishes courage from rashness, ferocity, selfe-
asgsertion and so on, we are bound, in our explanation,
to use the names of other virtues. We cannot attribute
the value of courageousness to an unjust, intemperate,
selfish and proud personality. Similarly a temperate
or a just man cannot ke a coward. vVvalues have an
inner unity in the sense that, they all together build

up a moral personality,

It is a8 short-coming of much contemporary moral
philosophy that it eschews discussion of the separate
virtugs without referring to0 a line of unity among all

£ them. For them terms such as "sincerity’, ‘authenticity’

tfreedom’, ecach of them constitutes a sovereign concept

\
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without any reference to the other. The point is
vhat is authenticity without sincerity and freedom,
or vwhat is freedom without any of them? We come to
understand one of them only when we understand its
relationship to others, The attempt of the modern
moral philosophers to understand one moral concept as
completely isoclated £rom others may help us to proceed
upto a certain point, but we can never grasp it come
pletely unless we undsrstand what role it plays in

a moral life which unites all other virtues.

Existentialists picture man as an absolutely
£ree being who has enormous freedom to make choices.
an individual is the sole authority of his moral
decisions, and he is absolutely f£ree to exercise this

authority.

This existentialist picture of choice seems
unrealistic, over-optimistic, romantic, It ignores
what appears to be a sort of continuous background of
a moral decdsion., How can a man be abgolutely free?
when the time for decision comes the man'is not free
to alter the situation in which he has to decides In
a way explicit choices becone less important, the

decision lies somewhere elses The result of a decision




Jé

is not the outcome of the explicit choice, the
decision is very slowly and gradually cultivated
within a person, The decision is rather a necessity.
If we look into the life of an agent, if we notice
how with a gteady attention and attempt one proceeds,
how continuously the attempt goes on, how it builds
up the concept of value round? about us, w© can clearly
see that when the actual moment of choice comes most

6f the business of choosing is already over,

In the exlstentialist picture of mworality the
individual plays the most vital role. An individual
builds up his own moral principle, whereas the other
view holds ¢that morality is an attempt at detachment
£rom one'’s own self(ego). In ocur ordinary life we
identify a thing or an action ag my thing or my action.
The "I¥ becomes most important. The I-nNess or the
egocentric attitude dominates over us so much that we
completely forget to consider others' interest, While
for an existentialist I am most important in creating
values, on the other view the values are cultivated to
transcend this I-ness,. A moral life, in this sense
consists in the understanding of the nature of this
ego and in £4inding the techniques for its defeaty ToO

expel self, to understand the dignity of other human
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beings is not an eagy task, it demands a perpetual
moral discipline., Unsentimental and noneegocentric
acceptance of fadts directs one's attention from onee
self to the world outside him. This exercise of
detachrment may be said to be a step forward towards
the ultimate énd of moral life, sclflessness and
detachment from one's own ego through relenthess
attempt to achieve perfection gradually leads one to

a state in which one transcends oneself beyond on2's
own ego. If we are led to ask the further question -
what is it which dictates man to be moral, to hanker
for the Good, to realise perfection, the idea of
conmpassion or love will be naturally suggested. It
is not simply that suppression of self is required
before accurate moral vision can be obtained. The
moral agent sees his objects in a light of justice and
merey. The direction of attention is away £rom self,
towards the great variety of the world, and the ability
80 to direct attention is love and ttue happiness
resides in this realisation;

In this regpect morality shares some common
aims with religions There is obviously a sense in

which one's religion like morality is a matter of one's
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inner or private life. The genuinemess of the moral
pursuit vhich gives an insight into the transcend\ental
core’ of man expresges itself in gpiritual joy and
harmony, Religion, in this sense, is not something
that one makes a public show of, and this sense of
being religiocus may be said to. have nothing esgssentially
to do with man's social existence. The idea of love
which unifies and integrates the moral life of a man
crops up £rom the notion of God who is the supreme
ezample of this togetherness.



CHAPTERS-ITI
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MORALITY AND RELIGION

Towards the end of the previous chapter I
came abruptly to the point that morality and religion
are, in some sense, necéssarily related. Although
I made some remarks towards this position, I have
not really argued for it in any detail, There are
various established theories which hold the view,
Just opposite to the above. People holding these
theories think that the idea of morality can be totally
isolated from that of religion. A man can be moral

without being religious and vice-versa,.

Throughout history we £ind that re_ligions

usua incorporate 3 code of ethics, and moral

behaviour of a person expresses his religious belief.
Religion and morality, both, involve articulated sets

of beliefsg, practices, attitudes and motives,

Moral ity contains certain forms of beliefs
namely, (i) beliefs about the nature of man, (ii)
beliefs about ideals, about what is good or desirable

or worthy of pursuit for its own sake; (41ii) rules

laying down what ought to be done and vhat ought not
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tc be done, and (iv)-moetives that incline us to
choose the right or the wrong course. MNorality is
thus: wholly or almost wholly concerned with relations
between men, with how they ought to behave towards
another, with what general rules governing relations

between man and man a society oucht to adopt.

Like morality religion élsa consists of
certain beliefs and practices. They are, viz., (1)
belief 4in supernaiural powers, vhich may be thought
of as persons ézfzmpersonally as "forces"; (ii)
appropriate emotional attitudes, as sense of the
sacred or numinous or uncanny, an attitude of humility

—

or reverence in its presence, and (iii) rites and
- )

ceremonies and other religious duties.

wWhat is the relation between these two sets
of beliefs -~ morality and religion? Some of our
activities appear to have mere moral worth whereas
some others are claimed to be religious though they
do not refer to morality. Certain deeds and duties
agaiq. seem to contain both religious and moral
beliefs. Sometimes religion and morality seem to
be very contingently related and sometimes they seem
to be necessarily related in the sense that one

cannot be there without the others
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To start the discussion I canh take up the
naturalists' point of view. Following the general
outlook of naturalism the naturalists hold that
moral worth of a thing is to be judged by f£inding
out how it satisfies man'’s needs. There is no room
for the concept of ‘supernatural’ in the moral life

of man.

Being influenced by this kind of a philosophy

the contemporary British Philosophers (viz, Hampshire)
————

also hold that the moral life of a man has a sovereign
|£4eld of its owm., They take affferent concepts central
to the idsa of morality like f:eédom. authentdcity,
rightness; analyse them and understand them in conplete
isolation from other f£ields of man'’s life., This view
ultimately leads us to say that morality as a field
of human life does not have any necessary relation

to other spheres of human life.

'Again, British philosophers while analysing
moral concepts give a sovereign field to each concept.
They thir}k that 'the concepts like ‘freedom’, ‘authenticicy’
‘rightness', ecach of them can be analysed and unders

stood with its full meaning without any reference to

any other concept. For example, the moral. concept
of freedom can be understood in its full meaning ang



4 0

significance without any reference to other moral
concepts like ‘authenticity’® or ‘sincerity'. This
implies that even thé moral concepts themselves do

not have any necessary relation among cne another.

certain objections would arise in accepting
such a view of morality. Thé point is that if a
particular moral concept can be analysed and undere
stood in its full significance in complete 1soiation
from other moral concepts, or in other words, if a
moral particular doces not have any necesgsary connecs
tion to another, what is it which makes us c¢all all
of them ‘moral concepts'? It is true that the concept
of ‘freedom' ig distinguishable £rom the concept of
‘authenticity’, and that we must not confuse the
concept of rightness with the concept of goodness,
but is it possible to gay that one leads an authentic
life while he does not know what freedom means for

a moral agent?

Thirdly, these philosophers identify certain
moral concepts with the moral life of a man, No doubt
a moral life is built up with certain moral concepts,
but a moral life is certainly much more than acting

in consistency with certain moral concepts.

Another view of morality comes f£rom the
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existentialists led by Sartre. Sartre holds that
human beings are absolutely f£ree, He maintains
that we are what we choose to make ourselves, that
we have no essences, no human nature., A man's
character and his actions arise out of the way in
which he evaluates things; and his evaluations are
entirely his own. No one can force one to value
something high or low. Even if one takes over one's
opinions f£rom someone else, they become one's and
one chooses them. He further says that a man cane
not choose entirely what he is or who his parents
were, or how strong he is. wWhat he can choose is

his reaction to the facticity.

There is, therefore, no question at'all,
in sartre's view, of discovering any absolute value
in the world. There fust are no such things. 1If£
a man says that something is good or that it is bad,
that 4s his own choice. The woral philosophers,
according to sartre, who assert the existence of
absolute value, keep themgelves in a form of Bad
Faith. To suppose that values are somehow given is
just to £all into the kind of refusal to face the

absolute freedeom, A man must decide for himselg
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how to live, what is good and what is bad; and this

lis a urely per al decision, which no one can take

on behalf of another. One'‘'s moral principles are
one s own creation. The moral agent himself 1s the

source of all values.

sartre does not believe in the existence of
Cod., He says, "there is no human nature, because
there is no Cod to have a conception of its Man
simply is."1 "Atheistic existentialism, of which 1 am
a representative, declares with greater consistency
that if God does not exist there is at least one
being whose existence comes before its essence, a
being vhich exists before it can be de€ined by any
.conception of it, That being is man or as Heidagoer
has it, the human reality."2 recple who bring God
to justify his moral beliefs, do so, according to
sartre, in order to avoid the challenge of the
abgolute freedom, The responsibility which is assogiated
with a free action brings anguish and nausea. The
man, naturally wants to avoid the responsibility, he
does not want to realiée the fact that he is free,.

So man takes shelter in God. Man thinks that God is

‘lyean paul Sartre, Existentialism and Humaniem,p.28.
4 pid.
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there to command and he has only to perform what
has already been decided by Gode Man puts the res-
ponsibility upon God and avoids the anguish that a
man has to undargo as & £ree being. Man believes

in God to escape f£rom the reality of the world,

sartre's view, therefore, is that since
there is no God, morality, if there is any, can have
no connexion with religion. One's morality is one’s
own creation. Sartre's Philosophy, thus, champions
a kind of humanism which says that man is the basis
of things. To live in this world, to 1l in
soecicty and in behaving with other living beings
man needs certain moral principles. Man himself
creates and decides those principles. One'’s being
roral is in no way necees._itated by cne's being

religious. Moraldty is t.husl. independent of religion.

There are objections to such a theory of
morality. Taken the sartrean yview of morality, a
moral principle is an individual ‘s decision. Every
individual has got his or her oun capacity to decide,.
There is always the possibility of different people
having different views of morality. There may be
as many moral principles as there are human beings.

Morality becomes something entirely subjectives
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Again, if morality is an individual®’s oun
decision, then the decision qf each and every
individual is supposed to possegs moral worthe. In
that case two opposite decisions of two indivicuals
are supposed to be gocd. If it is so, each and
everything becomes good, which ultimately leads us
to say that there is no distinction between good
and bad. Thus Sartre's view of morality destroys
the basic notion of moral concepts - good and bad,

right and wronge

Iin this connection I would also like to refer
to the §3£§§§;_yiew of morality. For Marxists there
can 2 no moral principle b2yond man's reoality in
the society. According to them economic preblens
are the source of difficulties in life., Talks of
morality cannot settle the matter. -Capitalism
prevails over the soclety. The aim of the Marxist
is the end of capitalism and the rise to power of
the proletariat, and this has to be actualised by
force. For Marxists religion and ethics are partly
folly and partly deliberate means of confunding
simple pecple. Undsr their camouflage are concealed
weapons f£or exploiting the massess They are oplates

to dull the people’s power to think and act for
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self ishnesg.

Against Marxism, I would only like to say

that the Marxist discussion itself begins with the
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presupposition that human beings are moral by defini- .

tion. There can be no history of man which doeg not

give us a history of morality of the people.

we have ssen’ the kind of objections which
might be raised' against thinkers like Naturalists,

existentialists and Marxists. There are diff iculties

in giving morality a sovereign f£ield of its own. There

9
are also various problems in making morality & come

pletely subjective affair, Nor can the moral worth

of a thing ke judgaed from its utility in the fulfilment

©Of the bagic needs of life,

But these objections cannot directly help us
to say that the basis of morality lies in religion,
or, religion and morality are mutually dependent,

The problem still remains,

what is it to ke moral? What is that towards
which a moral man endeavours? What makes us call a
man good? When we enguire into the nature of these

questions we feel that an analysis of a "right*
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action or a scarch of the utility of an action in
one's life cannot contain answer to them, They
actualiy do not reach the centre of the problem, A
right or dutiful action can be characterised as a
moral or godéd action, but that action alone cannot
sufficiently represent the whole concept of morality
or g&édness. Similarly, following the naturalists’
point of view we can agree to say that a jusi: action
is a good action (since it satisfies certain basic
needs of human life), but that action alone can, in
no way, enbody the concept of goodness; nor can an
existentialist kind of subjective account of morality
help us to understand the concept of morality. None
of these views can touch the real significance of
the above questionse.

When we call some action or thing good, the
goodneos of the thing is not som2thing which can be
found in the thing in the ordinary waye. In this
regpect goodness differs from beauty. Beautiful
things contain beauty in a way in which good acts
do not exactly contain good, because Rauty is
partly a matter of the senses. It is as if we can
see beauty itself in a way in which w® cannot see
goodness itself. The goodness or .'value of a thing
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does not belong inside the world of truth functions,
the world of science and £actual ptOpositions;”s so
when we discuss the nature of the ‘gocd’ or absolute
goodness we speak of something rather more complicated
and which cannot be experienced., With this realisation,
I think, some people have tried to say "goodneas is
not in this world", which has unfortunat2ly been
misinterpreted and given rise to the famous controversy
4%round;the is-ought distinction. I agree with Iris
Murdoch when she says -« "It seems to ma that the idea
of the transcendent, in scme f£orm or other belongs to

4
moraldty, but it is not easy to interpret.*®

What is a good man like? We realise on reflec-
tion that in our study of human history we £ind certain
people wvho are tradiﬁionally characterised as good
(viz. Jesus, Sacrates) but if we try to contemplate
these men vwe £ind that the information about them is -
scanty and vague, and that‘their great moments apart,
it'is simplicity and directness of their diction which
chiéfly colours our conception of them as good. Thare
may be contemporary cases of good people. If v CONe
sider the cases we maﬁ £ind them obscure or on a

"closer ingspection £ull of £frailty. Goodness is both

rare and hard to picture.

3Iris Murdoch, Soveraiognty of Cood, p.58,
4
Ibid.,
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contemporary view of morality identifies the
goodness of a person with the rightness of his action
supported with sincerity. But the goodness of a
personality is not to be judged from a particular
right action. There lies a background which ties up the
whole personality behind some particular actions. A
;1gpt‘action can consistently be there with prids and
dishonesty, similarly, one's action may appear to be
wvrong in spite of his being honest and humble. The
kind of goodness which w2 have tried to search with
Jesus and Sacrates refers to a permanent strength of
their nature which mekes us call their actions moral,
and characterise them as good. All moral virtues
like rightness, sincerity, courage are found tog2ther
in them, They no longer remain independent, they
sionify and substitute one another to constitute the
whole personality which present us the nétion of the

]

good.

fet us talk about the notion of an object of
attention, It is a normal psychological fact that
man heeds an cbject of attention to guide his life
and activity. One cannot suddenly change his attitude
and behavicur unless he changes his object of attention,

the object of attention is the source and it supplies
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encrgy for a man's ectivity. When a man £ixes the
object of attention in performing any single action
he focuses his thought upon that object.

"Consider being in loves Consider too

the attempt to check being in love and the

need. in such a case of another dbject o

agtend to. Where strong emotions of

sexual love, or of hatred, resentment or

jealousy are concerned, fpure will' can

usually achieve little. It is small use

telling onself ‘stop keing in love, stop

feeling resentment, be just'. What is

needed is reorientation vhich will provide

an erergy of a different kind, from a

diffcrent sourcCe esee.Deliberately fale

ling out of love is not a jump of the will,

it is the acquiring of new objects of

attention and thus ¢of now energies as a

result of refocusing.®d

Do we need such an object of attention in case
of a moral life? The men, wvhom I have taken ag the
examples of the good person, are necessarily religious.
A religious believer, egpecially if his God is con=-
ceived of as a person, can focus upon something which
is the source of energy in his life. For a man like
Jesus CGod is the object of attention, it represents
absolute gocdnesg, it ig perfection. Jesus concentrates
upon God and directs himself through the path of the

moral .

But these examples of good personsg like Jesus

and sacrates would not solve our difficuleys Our

SIris Murdoch, Op.cit., Pp.55-56.
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concern here is to £ind out a kind of morality or a
moral person who unlike Jesus does not necessarily
cannect his morality with the céncept of a supere
natural being.

what ywould be the object of attention for
such a person? It is the concept of goodness which
would dictate his good activities. The concept of
gc_.aodness. as we have already said, goes beyond parti-

cular moral concepts 1like courage, sincerity and so on.

The notion of gbodness or morality in this
sense, as I have already said, :eferstt:me idsa of
transcendence. We have accepted the possibility of
there baeing a moral agent uwho doss not belief in
religion. Such a man direct his conduct according to
his notion of ‘pure gocd’'. But the gquostion is -
what is it for scmecone who is not a religious believer
and not some sort of mystic, to apprehend some ssparate
‘form' of goodness behind the multifarious cases of
good behaviour? For him, given the contemporary views
of morality, such a noticn of goodness might be reduced
to the much mere intelligible notion of the intere
relation of the virtues, plus a purely subjective sense

of the certainty of his moral judgements.:
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How can I be morally better? This is one
of the important problems of a moralist. The desire
to become better and beteer &s a contimious endoavour
for the person concernad. This looking forwazd for
better and better necessarily implies a direction
which ultimately leads to a point where the moralist

conceivaes of an absolute goodness, i.c. perfection,

14

The statements like "no man is perfect® and
80 on' imply that a man’s activity may be good, may
be better, but never perfect. We always leave the
possibility cf saying "it could have becen bstter™? A
deep understanding of any £icld of human activity,
music, painting, for instance, involves an increasing
revelation of degrees of excellence. The idea of
perfection, thus, guides one's life producing an
increasing sense of the direction throuch constante

effort.

once we accept that a truly moral person must
have the notion of an absolute goodness or perfection
hich is necessarily transcendent, and that he must
be guided by this notion, w© have, here, the necessary
rel igicus under-spinning £for morality or the moral life..
It is true that vhat is thus transcendent may not be
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thought of as identical with God; but it is near
enocugh to the idea of God for the concept of religion
to be correctly applicable. This is why Gandhi can
say, a s2lf-confessed atheist, who is nonetheless a
moral person, is ipso facto a deeply religious person.
For a person, who is already religious (in the senss
that he believes in the existence of -a transcendent
God as well as goodness), the 1deas\of morality and
religion £ind their connection viz. the ontlogical .

agreement.

In this connection 1 would like to say that
if my thesis depends on the validity of the ontlogical
argument, it might not ke acceptable. There are
objections and criticisms against the outlogical
argument. Xant has vehemently criticised the argument
by saying that having an idea of something in mind
and there being the real existence of the thing are
two complétely different things, He says that one's
idea of having thousand dollar in one's pocket does
not mean that one really has thousand dollar in the

~

pockets

Of course, there would be arguments against

Kant also. But I would not go into the details of it
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What I would 1like to say is that if considered carce
fully, the ontlogical proof is seen to be not exsctly
an agoument in which the conclusion follows £rom given
promises but rather a clear assertion of £aith which
could only confidently be made on the basis of a
certain amount of experience. Existencelof God or
the perfect being cannot be established 4n torms of
proof or evidence. Icésa of perfedticon or God necessa-
rily refers to a state of transcendence the nature of
which cannot be explained or understood in terms of
empirical concepts. So the empirical carerts like
‘proof’, ‘evidence’ cannot help us in any way to dis-
cusa about God. A man vho can conceive the idea of
perfection never bothers about how he can prove the
existence of the perfect Being, or whether he can do
it or not. The faith itself has its own assertive
force. = The desire for God is certain to receive a
response. The conception of God contains the certainty
ogiits oun reality. For a believer God is an object
of love which unigquely excludes doubt and relativédsm.
= Such assertions, although they micht receive very
little sympathy £rom analytical philosophers, would
build up the basis of life for a truly moral or a
religious believer.,
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Throughout the previous discussions I have
heid that a truly moral life aims at goodnags, and
not f£reedom or a particular right action althoudh
right actions and freedom are natural products of
attention to the Good. Of course, a right action is
inmportant in itself -.an dwportance which 43 not
difficule to understand. But it should always provige
the starting point of reflection and not its conclu-
sion. A right action along with a sense of obligation
may be called virtuwe. And it is the action which
gives us gccasion for grace or for its opposite.

"However, the aim of morality cannot be
simply ection. Without some more positive
conception of the soul as a substantial
and continually developing mechandsm of
attachments, the purif ication and ree
orientation of which must e the tagk of
morals, ‘freedom’ is readily corrupted
into self-assertion and °‘ricght action'
into some sort of ad hoc utilitarianism®,

"prue morality consistg®, Gandhi s;ys, *not in f£ollowing
the beaten track, but in f£inding out the trus path for
ocurselves and in fearlessly following 1t.47 50 performe.
ing a particular right action.and one's endeavour
tov;ards the goodness cannot be q.dentified. nor can the

existentialist view establish the inner sense of a

moral life, In Miss Murdoch's word =

®1ris murdoch, op.cite, p.71.

7N.K. Boge, Sclections from Gandhi, p.254.
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Much existontialist thought relies upon
such a thinking reed’ reaction which 4is
nothing more than a form of romantic selfe
assertion. It is not this which will lead’
a man on to unselfish behaviour in t¢he
concentration camp. There is, however,
something in the serious attempe to look
compassionately at human things which
automatically ‘suggests that ‘there is more
than this'. The ‘there is more than this®,
if it is not to be corrupted by some sort
of quasi-theological finality, must remain
a vory tiny spark of insight, something with,
as it were, a metaphysical position but no
metephysical form. But it seems to me that
the gpark is real, and that great art is
evidence of its reality."®

gense mworality is somehow similar to mysticism.

*The background to morals is properly

gsome sort of mysticdsm, 4if by this {s

meant a3 non-dogmatic essentially unfore
mulated faith in the reality of the Geood,
occasionally connected with experiencea,
The virtuous peasant knows, and I believe
he will go on knowing, in spite of the
removal or modification of the theological
apparatus, althoudh what he knows he might
be at a 10s8s tO say."’ -

Considering this nature of morality Iris Murdoch says,

Morality has always been connected with
religion and religion with mysticliem,
The disappearance of the middle term
leaves morality 4n a situation which is
certainly more difficult but essontially
the game,"10

I would only like to add that the "disappearance of

the middle term is a symptoms of our times and not a

matter of philosorhical discovery; for correct

GN.K.BOSG. SEoCitqo p.'73.
Ibido, 90740

1o

Ibid.
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philosophical reflecting ensures the existence of

the middle term rather than show its disappearance.

T™he whole discussion about the yrelation between
morality and religion might be used as a philosophical
support to Candhi's statements like = *True religion
and true morality are inseparably bound up with each
other. Religion is to morality what water is to the
seced that is sown in the soil."” YAs soon as we losgs
the moral basis, we cease to© be religious. There ds

'no such thing as religion overriding morality. Man
!for instance cannot be untruthful, crusl and inconti-
nent and claim to have God cn his side;"ll For Gandhi
morality has its true basis only in ;eligion, therxe
can, at the same time, b2 no religion without moralitye.
Unlike Kant, Gandhi says that the relationchip between
rcligion and morality is not one of Cod's instrumen-
tality with regard to morality. HKe sags that it is
misleading to think of God as either the source of
morality or as being subject to the moral lawy for
this suggests that God and morality are distinct and
geparable. Cod on the other hand is morality, just as
He is Truth. It is religion which determines the
genuineness and significance of one's moral endeavour

and one's religicus insight is also, at the same time,

his moral insight into the essential purity of his being.

llN K.Bose, SBoCito P 902550
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SOME GANDHIAN CONCEPTS

(x)
Truth

"I am impaticnt to realise the presence of
my Maker, who to me embodies Truth and in the early
part of my career I discovered that if I was to
realise truth, I must obey @ven at the cost of my
life, the law &£ Love.® "God as Truth has been for
me a treasure beyond price; may he bs so to every

l
one of ug."

These statements imply that truth is the
guiding principle of Gandhi's life and activity. He
says that all that he does by way of speaking and
writing, and his ventures in the political €£ield are
directed to attain that end, But what does he mean
by this 'Truth®? Enguiries are made into the nature
of the concept, but frequently what happens is that
when one tries to analyze the concept of truth, one
does nothing but add some more adjectives which do
not make the concept clearer at all, Realising this
nature of Truth Arun Sourie in one of his articles

says that one should put aside the nebulous concepts

IN.K. Bose, Selections From Gandhi, p.B.

517
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of Truth and God from Gandhi's writings and thouchts
and should shift the focus to the aspect of 'human
emancipation’ as a goal in itself.

Acceptance of CGandhi's “human emancipation®
independently of his conception of Truth and Cod,
might be thought to refer to his theory of morality o

his method of noneviolence, love and so on.

But the problem is, tan we ever isolate
Gandhi's concept of nonwvioclence or love from the
concept of Truth - God.” Gandhi's view on non.violence,
his political struggle, his idas of social reform -
all spring from and refer to ¢the same principle i.e,
love which he identifies with Truth and God, Cod
or Truth has been both the foundation and souree of
energy to his life and activity. For Gandhi man 4s
basically rooted in Cod, so the emancipation of human’
beings necessarily refers to a realisation of the

nature of Truth and God.

The concept of Truth, as 4t has emerged
\ from GCandhi, requires a careful study than
is probably often givén ¢to it.,  Gandhi saids
",..Devotion to this Truth is the sole justification

for our existence, All our activities gchould e
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centred in Truth. Truth should be the very breath

of our life., n2

althouch it is not a definition, it
agives us clear idea of how much importance Gandhi
attached to truth and non-violence. He placed so
much irportance on them that they became, in his

eyes, absolute essentials for humanitye.

Truth asg used by Gandhi is necessarily a moral -
religious concept. Ke Says "One thing tock deep root
in me - the conviction that rorality is the basis of
things and that,IfEff/i9*9miiﬂg&ﬂfff§19§~§i£_22£§£f‘Y'
In order to understand Truth as a moral concept we
have to look intoc the nature of morality and its
relation to man, and see how the moral concepts acquire

their meaninge.

Yhat is a good man like? How can I improve
as a person? Can we make ourselves better? These
are some of the questions with which problem of morality
starts. The terms like ‘’improve’, ‘'make ourselves
better' express a necessary feature of a moral endeavour.
Morality is a journey in which one attempts constantly
to improve oneself from bad to gocod, good to better

and so on - towards the ultimate idea of pPerfection.

Gandhi ‘s concept of Truth which he identifies

with God conceptually refers to the same idea of

2Collected works of M.JK. Gandhi, Vol XLIV, p. 40,
3M.K.Gandhi, An Autobiograpﬁy, Pe25.
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perfection, And non-violence is the rethod throudgh
which he constantly and relentlegsly strives for the
realisation of the idea of Truth, Gandhi says '"0ften
in my progress, I have had faint glimpse of the
Absclute Truth, God, and daily the conviction is
growing upon me."é My definition has been ever widen-
ing which implies that constant moral endeavour leads
to a change, a better understanding of one's life,

and a clearer insicght into the nature of moral concepts,
Gandhi says that when he reflects deeper and remains
peaceful the meaning of Ahimsa and Truth becorme clearer. The
ever riew Jdinsight 1into thess concepts result from

the increasing purity of his heart. He grows daily
more contented and feel greater pecace of mind, The
moral attempt goes on continuously and in the process

a man gains finer insights intc the nature of moral
concepts €.ge. good, truth, The more one progresses
morally, the more one's moral compression of oneself

and others becomes clearer,

In our everyday dealings and conversations
we use several moral terms. Their meaning are not
fully understcod cnly by knowing how the word is used

in the given impersonal network of our ordinary language.

% e, Gandhi, An autobiography, pexis.
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In order to know in which way the meaning is different,
and how the alterations take place we are to look

into the whole continuous life of the individual. The
insight into moral concepts is not Qained once for

all - the pursuit cf such insight is a progressive
achievement continuing through life that the moral
agent faces. Thus we see that the direction of the
altgration in the meaning of moral concepts is condi-
tioned by and dependent on the history of the moral
agent, Sirce the history of an indiuddual 4s personal,
and in no way transferable f£rom one to the other,
there is an inalicneably private element in an indi-
vidual's' understanding of moral concepts. The more
one moves forward the deeper and newer the undere
standing is, and the deeper it becomes it ecquires
more privacy, and se it depends more on the individual.
The vocabulary which is dependent on our impersonal
public life is blunt when applied to the moral agents.

The contemporary British moral philosophers
do not recognize this nature of moral concepts. The
" highest virtue of British moral Philosophy is reason.
It pictures man as a morally autonomous geing vho is
steered along by a will that is always rational. In |

this picture the intentions or motive of the moral
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agent are irrelevant because in nost cases they are
not public and the best way in which we can ascertain
vhat a man’s moral principles truly are, is to study

what ha does.

Arun Shourie also follows the empiricists’
view of morality whéﬁ he says that Gandhi's concepts
of Truth and Cod are ncbulous and confusing. These
concepts relate 0 an idea of supernatural of which
we do not have a very clear idea. He/ééy; that
céhcepts of Truth and Gcé/;;ﬁain asg cbscure after
Gandhi's accounts of them as they were before him,

8o he (Arun Shourie) chooses to 'get past' these terms

and to focus, instead, on the 'human emancipation® as

the central aspect of Gandhi'’s thought and activity.

But the question is - what is Gandhi's subject
matter of thought if the concepts of Truth and God are
not there? What is Gandhi‘'s daily activtities, what is
his political striving £6r 4if there is no reference
to the cencepts of Truth and God? Gandhi himgelf says,
"Through the pursuit of Truth, we know the measure\
of purity in our motives., It increases our vigilance
in regard to the smallest social duties and to our

daily work.">

5C,ollec'l:ﬁEd works of M. K. Gandhi, Vol XLV, p.21.
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"Before all else, I am here to pphold the
Truth as I see it, for I believe it is the keystone
of life., On it everything else depends. It comes
f£irst, last and alwayse. Aand in all things it is
possible to put Truth first. For myself I have
always tried to do it. In my political ambitions
I eschew all lies and fraud. For the attaimnment of
no object would subscribe to deceit."6 The meaning
and significance of CGandhi’s deeds and activitdes
necdssarily refer to his inner life vhere reside
his concepts of Truth and God. The idea of rejecting
Gandhi's concepts of Truth and God while focusing

upon his activitieg is misleading - so unacceptable,

Gandhi‘’s idza of morality, Truth and God can
\get a philosophical suppert from Mch who
veherently ctfiticises the contemporary moral Philosophy
of British thinkers. This kind‘ of an attitude towards
morality, according to Irish Murduch has grown up
because they pay very little impertance to the inner
life of man, She feels that this follows from
Wwittoenstein®s arguments for attacking the notion of
logical privecye. To quote from Iris Murdoch - “"while
witcgenstein remains sphinx-like in the back ground

others mave hastened to draw further and more dublious

Bcollected works of M.K.Gandhi, VOl XLVIII, pe7S.
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moral and psychological conclusions. Wittgenstein
has created a void into which Neo-Kantianism,
Existentialism, Utilitarianism have made haste to

aBnter. n?

For "Mittgenstein the existence of a private
entity (cogitatio) is logically impogsible; because
(2) such an entity cannot form part of the structure
of a public concept, (b) such an entity cannot be
introspectively discovered. Of thess two moments
(a) has received more attention. If something 4s no
use it does not matter much whether it is there or
not. No sense can be attached to the idea of an
'inne; cbject' if it is not connected with one‘'s
other cuter activities. If w make a hypothesis
about the independent existence of ‘inner objece®
then it is as useless as a vheel which does ndt move
with the moverent of the machine, The ‘inner life'
is hagzy, any way not 'patt of the mechanism®,
gradually it leads to say that it is logically
impossible to take up an idle contemplative attitude
towards moral concepts. ‘I am inwardly being or
doing' is something private and personal, but is
imposed upon me in the sense of keing identifiable

only via public concepts and objective observers,

7Iq Murdoch, -Sovereignty of Cood, pe.l15.

\
3
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T™he indication of such a developrent is f£ound

in stuart Hampshire's bock 'Thoudght and Action‘'s He

says "the play of the mind, free from any expression

in audible speech or visible action is a reality, as
the play of shadows is a reality. But any description
of it is derived f£rom the description of its natural
expression in speech and action.” And again, °‘The
assent that takes place within the mind and in process
of communication when no guestion hasg been actually
agked and answered is a shédowy assent and a shadowy
act..'8 Thus, £rom the cbservation that private expgeiences
and thoughts are logically parasitic on public meanings,
Hampshire comes to the conclusion that private thoughts
are somehow less real than public expressions. It is,
in this way, that the éttack on the logical privacy
results in a devaluing of the contemplative aspects

of human life. It leads to a disregard of the notion
of ‘the inner life’.

But such an extension of Wittgenstein's arguments

against the possibility of the notion of logical privacy

is very much misleading., ®e can say that the attack
M
o™
on the notion of the logical privacy is by no means
an attack on the importance of what has often been

called °*the inner life’,

8
Muxrdoch, OE ocj-to. Pede
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wittgenstain does not rule out the possibility
of an inner experience but what he wants to say is that
even inmner knowledge of the meaning of ‘pain' would
have to connect with the natural expression of pain
in a certain way. Knowledge of the meaning would have
to be exercised in use of the word, and the use of the
word would have to £it in with the usual symptoms and
circumstances of pain - with symptoms such as Wincdng

and circumstarices such as injury.

I do not think that Miss Murdoch would have any
disagreement with wittcenstein on this point. Both of
them would agree on the point that even when thoughts
do not lead to actions or verbal expressions directly
or indirectly they may be extremely important. In this
connection D.Z2. Phillips says that a man may come to
think of an acquintance in a certain way after much
heart-gsearching, reflection and consideration and
. rejection. Not all the thoughts that pass through one's
mind issue directly in word and deed, but that doeg not
mean that they are any less important for that reason.
.Against Hampshire he says,

"The analogy with the reality of shadows

is extremely inappropriate, The shadow
of a wall is dependent on there being a
wall to throw the shadow, it is a one way
dependence . But this is not the case with
thoughts which do not issue directly in

exgression or action. They can contribute
indirectly in that they may involve the



67

consideration and regection of other

actions or opinions which might have

been given expression,”?

Irisi . lurdoch considers the case of a mother
(1), who £eels hostility to her daughter-in.law (D).
M £inds D quite a good=hearted girl. But she doss
not like D's accent or the way D dresses, 5She feels
that her son hag married beneath him, It is agssumed
that M is a 'coirect.‘ person. She behaves keautifully
with D throughout and never express her real opinion,
M is an intellicent lady. ghe criticised herself and
thinks that she herself is old-fashioned and conven-
tional. she feels that, may ke, she is jealous and
snobbish, With these reflections and inward criticismg
the time passes and gradually M's v#.sian of D alters,
By that time 'D is dead. So the change is not in B's
behaviour but in M's mind. D is now discovered to be
not vulgar but refreshinogly simp;e, not undignif ied
but spontanaous, not noisy but gay, not tiresomely
juvenile but delightfully youthf€ul, and so on. M's
cutward behaviour is beautiful from the beginning with-
out any alteration. But there has been an alteration
in M's mind., M has in the interim been active, she
has been doing something. This change in M's mind is
wvhat we would call moral change. It is something which
we approve of, something which is somchow worth doing
in itself,

°p.2. Phillips,Death and Immortality, pp.9-10.
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The woman doeg not express the gradual
changes brought about by contemplation (by way of
doing or saying anything), but ene can never deny
the importance of the change. Wittgenstein would
say that there wore always a chance of the expree-
ssion of the change ceming into M's mind, and althouch
the continuity of change is not expresséd - what
remains important is that such contemplation in
M 's mind could not have taken place if she would
not have taken the.outer world into congideration.
The woman has undertaken a promise inwardly to
change her attitude to her daughtere=in-law, Undere
taking something has a public back-ground. wWhen
one promises to chang® one's beshaviour, one doeg
it because the former behaviour had or would have a
certain undesirsble reaction in the public.

Morélity is ‘essent.ially connected with changs
and progress, Miss Murdoch says that words mislead
us, because words remain sare while concepts alter:
S.0¢ the image of love or courage one has at the
age of twenty is different £rom that what he has
at the age of fori-:y,\ We use the same words (ccurage

or love) to mean two different conespts:
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She _

“¢here are two senses of ‘knowing what

a word means', one connected with ordinary
language and the other very much less so.
Knowledge of a value concept is something
to be understood, as it were, in depth,
and not in terms of switching on to some
given impersonal network."10

we do not simply through being rational .

and knowing ordinary language, ‘know' the

meaning of all necessary moral words. We

may have to learn the meaning:; and since

we are human historical individuals the -

movement of understanding is onward into

increasing privacy, in the direction of

ideal limit, not back towards a genesis

in the rulings of an impersonal public

language . ®il
Gandhi's concept of Truth lies far beyond one's
’rational analysis through ordinary languace. Its undere
standing needs a deep realisation in the heart. HE says
that e can see Truth everyday clearer and clearer.,
The process through which the soul has been passing
is an effort of the heart. The intellect has been
hooked to its service by prayer, meditation and constant
watchfulness which are essentially matter of the heart
and vhich have been the predominant factors that have
contributed to the growing revelation of Truth. Every
man, is, according to Gandhi capable of gaining a
revelation into the nature of this Truth, man's
spiritual foundation, Thus Gandhi‘s understanding of
huin'an nature, morality, Truth is necegssarily related
with the transcendental centre which is beyond all

enpirical analysisg
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(11)

NonesViolence

Gandhi says:
*I plead for none=violence and yet more
non=violence, I 4o so not without
knowledge but with gixty years' expes
rience behind me .12

According to Gandhi noneviolence is the law of our

being,

what is the nature of non-violence wvhich
 plays such a signific‘ant role in CGandhian literature? |
The concept of non=violence can be analysed and under-
stood in contrast to the ‘concept. of violence. Let

us analyse the cbncept of violence and see how thisg

concept differs £rom that of nonsviolence.

We often characterize an action as violent
while another as not. Social scientists and political
theorists talk a great deal cbout violence. This
agssumes that we have a welledefined concept of violence
and a straight £orward demarcation ketween violence
and none=violence can be made, But it is not eagy to
spell out the specific criterion of determining an
act of violence. There are many significant conceptual

questions that arise in connection with the notion of

1%ar1jan, 2 = 2 = 26, 20,



violence which need serious consideration e.g.
What 4s violence? wWhat are the factors implied
vhen we describe any action or an agent as violent?
what makes the distinction betueen violence and
non-violence? Is there any unique eriterion by
which we can .defina violence?

'rhé word ‘violence’ is used in several
contexts, Generally we use this term to characterize
behaviour. we céll different varieties of behaviour
violent though they do not seem to hawe any similarity,
| e call an act of physical aggression (like murder
etc.) with an intention to harm or destroy the
victim viclent. There are many otler activities
which do not take the form of physicél assault, e.g.
We can be violent to one's dignity by disobeying and
insulting him,

Sometimes the word violencs is used in relation
~ to physical force., But an illustration will show

that we can do a violent act with much less ghysical
force than whét. .we need to _do a non=violent act e.g.
we can think of a condition vwhen one is going to |
commit suicide. somsbody else may need a strong
physical force to stop the man, whereas a man with

a little physical attempt can push another £rom the
railway platform down in £ront of a running train..
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The purpose of an action is sometimesg.
taken into consideration to judge if the action
is violent or not. The purpose of & violent action
is to damage, to harm or to injure, But there may
be some violent actions which may not have any such
purpese in view. Sometires violence is practised
as a corrective measure in the society. For example,
a teacher or a guardian may sometimes behave like
a3 violent man in the sense that he beats his students
or youngers, but his purpose is not o injure or
damage them, but t guide them in a better way. some
people say that the gpring of a noneviolent action
should be compassion. If this statement is correct
the sbove examples may seem to be cases of none

violence o

Then it may be said that ill-will and hatred
may be taken as the prec:c;nditions of violent behaviour.
A question may b2 asked as to vhat about 3 hired
criminal, This man may not have any 4ll will against
his victim. Rather he may have compassion and
sympathy £€or the man. He does it only because he is

paid for it. Then is not this acticn violent?

S0 we £ind it very dAifficult to got a specific

criterion by which we can distinguish a violent
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action from a none.vioclent one.

Dr. R.S. Mishri® by way of trying to £ind
such a criterion said that an action of violence
is a violating act which is potentially injurious,
hurtful, or destructive. 1In order to talk on
violation Dr. Mishra brings the notion of authority.
By authority he means some individual or organiza-
tion which regulates human behaviour in difforent
spheres of human interactions. Acceptance of the
authority means to participate in a rule=governsd
activity. The term violation becomes meaningful
only when there are rules., A rule implies that it
may be cbeyed or vielated. violence, according to
the writer is basically attributed to human actions.
Human actions are rule=governed. So violence is a
violating act which is directly or indirectly
injurious, harmful.

Dr. Mishra's paper throws light on the noticn
of violence. 1It pc?ints out how different it is to use
a term and to talk about the same in way of spelling
out the condition of its proper and Amproper usc. But
there are some points in his paper which are not very

clear and seem confusing.

13'0:. R.Se« Mishra, "On violence,"
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In discussing the conditions of a violent
action br. Mishra says that our emotive regponses
to violence are un-uniform and often contradictory.
In certain violent contexts we are thrilled, somee
times we dread violence and some other times we
welcome it. For example he speaks of gports like
bull £ighting oxr boxing. For some people it is
disgusting vhereag £or others it may be a matter of

exc 1teme;1t .

But are these illustrations caseg of vidlence?
It scoms-to me that this illustration and the conclue-
sion reached in the paper are contradictory to each
other, He says that violencé involves two £actorot
(1) a violating act, and (2) directly or indircctly
injurious and destructive., The illustrations of bull
£ ighting or boxing are not violating acts. Because
the writer himgelf calls them sportse Any sport or
game is always constituted and regulated by somo
rules. 50 long as they can be recognized as games
they do not viclate any rules So if violence implies
violation, the games of bull £icghting or boxing cannot
be a violent actions; or if they are violent the
criterion of violence does neot lie in violation of

rules,
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Again he says all actions which seem to
have apparent similarity are not violent. For
example, a criminal's killing a man is violent,
while a police man's shooting a man, is not violent.
It is not clear to me how far this illustration is
acceptable, ¥hen a police kills a man to maintadn
the peace of the country; I think it can be said
that the Government is taking the violent mathod,
and we can never say that the Covernment is none

violent in doing so.

Dr. Mishra says that in arecas of characteri-
stically human activity, the decigion as to what ig
right and what is wrong in any given case is taken
by appeal to established practices and norms. The
sphere of authority extends to all those areas of
_ human conduct vhere there are established way of
doing thingse "eecec eoo the notion of an 'established®
way of doing things is essential ¢o the notion of
author ity aé such."14 A violent act, according to
Dr. Mishra is a violation of the rules of such a

kind of authority.

But in determining the violent or noneviolient
feature of ap action the notion ©of such a kind of
authority is not applicable, By this vhat I mean

14R.S. Mishra, "OE.cit..
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to say is that I £ind it difficult to say that a
violent act violates some established socio-cultural

rules. In the above discussion it has been pointed
out that bull £idghting or boxing, as games, do not
violate any established rule of the game, yet it can
be called a violent game, Similarly a police man's
shooting a man for the maintenance of the rules and
regulations in the country, though it 4does not violate
the rule oftthe s0 called authority, is said to be

a violent way of ruling a country. What an act of
violence violates is a principle which may be
undversalizable to man without any reference to any
particular society or culture. The possibility of
universal applicability of the principle makes it
possible for Candhi to call it “"the law of our being?
For him man's existence and development necegsarily

implies an inherent non-violent nature in them.

As soon as this i1s saild it implies that
non-violence is the principle of our existence and
violence is the violation of this principle. People
like Hobbes would deny this. According to Hobbes
man is selfish, aggressive and quarrelsome by nature.
Noneviolence is not the natural law of human existence.
If it is ever possible to £ind non-violence in one's

behaviocur it is possible by the strict rules and
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command of the Hobbesian King. 1f Hobkesg' view
is acceptable the act of nonwviolence is 6bedience
to some established rules while the act of violénce

is violation of them,

I would not enter into the detail controversy
at thig point. Only this much I would say that the
following arguments go against the Hobbesian theory

of human nature,

according to Dr. R.S. Mishra the prediction
of violent or noneviolent (especially in the normative
sense) is appiicable only to the actions of human
beings, But there are cases in which we sionificantly
use the word ‘'violent’ for animals also. For example,
we say, 'the dog became so violent that the police
man had to shoot him®’, In what sense do we use
the word ‘'violent’ here? 1Is not the normative sonse
of violence important here? The dog violates the
principle of being a dog, because a dog normally is
not so violent, 2and its being violent is injurious
and harmful to the society, so he is killed,

Of course, If the violation of any rule
necessarily dmplies a willful act with an intention
to harm, then this condition would be lacking in
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case of the dog. But the same may be the case

with a human being also. A man due tO some reason
may become completely violent, so that. the violation
of the principle of his being or existence, or doing
harm to his £fellow beings does not involve any cone -

scious intention. And yet we call the man violent.

To act violently, according to Dr. Mishra,
is to be deviated from the normal, At f£irst the
guestion arises as to what is normal. There are

’

controversial views on this matter,

Thoudh w2 are not very clear of the notion
of ‘normal’, and go cannot spell out the criterion
of its determination, yet given the form of life w
live we can roughly understand what is normal and

what is a deviation £rom it.

I1f a man is violent in his bshaviour vwe can
always ask the question ‘'vhy' and expect to £ind out
é genuine reason. But such a question generally does
not arise in case of a noneviolent behaviour. This
implies that normally we are supposed to be none
violent and we are violent only when there are some

reasonse

™Te two comments on the nature of violence viz.
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(1) an act of violence is a violation of an
establisched socio=cultural rule, and (2) an act of
violence is a deviation from the normal, I think,
cannot go together. The nature of a rule is such
that it can be violated. Human beings are liable

to act rightly or wrongly implies that rules are
viclable, We can vidlate a socio=cultural rule
which was established before and make a new rule
instead of that, and acting according to that now
rule becomes normal. S0 if violence is the vidlation
of an ostabliched socie-cultural rule then an act

of violence cannot be a deviation f£rom the normal,
or if it is a deviation from the normal, the violation
of an establiched socic=cultural rule cammot help

us in determining an act of violence,

I would agree with Dr R.S5. Mishra ¢to say
that violence is a deviation £rom the normal, which
automatically implies that noneviolence is the normal
feature of human existence, wWe have already pointed
out that a viclent act always pre-supposes some
reasons besides which there was no chance of his
being violent, ’

From this I would step forward to discuss
Ganéhian concept of non-violencee For Gandhi none

violence is not only the absance of violence, The
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true connotation of non=violonce necessarily
comprise of love, compassion, humility and so on.
How can a man be non-violent if he cannot love

hig fellow beings? The concopt of ‘human being’,
for Gandhi, is much more than merely his brute
nature. Man has a inner core which is necegsarily
transcendental. In that transcendental centre ldies
the unifying force, 3.2. love, which expraesses
itself throudh fellow £eeling and compassion in the

1i€e of a man,

Wwe might ask the question as to why should
we be non=violent while a vioclent means is quite

helpful to us to attain success in our life?

A naturalistic kind of answer can be given
to this. One can say that one's being non-violent
presumes a noneviolent bechaviour from others. And
if sll becomes non-violent our life in this world
becoﬂES mu\cim easier and happier. Everyone can pere
form his or her activities in his owm way and so,
can lead his life in the best possible way which

would result in a happy society - a prosperous world.

But I do not think that the naturalistic
kind of txeatment of the concept of non=violence

would take us very far, We all undarstand the
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theoretical validity of the argument but does it
really operate in our life? On the basis of
naturalistic argument can we ever agsure that at
one time all men can become nonesviolent? Most
politicians do talk about non=vialence, they have
founded a committee which would try to establish
peace and harmony in the mutual relations of the
countrics. Like the Naturalists they support their
view by saying that a none-violent and peaceful
relation among the countries would help to build
up an economically prosperous world., Poverty would
disappear, and man would lead a happy, harronious

and free life,

But 4s it really the case? Politiciang
are shoqt.ing for peace and noneviolence, but have
they been able to establish them? Through various
economic and political measures and polities we
have been able to control the economic crisis to a
cercain extent, and w2 look forward to further
betterment. But can we ever claim that this economic
development has added to cur peace and happiness?
Not in the least, we can rather gay it has resulead
in the opposite. Questions arise - why a richer

country or a rich man, who does not have to worry
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for his dally necessitieg, is unhappy? Why are we
always frightened with the thought of war and
violence? wWhy have suspicion and doubt acquired
the most important place in human relation?

The point is nedither we, nor our politicians
are clear about the nature and bagis of the concept
of non-violence. We want to use the °‘Gandhian
weapons' without understanding their meaning and
significance as meant by Gandhi. The Naturalists
talk of non-violence as a useful measure of controle
1ing society, but they do not look for the basis
which is beyond all its usefulness.

Undversal prosperity cannot assure us of a
noneviolent and peaceful life, There is no necessary
relatiocn between prosperity and peace. The foundation
of peace and nan=violence lies somewhere else. The
basis of non=violence, peace and happiness lie in
the nature of man, his sense of morality, and
spirituality. Gandhi, through his whole life longed
for an inwérd moral-religious experience, MHMuch in
his 1life and thought remains unexplained, so mise
understood, if we forget his ingistence that religion
and politics were bound inextricably in the common
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search for Truth. "Truth exists, it alone exists.

It is the only God and there is but one way of
realising ity there is but one means and that is
ehimgsa. I will never give it up. May the God

that is truth, in whose name I have taken this
pledge, give me the strength to keep it."ls According
to Gandhi man's inner secarch leads him necesgsarily

to realise that in his transcendental core he shares
a common feature with‘all his fellow beings, Realisae

tion of this is the source of non-violence.

In most cases we and our polditician talk
of non-violence in order to avoid war and crisis.
Man does not have the courad® and strength to face
a war, wWar results in crises and death, so he takes
refuge in none-viclence, A cowardly person cannot
challenge his rival, so he considsers it better to
remain non-violent. To criticise this point I would
agree with Gandnhi when he says that none-violence is
the weapon of the brave. It needs a tremendous
strength and courage to make a journey into one's
own nature which is the source of noneviolenca.
Gandhi writes that the sages who discovered the
never £ailing law of non-violence ware themselves

great warriors, when they discovered the ignoble

154 x Gandhi, Non-violence, ps33.
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nature of armed strength and realised the true
nature of man, they discerned the law 0f noNe
violenes. To quote from Gandhis
“I do believe that where there is only
a cholce bstween cowardice and violence,
I would advice violence. But I believe
that noneviolence is infinitely superior
to violence, forgivencss is more manly
than punishment."16
working under the essentially human law of
non-violence, it is possible for a single individual
to defy the vhole might of an empire to save his

honour, his religion, his soul.

All the concepts of morality and spirituvality
"are necessarily bound up together in the sense that
ecach of them is necessarily needed to understand the
meaning and significance of any cther, We can under=-
stand the concept of noneviolence only with reference
to forgiveness, love, justice and so on. Noneviolence
can never go along with cowardice which gives rise
to fear and hatred, A cowardly peréon who is always
scared of his neighbour cannot in any way love him.
It is his courage, or to use Gandhi's term, it is
his fearlessness which makes it possible for him

- ¢0 love, or 0 be noneviolent to his fellow beings.

lﬁm.K.Gandhi, opscite., p:ldSe
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vas we reflect deeper and remain
peaceful, the meaning of ahimsa and
truth becomes clearer. I evan
realise the supreme utility of these
twoe. I belieye we realise God in the
degree to which we practise them.

I am getting more convinced than evex
in my view that seeing God except
through truth 8?9 ahimsa is an
impossibniiw.“

(1131)

Humilitx

Humility literally (ace to O0.,E.D.) m=ans
hurbleness. It is £requently considered to be a
desirable thing in human behaviour. Why is humil ity
considered desirable and pride, which may be thought
to be the opposite of humility not considered
desgirable? An attempt to answer this question
makes it necessary for me £irst to discuss the goeneral

probdem of whether humilicy is a virtue at all,

There are various thecories which discuss
virtue and differentiate it from vice. Take the
naturalistic explanation of what a virtue is. Dow
one roason why predence, temperance, courage and
justice are considered cardinal virtuss is that they

are thought to benefit a man who has them. Thes2

1 +
7collect.ed works of M.JK. Gandhi, vol.LV,p.20.
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gualities help a man to act well and to live in

a better way as a human being. Of course Hn cas2

of justice it might be said that the just man
himgelf is generally found to b2 in a disadvantageous
position compared to others who might be viewed as
the beneficlaries of this just action. It is even
said by some that injustice is more prof itable

than justice to a man of strength and wit. If so,

can justice be a virtue at all?

Naturalists would not agree with the viecw
that so long as a man is strong and witty he doas
not need to be just in his éalings with his £ellowe
men. In this connection, Philippa Foot says,

“those who think that they can g2t on
perfectly well without being just should
be- agkad to say exactly how such a man

is supposed to live, We know that he is

to practise injustice whenever the uhe-
just act would bring him advantage; but
vhat is he to say? Does he admit that

he doesg not recognise the rights of

other people or deaes he protend? In the
f£irst case even those who combine with

him will know that on a change of

fortune, or a ghifc of affection, he may
turn to plunder them, and he must be asg
-wary of their treachery as they are of
his. Presumably the happy unjust man

is supposed, as in Book II of the Republic,
tc be a very cunning liar and actor coOme
bining complete injustice with the
appearance of justice: He is preparced

to treat others ruthlessly but pretends
that nothing is further f£rom his mind,.
Philoscphers often gpeak as if a man

could thus hids hims2lf even £rom those 18
around him, but the supposition is doubtful.?®

18 pi11ipa Foat, "Moral Beliefs®
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To keep on pretending he has to hide his true

" attitude f£rom the people around him. He must be
very much aware and careful all the time, in case

the least gpontaneity betrays him. A just man,

on the otler hand would naturally like to remain
just even if his justice might bring disaster on
him, He is found ngpared under certain circumstances
even to £ace death rather than to act unjustly.

In performing a just action the just man does not
need the presence or awarenass of the other. He
acts justly, naturally and spontaneousiy. The
naturalists would claim that the need for one's being
just in one's dealings with others depends on the

f act that they are human beings and not inanimate
objects or animals, Hence they reject the view

that justice is not a virtue becaus2 injustice is
more profitable than justice. For Naturalists
justice is as much & virtue as prudence, temperance,

and courage arc.

Now humilicy does not appear to be necessary

in the way the otler virtues are necessary for the

ultimats ends of our u.fe‘.lg Rather in some cases

19An ultimate end 4s that the reason of the need

of vhich is necessarily connected with what a man wants.
{'Ask a man why he uses exercise; he will answer,
" Pecause he degires to keep his health. If you then
enquire why he desires health, he will readily reply,
because sickness is painful. If you push ycur enquiries
further and desire a reason why he hates pain, it is
impossible he can ever give any. This is an ultimate
end, and is never refervyed to any other object.
{Enquiries, Appendix I, V) 7
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it may seem to ke in conflict with self-éonfidence.

A man with confidence can lead a better life and
help others to live in a better way. Confidence in
this sense may ke considered a virtue, while humility
does not by this kind of reasoning appear to be at
all desirable,

I will try to show in what sense even from
the Aaturalist standpoint humility is desitrable:land
therefore a virtue. Humility may be said to be the
opposite of pride or over-confidence which sometimes
stands as a 'barrier tw our successe If a man is
proud he thinks tco much of himself and underestimates
others. Pride sometimes brings disaster to the proud
man, For instance, a man who is arrogant akout his
courage might underestimate a risk, and run into
gome disaster; the man possesses the virtue of
courage, his courage here ig the cause of harm to
him, because possessing it he fell into the state
of pride. while courage is a virtue and having
courage is being virtuous, being proud of the virtue
leads to disastrous consequences. Again if a man is
proud of his wigdom, he does not think that he has
anything to learn £rom others, He does not £ind it

important to consider others' view points and opinions.
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His knowledge does not increase, it remains stagnant

Humility is neither overaconfidence nor a
lack of self-confidence. Lack of self-confidence
makes everything shaky. It becomes difficult to do
anything with lack of confidence. We need conf idence,
resolutenegs and determination to win any success in

our life.

Humility is a state vhich I would like to
describe as the happy mean between lack of selfe
confidence and pride. While both over-confidence and
lack of confidence as extremes are undesirable to
us humility may be said to be a desirable characteristic

of human nature,

As a reply to the question of whether humility
is a virtue or not we can éay that since the lack of
hunility, i.,2., pride stands as a barrier to one's
progress and development and in some case might bring
disaster to man therefore humility is necessary in
our life and in this sense humility may ke considered

a virtue even by a naturalist,

Gandhi considers humility a virtue indepene

dently of naturalistic support to it. His ground for
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calling humility a virtue would again be an appeal

to human nature, Man's nature cannot be understood
except by reference to! the idea of morality and,
therefore for Gandhi, of religion. Humility for
Gandhi, is the basis of one's moral and religious
endeavour., A man may have all the soecalled cardinal
virtues like, prudence, temperance, courage, justice
and so on, but none of them would b2 considered virtue
if the sense of humility does not guide them, A
truly just man can never be proud of his senss of
justicé; and if he is proud about his being just,
there would ke doubt about his being just at all, -

Humility as a moral-religious concept helps
and guides the agent in his journey towards the
ultimate, Gandhi's concept of religiocn and morality
have their basis in the imner core of man, One's
religion and worality express themselves through
one's love and respect to one's fellow beings,
Humility about dne’s ownself/only can direct one's
attention towarﬂgwothers. A man can truly love
another only when he can transcend his own ego; and
one can transcened one's ego only when one can
cultivate humility and unself ishness,

"I should like you to cultivate the

humility which would benefit a dedicated
seeker after truth. I know that it can-

not be cultivated consciously. But it
lies behind every genudne discovery.” 2

20¢011ccted Works of M.K Gandhi, Vol. XLIX,.pp 301-302.
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Here it may be pointed ocut that humility is given
.a" mueh2 nore important place in some religions like
Christianity, Jainism and vaishnaviam L. ., perhaps
in others. A religious man is humble because he
does not £ind the meaniﬁg of his achievements as
his alone in complete isolation £rom any reference
to Gdd or a Supreme@ Reality. Here let me quote
Gandhi, "I have not the slightest doubt that prayer
is an unfailing means of cleaning the heart of
passions. But it must be combined with the utmost

humility."21

Though humility is important in our life, yet
one can never sefiously claim to pogsess this quality.
As soon as one claims that one is humble, one is not
humble any mwore, rather one is proud. This paradox
arises only with the first person pronouns but not
with the second or third person proncuns. A truly
hunmble man can never say, “I am humble, and you know
humility is a gocod quality, so I want you to follow
me."22 In fact, a humble man cannot even be aware

of his humblenegs because as soon as he is s2lfe

conscious about his humbleness, he is no more humble.

Following the same kind of argument I would

‘ZIM.K. Gandhi, The Story of My txperiments with
Truth, p. %4.

2254milar is the case with rorality also. A
truly moral man does not claim that he is moral,
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like to say that humility camnot be a magter of

vow Oor what may be called an explicit act of
intention (somewhat of the nature of Austin's
"performative acts”)e If to be humble is necessarily
to perform an act of intention of the form « “let

me perform this self-cffacing acte” then one could
never succeed in being humble, one would then
necessarily be aware that one was performing an

act of humility and this is incompatible with true
humility, Gandhi is aware of this paradox when he
expresses the following statement in his autobiography,
"I feared humility would cease to be humility the

moment it became a matter of voa."23

How can a man b2 humble while remaining une
aware of his humility at the same time? As already
pointed out humility by itself cannot be an observance
Or a vow to be observed, The true connotation of
humility, for Gandhi, is self«eff acement and self -
effacement by itself is not an observance, Observances
are means of achieving a state while self-ecffacement
is the state itself, twWe undertake to perform various
kinds of obsgervances, namely, prayer, wvorship,
fasting etc,. They are not meant £or achieving worldly

pleasure, rather sometimes they prevent us from getting

23‘4 ch Gmdhi. OE.Cit.. 902980
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pleasure from the affairs of the world., These
observances, for a religious man, do not have any
meaning or sicnificance unless they refer to or
lead to a state vhich is beyond this-worldly things.
That particular state Gandhi calls the state of

self-cffacement or true humility.

Humility is identified with selflessnesg
and it erbodies the whole of our life, unlike a
particular observance humiliey is a way of life in
the sense that it guides and is present in all the
works and performances, attitudes and beliefs of a

humble man, EBEven a single action which we do for

.our fellow beings 4f it is done without humility

it does not have its true significance and strength,
and so cannot attain its aim, "If the actsg of an _
aspirant after moksha or a servant have no humility
or selflessness about them, there is no longing

for moksha or service. Service without humility is

self ishness and egotism, n2d

(1Vv)

Fearlesaness.

Fearlessness literally means a state or

guality of being without fear, Fear is an undesirable

24&1 K.Candhi, op.cit.,
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state of mind in which a person experiences a
feeling with the anticipation or expectation of

evil or pain, According to the traditional thinkers
of India fear is a normal and natural characteristic
of human nature., To quote from the Manava Upapuranas

vAhara nidra Bhaya mithunanca
Samanyametad Pashubhih naranam®,

There are certaln characteristics which are
common €O koth man and animal,. Some of these are:

desire for food, fecling of fear and desire for sexual

satisfaction., Man has a body, body has certain needse.
These above characteristics are physiclogical necesae
sities of human existence. Krishnaemurti says that
for most men fear is a constant companion; whether
one is aware of ié or not, it is there hidden in some
dark recess of one's mind. When we talk of the state
of fearlessness we ask for a stage when the mind is
completely and totally free of the burden. In the
words of M.,XK, Gandhis: "fearlesgness connotes freedom
from all external fear, fear of disease, bodily injury
and death, of dispossession, éf losing one's nearest
and dearest, of losing reputation, giving offence,

and so on."zs

Fear is inevitably related to attachment,

Thought of losing that to whéch one. s attached brings

ZSN,K. Bose, Selectionsg From Candhi, palS.
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about fear, It is through attachment that one's
true being or sad! identified with one's mind and
body. Man feels said when he is bodily sick, betting
old, losing friends and relatives and so on, Man
wants to avoild this feeling of sadness, But he
realises that feelings of sadness 1s closely connected
with the f£eeling of attachment. If he wants to get
rid of sadness he has to ¢go beyond all attachments
which he cannot do. He is always frightened by the
thought that any moment he is going to lose things

to which he is\attached and that this will cause his

suf fering and sorrow.

In this connection it should also be mentioned
that the presence of the objects to vhich we are
attached gives us a feeling of pleasure. A young and
healthy man is supposed to0 be a pleasant man, A man
enjoys a kind of pleasure when he acquires name,
reputation, power, money and so on. One feels frustrated
if torprrows pleasure is denied - one feels unfulf£illed,
angry, anxious and all psychological miseries arise,
Man generally dircctly or indirectly always aims to
attain pleasure, and pleasure comes from the achievement
of the objects of attachment, man cannot help but feel

v

attached to cartain objects,
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But the fact is that the ocbjects of atteche
ment, as w@ have already mentioned, are subject to
transition - destruction. A man'’s body is subject
to sickness, old=age and death. Fame and reputation
come sometimas, again they disappear. Money also
£lows from one to another £rom time ¢o time - so is
our pleasure; it comes with the presence of theso
things and disappears with the loss of them. The
thought of the loss of pleasure gives rise ww fear.

So pleasure is necessarily related to fear, “Fear |
and pleasure are the two sides of a ¢oin; you cannot
be free of one without being f£free of the other also."26
since man by nature secks pleasure he cannot be withe-

out fear - fear is more or less a constant companion

tO man.

The guestion would arises what is it to

attain the state of fearlessness? How is it possible?

Fearlessness may be said to refer to a state
of being in which a2 man goes beyond all attachments
and pleasures, Our hankerings for pleasure are
entirely stopped and the mind is conmpletely f£ree from

the feeling of attachment. XKrishnamurti would call
such a state of being - ‘a life in which there is

no fragmentation:'27 since for hin, problemg of life

zsxrishnamurti, The Impossible Question, p.54.

27Ibid (Y p,'f 2q




36

start when life is seen fragmentarily. Gandhi says
that the state of peffect fearlessness can be
attained only by him who has realised the supreme;

it idmplies freedom £rom A2lusion. For him, only

a gseeker after Truth can congquer over all fear,
Actachment to a thing, the hankering f‘or worldly
pleasures divert our attention from ocur inner reality.
we identify ocurselves with the outer things of the
world which drives us far away £rom our real being.

The question might be asked: why does, then,
men feel attached to things when he knows that
attachment dsludes him? wWhy does he run after
pleasure while he knows that pleasure is transitary?

In reply to these questions I would fust
like to gay that the realisation of the existence
of one's true being demands a sincere énd constant
effort on the part of man. The cut.;er things attract
our attention more and keep our mind busy with them,
Again, the realisation of the inner sometimes brings
a feeling of enormous loneliness, man heeds tremendous
strength and courage to sustain the feeling. Naturally
- he wants to avoid it and so attaches himself with

other things of the worlde

The state of fearlessness necessarily refers

t©C a state beyond all worldly limitationss But how
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do I, see something totglly beyond all .conditioning
and limiting screens of thought memory and so on?
How is the mind which 1s so caught up in the habit
of fragmentary outlook and activity to see the
whole? To quote from Krishnamurti: "We see things
fragmentarily, don't we? Business, family, community
individuals, my opinion and your opinion, my God

and your God - we see everything in fragments."28
Our mind is crowded with the known, vwhich is the
product of thought, The mind is £illed with past

. knowledge and past experience. It is knowledge that
divides - ‘I don't know', and ‘you shall know'. we
divice our past from the pregent and future., Xncwledge
differentiates known £rom unknown, my kndwledge f£rom
your knowledge. A lot of our attention is taken

away by living in the past and dreaming of the future,

The consciousness of °I° and ‘'mind' is at
the root of one's being limited and having £ragmentary
experiences. The °'I' relates itself with a mind and
body which are limited and conditioned - and this
leads to fear, In the state of fearlessness one has
to ¢go beyond the consciousness of 'I'ness. - 80 there
is not you - I distinction, no problem of my having

something and losing it,

2% rishnamurel, opscit., pe129¢
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a fearless life is that which always llves
in the present - To live always in the present
implies that there must be no time, no past, no
- future, no success, no ambition. Such a state of
mind demands a tremendous inward awareness which is

beyond all thought and activity.

In this connection it should ke mentioned
clearly that in the state of perfect fearlessness
though one goes beyond the limitations of time,
thought, scorrow-happiness, me-thou, yet the soul can
experience them whenever neceésaryu They all would
be there, {t is only that the attitude towards them
would be different; one must not attach one's being

- £0 them,

1

"Fear has no place in our hearts, when we
have shaken off attachment for wealth, for family
and for the body."29 ‘Enjoy the things of the earth
by renocuncing them® - is the sovereign precept.
Wealth, ﬁamily and the body will be there just the
same, we have only to change our attitude towards
them, ‘&cthing whatever in this world is ours. Even
we ourselves are His, Why then should ve entertain
any fear? « when we thus cease to be masters and
reduce ourselves to the rank of servants, humber

than the very dust under our feet, all fears will

zgkrishnaswrti 0 OEoCito 0 po_ls .
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roll away like mists; we shall attain ineffable
peace and see satyanarayana, the God of Truth,

face to face".ao

The concept of fecarlessness must not be
confused with the concept of courage. °‘Courage’ is
a moral virtue in the sense that a couragaous man
leads a happier life and helps others to lead a
better life also., Cowardice leads to mischief and
evil. The life of a coward is £full of miseries and
difficulties, Courage, on the other hand, according
to Naturalists, is, directly or indirectly, one of

the basic necessities of human existence,

Similarly to cowardice, a sense of f£ear also
generates all kinds of mischievous activity. A man
who is always afraid of something or other, cannot
lead a normal life. One has to overcome fear to
certain extent in order to live as a human being. So
being fearless and having confiden;:e in cneself or
‘ having courage might be confused to refer the same

state of mind.

But courage and fearlegseness are two COMe
pletely different states of mind relating to different

stages in one's moral and religious endeavours

3°xrisrmanmrt1, Ope.cits p.15.
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Gandhi says that in the highest forms of courage; fear (
stil} persists‘as an element; there is at least the
consciousnessg, and, therefore, the anticipation of danger.
Many of the bravest soldiers have gone with trembling
limbs and pulpitating heart through their earlier engage-
ﬁents. and many a moral or religious act of devotion

or of self.sacrifice has been carried out in fear and
trembling, yet it is all the more highly valued on that
account, Fearlesgness, on the other hand, is insensibility
to danger, where the natural or normal individual would

be keenlf conscious of it, Courage as a mo;al virtue

is not directly related to religion, while fearlessness

as a necessary quality of a moral being ig inseparably
connected to religion. True connotation of fearlessness

is understood and realised in religious life, 1In

religion which gives the sense of an Infinite power

behind the finite individual, and of infimite goodness,
tends to itself to remove all fear, to produce fearlessness.
A perfectly fearless person leads a life of perfect
security and trust. All stéin. all effort, doubg,

hesitatioﬁ, worry, mental and to some extent, even

physical fatigue £all away.

(v)

Means and Ends

A 'means® literally means a method or process

through and by which we can attain certain ends. The
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relation between a means and an end is in a sense

necessary because only a properly worked-out means

can attain the desired end,

As to the identity of means and ends it is
saild that means are separately identifiable from
their ends. And since they are separately identifiable,
the activities which are supposed to be the ‘'means'
might represent a very different character from the
supposed aim., For example, a violent revolution is
thought to be the means of attaining progress and
prosperity of the country. Progress or prospeSrity
is generally thought to be closely related to human
happiness, As the example goes, it is said that the
means is a violent revolution. violence is considered
to be a means of happiness. There seems to be a
. natural opposition between the idea of violence and
that of morality. The true understanding of the idea
of héeppiness as I have tried to show, depends on an
understanding of the connotation of morality and
religion, The means and end, here, as it appears teo

us, are in nature diametrically oppos2d to each other,

Most modern Political ®hought, both in theory
and practice, assumes this essential "logical " divergence

between means and end,
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Human actions are usually defined and undere
stood in terms of this means ends framework. A
certain action of a man is accepted to be a means
to certain ends. Socioclogy and other *"modern® sciences
usually define human asction in terms of achievement
cf certain given and specific ends by a proper

adjustment of means to certain émnds,

The mean-end dichotomy is essential for
utilitarian thought., For utilitarians maximum pleasure
for maximum number of people is or ocught to be the
end of our activity. They say that everyone should
perform that act or follow that moral rule which will
bring about the greatest good (happiness) for every-

one concerned,

In the discussion on the objective of moral
judgement, some thinkers hold that the moral worth
of an action is ‘determined by the end it aims to
achieve., Again, some others say that the moral worth
of an action should ke determineé by the means one
adopts without any considsration of the end, Some
say that both mea{ns and ends ar€ necessary to be

considered to undarstand the woral worth of an action.

Gandhi 's thought and activgties might also

be sought to be understood in terms of the means-ends
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framework. It is said that Gandhi's method of none
violence 4is the means to attain the end of Truth.
Given the asbove analysis of mecanse-ends identity and
relationship &t can ke said that non-violence as a
means is identifiable independently of the end, and
the act of noneviolence can acquire its worth without

reference to the end.

But according to Gandhi non-violence and truth
are so Iintertwined that it is practically impossible to
disentangle and separate them., He says:

"they are like the two sides of a coin,

or rather a smooth unstamped metallic

disc, who can say, which is obperse and

which the reverse? Nevertheless, ahimsa

s the means: Truth is the end, means,

to be means must always be within our

reach, and so ahimsa is our supreme duty,

I1f we take care of the meang, we are bound

to reach the end sooner or later. When

once we have grasped this point, £inal
victory is beyond guestion,©32

For Gandhi, as I have already said man's nature
basically comprise of a moral religious core and one's
life is supposed to e an attempt to realise this
nature of his being. Truth as the ultimate end of a
man’s live is a moral-religious concept and it ig only
non-viclence which shows us the path to Truth, Morale

religious 1life is an integrated life in the sense

that each thought and activity of a person is directed

3r..
N.K., Bose, Selections From Gandhi, p.13,
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to and guided by the single aim, that is Truth.
Moralw-religious virtues build up a unigue life in
the sense that they all are tied up with a single
thread which gives integrity to a morai life, None
violence, love, fellow=feeling are inseparably tied
up together in the way that the absence of one has
to follow necessarily by the absence of others.

It is only and necessarily none-violence and not
violence whéch gilves fellow=feeling and love which
ultimately leads us to the attainment of Truth

of God.

same people have tried to analyse the concept
of non-~violence or love independently of the concept
of Truth and Ged. In this connection I wogld only
like to say that by giving such an analysis of Gandhi's
thought we would be unfair to Gandhi. 1Isolation of
one idea from another and identification of each of
them separately would break the integrity and the
unique spirit of his life and philosophy.
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MODERN CIVILISATION

Man's primary endeavour, <today; s2ems to0 be

to move towards an achievement of economic growth and
material success. By intelligent intervention through
succeasive attempts man has greatly accelerated and
greatly expanded the range of his possibilities, with

the help of scientific knowledge and technological
development we have been increasing the growth of proe-
duction in both the fields of industry and agriculture
and gradually trying to meet the scarcity of material
goods. The conggant endeavour after material achievement
has influenced our outlook so much that we think if only
there were more and more wealth everything else would
fall into place. The ends of scientific and technolo-
gical progress and ever-increasing production—=cum=consump-
tion have acquired a kind of absolute value in our life,
The ideals of modern man and hig principles of action
. are the outcome of a rationalism which denounces
spirituality.the contemporary civilisation which is
based on mwnw
/:;},awpeﬁﬁle living in it make bodily welfare the object

1

of life."” Men measure their progress by their material

b k. Gandhi, HAnd Swaraj, p.35.
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possessions. "This civiligation takes note neither
of morality nor of religion. 1Its votaries calmly state
that thedir business is not to teach religion. Some

even consider it a superstitious grow'th."2

T™wo opposite philosophlies of man are associated
with this civilisation. They may be said to be the
pre=guppositions of the development of such a civilisae
tion. There is (a) the one deriving primarily £rom
Kant, according to which, man, in his true beiné. is
"autonomous®; and (b) the other ingpired by the ideas
of the essential mondistic completeness of "modern
science®. ««-According to which man is logically
reducible to an object of nature. The idea of “autonomy"®
of man, according to the latter, must, therefore be

an illusory idea.

Diametrically opposed as these two philogophies
of man seem to. be, they share a commen failure, namely,
the fallure to account f£or the traditional moral insights
of man. This failure has resulted in the development
of the so called 'modern civilisation,*®

(A) 12t us £irst consider the philosophy which is

said to be derived from Kant. The fundamental questions

%’1 X.Gandhi, op cite, Poe Ky o
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related with the notion of morality are the criteria
of distinguishing (i) between moral and immoral on
the one hand and (ii) the sphere of morality from
that of the non-meral on the other. For Kant, man

as a8 rational being is an end-in-himself, hence the
quegtions relating to the moral sphere of his life
makes no appeal to anything other than man himself.
G.E. Moore holds a similar visw when he says that man,
by nature, is gifted with a moral intuition. Morali
decisions and one's distinction between moral and
immoral, or the sphere of morality f£rom that of non-
moral are to be made by man himself with the help of
his intuitive capacity. Following a similar argument
Hare says that morality is just a matter of 1ndiv§dual
decision. It is implicit in man's mere capacity to
tbink rationally (universalisability). For sartre the
capacity of moral judgment is .. inalienably associated

with man's exercise of his freedom.

All thess thinkers hold in commen that man,
and man alone is the only source and ground of moral
decisions. The ultimate principles of guiding a man's
’actions are a matter of ‘pure’ choice for him., ‘Pure’
choice here means choice which is completely ungrounded
on anything else. It is the ultimate exercise of human

\
freedom,..
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A natural consequence of this philosophy of
man has been a kind of moral anarchy which characterises
much of modern civilisation -« a phenomenon which £inds
linguistic expression in phrases such as “"permissive
soclety", *every man's right to pursue his own '1dea1":
and gso on., This moral anarchy gquite naturally sanctie.
fies the pursuit of "bodily pleasure" as a sole legiti-

3 Its (modern civilisation) true

mate goal of life,"
test lies in the fact that people living in it make
bodily welfare the object of life. Hence the acceptance
of the above Philosophy of man makes it difficult for

us to give an account of the traditional view of morality.
The traditional moral insight which builds up universal
moral principles, such as, "one ocught never deliberately
to injure another hume‘m being,” 'humility is a supreme

principle of morality”, have no importance in man's life.

But it is to be noticed that any and every
principle is not a moral principle; the above principles
constitute and embody the life and work of any truly
moral person. The point is that if acting and living
on such principlegs makes one a truly moral person,
then morality as being purely "a matter of choice and

decigion® becomes dubious, The question is « what is it

%4 & .Ganhi. OE.Cito 0 po370
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that makes a principle a moral principle? 1In order to
£1ind out the criterion of morality we may consider the
view that the moral character of a principle depends
on its satisfaction of the purely formal requirement

of "universalisability"”. It has been made abundantly
clear in the recent philoscphical debate that this
requirement can quite easily be shown to be capdble

of being satisfied not only by undeniably universal
nmoral principles such as, "one ought never deliberately
to injure another human being," @tc., but also by principle
of action, which are only dubiocusly moral or even
imroral., Morality is rooted in something much deeper
than the "formal" properties of man's capacity to

reason, and also, thegyget the distinctive moral character

from that grounding alone. The traditional view of
morality is said to be based on this deep insight of
man. The view which takes universalisability as the
criterion of morality does not take any nots of this
insight and even if the traditional moral insights do
£4ind a place in this philosophy of man, they do so only
at the cost of their traditional distinction,

(B) The other Philosophy of man derives from the
idea of the essential monistic completeness of modern

science, Scientific method is the only method which can
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legitimately and exhaustibly explain the things of
the universe. Other ™on-modern® ideas, theories and
methods are ruled out as "unscientific” systems of
£aith and belicf rather than rational knowledge and

therefore, unworthy of a sericus consideration.

“The scientific movement has unleashed an
avalanche entirely transforming th2s indue
strial cconomic and social landscape in
vhich people had 1ived stable lives for
millimuia. In rapid succession came
railways, steam power, electricity,
telegraphic communications, iron ships,
motor cars modern highways, seroplanes,
stock exchanges, medicine with secemingly
mireculous cures and, of course, recolu-
tionised mothods of warfare. To the
victorians buoyed up on the tide of

wealth and empire, seience required no
justification it spelt success, prosperity,
expansion, prggress - to question its 4
rightness would have gppeared blasphemous,®

The: relevant theses of this Philosophy are:
(i) man is ultimately exhaustibly describeble in physical
terms alone; (44) as so describable, man 4n his totaliry
Bs reducible to a mere object of nature; (1ii) man and
'his world® can therefore also be exhaustibly explained
in terms of the norms of explanation of the natural

sciences (4.e¢. throudh cause effect relation).

These £0rm quite explicitly the foundation of the
acadomic discipline of Experimontal Psychology and have
given rise o a study of human nature on the basis of

its behavioural expressicns,

QR. sampson, 'Religion and sScience', Gandhi Marg,
1981, p.79.
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In philosophy tl"x.ts view of man £4nds a
somewvhat ambiguous expression in what 4is known ag
the doctrine of philosophical behaviourism « ambiguous
because, while on the one hand, it agrees essentially
with the idea that there is nothing more to man than
a gpecial kind of material body, on the other hand,
it £4inds it necessary to make irreducidble distinctions
such as between ‘cause'’ and ‘'reason’, ‘'law’ and ‘rule’,
‘movement® and 'aciion', ‘utterance' and ‘speech’,
‘fact’ and ‘truth’, The second of each of thess pairs
of these concepts is supposed to be indispensable in
any attempt to grasp the distinctive realdity of man,
while the £4irst is epplicable to the world of nature
alone; But given the metaphysical bage of philosophical
behaviourism, the irreducibility of asbove distmcuone;
cannot in the long run be justified -~ philosophical
behavicurism inescapably collapses into psychological

behaviocurism,

According to the liberal empiricist philosophers
also there is no such thing as a noneempirically dotere
minable ‘nature’ of man implicit in the notion of which
there might be moral standards epplicable to all meng
Man's nature can be discovered empirically and a strict
empirical investigation will reveal that man has no
distinguishing feature vhich can provide him with
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unguestionable moral principles,

The common foature of the above two views is
a total empiricism in the trcatment of concepts. Their
meaning is restricted te the roprosentation of particular
operations and behaviour. This operational point of view
may be well {llustrated by P&, Bridgman's analysis of
the concept of length:
%te evidently know what we mean by length
if ve can tell what the length of any and
every object is, and for the physicist
nothing more is required, To £ind the
length of an object, we have to perform
contain physical operations, the concept
of length is therefore f£ixed when the
operations by which length is measured
are fixed; that is, the concept of length
involves as much and nothing wmore than the
set of operations by which length is detere-
mined. In general, we mean by any cone
cept nothing more than a set of operations:

the concept is synonymous with the correge
ponding sot of operations"d

This made of thought is a predominant tendency in
thought and awarencess of meodern man, Many of the concepts
are being eliminated by showing that no adequate account
of them in terms of operations or bchaviour can be given.
It is claimed that empirical study of man's behaviour can
give an exhaustive explanation of human nature, The
question arises - in vhat way can we account for our

fundamental moral concepts? The only position that
behaviourism can imaginably take consistently with its

SHerbert Marcuse, One Dimensional #an, p.27.
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nmetaphysic, is that fundamental moral concepts such

as "responsibility®, ®praise", “blame” etc. can have

no legitimate application at all. Given this view of
human reality morality as tradttionally concedved,
would be seen as nhecessarily having only an illusory
place within it. Some have, howsver, taken a conciliatory
attitude - they maintain that moral notions ares not
entirsly useless, and, therefore, might profitebly be
retained within our vocabulary. To praise semebedy, or
to blame somebody may not literally make sense, but
nevertheless this might be a useful device to bring
about desired changes in individuals and society.
similarly traditional moral principles such as, "one
ought naver deuberétely to injure another human being,*
*humility is a supreme principle of morality,” etc. need
not be rejécted altogether but could be retained for

their usefulness in controlling human behaviour;

such a kind of treatment to moral principles
is in no way acceptable by the traditional thinkers.
This patronising attitude to the traditicnal moral
principles makes them l.i.igless,, Taken the above view
the moral insight on which the traditional morality is

based, becomes just a matter of illusion.

It does not require much insight to see that
this latter view of morality is at work - wittingly or
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unwittingly in such of today's secular politics at both

" the national and international level, The bagic rotie
vation in both natiocnal and international politics

today. is manipulation and control of people and societies,
and in the fulfilment of its motivation, “roral exhortae
tﬁons" play much the same role as bombs and missiles

and the behavicural scientist's ‘experiments with populae

tion and resource control methods.”

Following the liberal empiricists® view one would
either arrive guickly at a moral anarchism not unlike
the moral anarchism involved in the id=2a of man's autonomy,
or attempt a defence of traditional moral principles on
the basis of an ‘empirical,” and therefore a misty notion
of ‘human wellebeing”, According to these thinkers the
satisfaction of human neceds is the ground for the justie
£ication of traditional moral insichts. Unfortunately,
however, quite naturally - the only general and intelligible
empiricist account £or human necds must ultimately make
an appeal tc the notion of “human happiness.® The notion
¢f "human happiness” without a basic metaphysicalomligious.
and therefore nonecmpirical underpinning degensrates
into the idea of ever-increasing consumption of the £rults
of industrial growth and gradually bectmes a potential
source of moral confusiong The idea of “"human happiness®

as has already been mentioned in the previocus chapters,
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is necessarily related with the inner and transcendental

nature of man which is beyond this empirical endsavour.

The failure of these philosophies of man to
account £for morality "the traditional moral insight.®
has resulted in a far-reaching influence which has
changad our society at large. Devaluation of moral
values, and increase of moral anarchy and confusion
characterise the nature of the contemporary civilisation
in general. The best possible economic prosperity is
the ultimate value of the present civilisation. It
looks forward to a system vhich gives greater and greater
production~cum-consumption. Technology and industry
dominate over the social and individual 1ife of man,

The belicf which dominates over the whole system is that
science and technology have unlimited pouwer to satisfy
human demands, Our present difficulties lie in the
fact that technological progress is as yet incomplete.
They think that modern science and technology are able
to selve the problem of pfoduction. and they have proe

vided a lot of increase 'human happiness."

I shall discuss some of the achievements of
modern wastern science and see how they help to amelio=-
rate the human condition,

(3) Having human happiness in view of an
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important achievement of scientific and technological
development is the progress of medical science. The ‘
presant medical system is dependent and developed upon
the belief that science is complete and autonomous.
Naturally we think that medical science has enormous
capacity to cure our sickness and so to add to human
happiness: Industrialisation profiting from now effective=
ness has given a ncw efficliency to medical science, It
i3 a fact that today medicine can cure many complicated
disecases whlch were t.ttought. incurable earlier, so, people
are much more dependeﬁt on medicine than ever before,
Medical profession has extended over an 1nc£easing range

of every-day occurances in éveryman's life,

But the way the whole medical gystem is organised
it becomes more or less an impossibility for undsre-developed
and developing countries to avail of proper medical treate
ment for all the members of their society. Better traine
ing in medical science, better instrument and medicine
mean high cost of production, and quickly becomes beyond
common people's capacity to get such medical treatment.
Access to specialists and prestige hospitals is available
to people who have the capacity to bear the expenditure,.
Good medicines and proper medical facilities are given
to the people of large cities while pocor villagers suffer.
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Hospitals and doctorebased health care £its the principle
that ‘those who have will recaive even more and those

who have not are taken for the little that they have.

It may be supposed that the distinction bettween
rich and poor, developed and undegaloped wpdld vanish by
gradual industrial and technological development and by
usc of proper econocmic measures. But the point is that
the way the medical science is progressing today and
promises further, it encourages man to depend more and
rore on medicine; « but has cur medical science been able
to cure all discases? The more the medical science is
developing and the further the method of treatment 4s
advancing, the diseases are becoming more and more coOMe
plicated and incurable. HModern medicine "seceks to increase
bodily conforts and it £ails miserably even in doing s0."®

A doctor takes care of a man's body or treat
the patient's mind, but he can treat not "human sicknesg®.
The belief in the autonomy of medicine prevents man
from f£inding out the real meaning of his sickness and
sufferings. ©Gandhi says,

sthese doctors violate our religious instincte.
Most of their medical preparations contain
either andimal fat or spirituous ligquors,
both of these are tabooed by Hindus' and
Mehamedans, We may pretend ¢o0 be cdvildised,
call religiocus prohibitions a superstition
and want-only indulge in what we like. The
fact remaing that the doctors induce us to
indulge, the result is that we have become 9
deprived of selfecontrol and have become effeminae.Y

6M K, Gmdhio Og.cito. p.37g

7A.K.Saran, "Gandhi and the concept of pPolitics:

Towards a normal Civilisation,® Gandhi Marg, p.694.



113

Gandhi *s complaint that "doctors induce us te indulge®
is not so much a charge against individuval practitioners
of modern medicine as it is an indication of the central
weakness of a "scientific®, "autonomous® medicine.
TMedicine cures the diseases caused by lack of solfe
/iontrol and indulgence and it thus encourages self-

indulgence and gratification of instinctive needs, For

this reason he says ‘hospitals are institutions for
propagating sin, Men take less care of tneir bodies

8
and dmmoral ity increases,®

(bY Industrialisation and mechanisation have
resulted 4in the development of trangport communication,
Motorised transport has removed man's self~powered
transit. Before a man would walk several miles together
to reach his desination but itoday he does not want to
walk even a furlong if possible, It seems that the
transport system helps us in various ways - without .
gspending human metabolism we ¢can go samevhere much more
speedily than we could go to the same place without it,
Since man does not have to waste hig metaboldism while
going to his place of work he can do his work more
efficiently. One does not have to spend much time for
his journey to the dastination so he can gpend more time

at home and enjoy his leisure. A man having a transport

SA.RG‘ saran, og.c’.t.‘ p.&géo
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of his own enjoys a kind of "porsonal freedom.? He

can go anywvhere within a short span of time vwhenever

he wants, If everyone can use transport in his journesy
for a 'trip’ or a ‘travel’ they all can reach the same
distance within same t&m‘é. So it is saild that the transe
port system gives us equity. The aim of all developing
and underdeveloped countries is to make it possible fér |
all its citizens to have the . capacAty to use transport.

We understand the usefulness and necessity of
particular transports. It helps not only an individual
but also the whole society. The primary work of a
transport is to lighten the burden of physical labour
a man has to undergo in walking a certain distance and
g0 to give more time for intellectual pursuit and to
develop cne's potentiality and efficiency. It 4s easy
enouch to see that 'tre_\nsport. fulfils this purpose when
we watch any particular vehicle at work, But ™vhat is
generally overlooked is that equity and eriergy can grow
concurrently only to & point., Below & threshold of
per capita wattage, motors 1ntpi’0ve the conditions for
social progress. Above this threshold, energy grows at
the expense of eqﬁaty,’;."g Leisure is good and necessary
upto a point only, beyond that ieisure makes cne's life
boring monotonous and frus\:raung,;g

®tvan D T111ch, Enexgy and Bouity, pelT
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Use of mere and more transport has excluded
people £from the use of their metabolic energy and has
forced them to become captive consumers 6f conveyance.

systematic transport communication makes one a habitual

assenger, and one becomes entirely dependent on trans-
port. An adequate transport communication promiszs a
traffic utopia of °‘free’® rapid trangportation for all.
This makes us forget the fact that man is born almost
equally mobile, Transport deprives him £rom his natural
ability to walk a certain distance in a certain period
of tire, Transit, ‘'the human metabolic energy’® is not/
the product of an industry, it is the independent
enterprisz of transients., The &bility to engage in
transit, is native to man and more or less equally
distributed among healthy people of the same age. But
continuous and -evér-growing dependence on transport
cripples a man and results in man's inabiljity to do

physical labour,.
[
An inevitable consequent of industrialisation

and transgportation is urbanisation. By a regular transport
communication the villagers can expose themselves to the
market and competition that goes on in a city. Being
influenced by city life they gradually start feecling
unsatisfied by their own mamufacture, They create and

shape their demand and supply according to the needs
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and necessities of city dwellers, Instead of hand-
made goods they run £or those which are made by powere
driven machinery. “Flour mills are ousting the chakki,
0oil mills the village chani, rice mills the village
20 This

displacement of village labour is exploiting and

dhenki, sugar mills the village gurepansg,*®

inmpoverishing the villagers and enriching the moneyed
man, It breaks the autonomy of the villages and makes.
them dependent on mechanisation and industrialisation,

Manifestation of natural ability is necessarily
associated with man's ®"personal liberty." Taday since
a man cannot use his natural ability he is deprived of
his personal liberty also. The system of industrialisation
is interested more in mass, production of material
objects than in human beings. "As soon as a poor country
aceepts the doctrine that more energy more carefully
managed wiil always yield more goods, for more people,
that country is hooked i4into the race for enslavement

to maximum industrial output.“11

The over consumption of energy through industria.
lisation and mechanisation not only destroys the physical
environment through pollution but, the more important,

IQM.K, Gandhi, Industrialise and Perich, p.39.

1]’.t'vam De. IlYich, Op.cit., p.22.
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causes the disintegration of socidty itself. Purther
energy inputs results with more and more industrial
ocutputs and better transport; but unfortunately it
increases ineguality, inefficiency and personal dmpotence, -
The use of cnergy on a massive scale, and increasing
productivity act on society like a drug that is psycholoe-
gically enslaving, degrading and exhausting to its

memberse

In the light of its general outlook, modern
world has shaped its education system. Economic doevew
1Opgent and material progress are the ultimate aim of
man in - today's society. Industrialisation and increase
ing production are the aims of the present socio-cconomic
system, We are convinced beyond guestion of the omnie
potence of technical intelligence, can do no other than
trust to ever greater numbers of experts to salvage the
promise of industrialism, Accordingly the principle
of business becomes the training of experts, for whom
progressively more room is made available in Government
and the economy, Naturally the present system of
education aims at introducing methods through which
common pecple can be made more acquaing2d with the
techno=sciontific world, Education has become largely
identical with the acquisition of knowledge of various
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techniques. Specialised trainings in technology form
the most important part of education.,
"By 1984 it will be desirable that the most
ordinary of men is not embarrassed by the
use of logarithm table, elementary cone
cepts of the calculus and by the definie-
tions and uses of such words 3s electron,
coulordb, and volt. He should £urther
have become able not only to handle a pen,
pencil and ruler but also a magnetic tape,
valve and transistor,.%12
Where %“education® is not the acquisition of
technical skill, it is, for the most part, the imparting
of literacy. It consists of teaching and learning certain
text books in the classroom which have rarely any relation
to our life. The criterion of measuring one's education
is how much "academic qualification® one has. The more

one's "academic*® qualification the more educated one is.

Does such a process deserve to be called ‘education’?
To clarify the point we can take an example, There is a
man who earns his bread honestly. He has a lively awaree
ness of his natural surrounding; is capable of an unselfich
assessment of himself in relation to others in his family
and society. His conduct is gencrally informed by a
capacity £or caompassion and love. éut he cannot write
his name. What purpose would be served if we give:k him
a knowledge of letters? A man without any knowledge of
letters can lead a happy life which may be an intuitive

12E.F. Schumacher, Small is Beautiful, p.71,
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understanding of the true sense of morality and
spiritualitys But since the man does not know how to

write his name can we call him ‘uneducated’?

on the other hand take a person who has a vast
knowledge in literacy with cutstanding academic achieve-
ments or a man who is most skillful and active in
scientific and technological activities, But if we
look at his "private” life we £4ind that he has made a
mess of it. In the academic life the man 4s praised for
his brilliant and outstanding ideas while in practical
life he can neither realise nor settle the actual problems
of life, 1If his academic activities cannot bring any
meaning or significance to his private life; if one's
academic life is not continuous and integrated with
one's real life then, surely, it is doubtful that one
could be said to have imbibed education in the most
vital sense of that term, Literacy, at best is an
uncertain means to true education - a state wvhich is
necessarily an embodiment of civility and of a moral
(and spiritual) awarenegs informed by an intelligence
which is fundamentally ﬁnselfisp (vithout ahankara),

Schumacher sgays that education can help us only

if it produces a ‘'whole man'%, By ‘whole man’ Schumacher
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s,

refers to the man, whose life is a 'continucus whole'

in which there is an integration of one's moral and

s

spiritual awvareness with academic and other particular
experiences.

A truly educated man 4s not a man who
knows a bit of everything not even the
man who knows all the deotails of all
subjects (4f such a thing were possible)
the °‘whole man in fact, may have little
detalled knowledge of £facts and theories
he may treasure the Encyclopedia Britanica
because ‘'she knows and he needn't’® but

he will be truly in toucdh with the centre.
He will not be in doubt about his basic
convictiong, about his views on the
meaning and purpose of his life, He may
not be able to explain these matters

in words, but the conduct of hisg life
will show a certain surcenegss of touch
which stems €rom his inner clarity.”1i3

Gandhi gives a very important place to education
when he says that a human being without education is not
far removed from an animal. By this ‘education’ he
certainly does not mean a system of literary or technical
training through which man can be made at best a creature
of technical knowehow, a scientist or an academician who
is a skilful, active worker in industriesd, laboratories
or universiticss This kind of an occupapional training
is £far from serving an educational purpose, “Real
education®, for Gandhi “consists in drawing the best out

of yon.:rse:l.f.“'.:14 "Character-building” is the goal of

13E .F. Schumacher, opscits, PP«B5=E6;
14N X, Bose, Selections from Gandhi, p.283.
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education. There are many virtues of man like courage,
conf idence, humility love and so¢ on. The purpose of
education is to develop and integrate them in man.
Literacy or academic learning is just a means to this
greater end. That is why he says, "India’s great lack
of literacy, deplorable as 4t is, doeg not 3ppeal to

me nor make me feel that India is unfit for self rule“.m
"Literary training by itself adds not an inch to one's
moral heioht, and character building is independent of
literary trainings "16 Moral development® is the most
important factor in the development of an individual

or a human beings 1In this connection,I should also
mention that Gandhi invariably and indispensably connects
rorality with religion. He says that the source of all
values must be the fact of man'’s as well as the whole
world's being rooted in Code The religicus as the
ground of man's being and of the value and meaning of
his 1ife must permit all spherec of his life. Man's
spirituality must express itself through all his ordinary
activities in the temporal world; morality and gpiritualtty
cannot therefore be geparated f£xom one anothere. TO quote
from him « "Religion which takes no account of practical

affairs and does not help to solve therm, is no teligion."n

1% K o+ BOSe, gE‘pCLt 23 90287 .
161p1d.,.,
1T1p3a,, pe255,,
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"T£ any action of mine claimed to be spiritual
is proved to be unpractical it must be pronounced to
be a failure. I do believe that the most spiritual
act 1s the most practical in the trus sense of the

term. "18

Civen the centrality of man's religious insight
and its inevitable unfoldment in man's endeavour ( "solf.
purification”), it is impossible that the religious can
be divorced from any gphere of human life. The most
important task of education is to make man aware of this
fact and to help him to realise the ultimate aime, A
similar view is expregsed by E.F. Schumacher when he
8ays,

"Education cannot help us as long as it

accords no place to Metaphysics. Whether
the subjects taught are subjects of
science or of the humanities, if the
teaching doeg not lead to a clarification
of Metaphysics, that is to say, of our
fundamental convictions, it cannot educate
a man and consequently, cannot be of real
value to society.®

There are certain problems in our life, solutions
to which, cannot be found through our ‘mere® intellectual
capacity. In this connection I would like to bring forth
C.N.M. Tyrell 's distinction of ‘convergent’ and ‘divergent’
problems, Convergent problems are both created and solved

by man’s intelligent reasoning power; vizs, the problems

18 ) .
N.K.Bose, Opscit., Pw2i5,

19bid., p.8a.
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of science and technology. ‘Divergent' problems, on

the other hand, are the problems of living, These
problems == in Politics, Economics, Education, marriage,
socioty ~«e are always problems of overcoming and \
reconciling opposités. They demand of man not merely

the employment of his reasoning power but the commitment
of his whole personality. Physical sciences and Mathew
matics are exclusively concerned with ‘convergent® problems.
Science cannot produce ideas by which man could live,
Even the greatest ldeas of science are nothing more than
working hypotheses. They are useful for purposes of
special ised resszarch but never applicable to the conduct
of our life. But unfortunately even the subjects vhich
congigt of ’éivergent‘ problems, the way they are
presented - today lack the awareness of thelr presupposie
tions. Economics is being taught without any awareness
of the view of human nature that underlies pressnt day
eccnomic theory. Pelitics is taught without any reference
to its metaphysical roots. Politics talks about the
political life of man, while it ignores that man's
relation to one another is basically an expression of
-his moral nature. Economics which deals with the well
being of humanity, 5. misconceives the concept of “well
being” itselfgy As a result mutual understanding and

goodwill vanish £rom human relationshipsin socletys
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Crowing confusions, misunderstanding and hatred are
common f£eaturesg of human relations. In this connection
Candhi would say that the particular and isolated

study of different subjects without a reference to their
common and universal basis has diatorted the meaning

of vhat education really is. An education if it doeg
not discuss the problems of life, society, morality -
the ‘divergent’ problems in general - loseg the true

connotation of ‘Education’,

Our present system of education is based on
western ideas (theories) to the almost entire exclusion
of ideas generated in our own traditions, The traditional
culture of India is entirely ruled out by saying that
it is none-scientific and non-modern, so thay cannot
satisfy modern man's demand and curiousity. Naturally
the higher one proceeds in modern education the farther
one is removed from one's home, g0 that at the end of
his education he becomes emtranged €rom his surroundings.
He is never taught to have any pride in h;s surroundings.
India's own civilisation, 4ts past with its culture
religion and rhilosophy is presonted to Indians - if not
in co many words, but at least in intent - ag inbecile,

superstitious and useless for practical purposes,
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The medium of our education still continues
largely to be a £o£e£gn language. Gandhi says, "Real
education is impossible through a éo:eign medlum“.zo
“The foreign medium of education has caused ‘brainefag,
put an undue strain upon the nerves of our children,
made them crammers &nd m:lt.{:\tors. unf itted them £or
original work and thought, and disabled them for
£1ltrating their learning to the £amily or the masses.">

one's thoudhts and ideas are most haturally
expressed through one's own mother tongue. If a foreign
language 4s ugsed to express one's ideas there is cvery
chance of its being misinterpreted and distorted. The
expression of one's ideas ghrough foreion language needs
a special training in that language. In India, vhere a
small nurber of people ¢get the chance %o be literate,
the use of a foreign language as the medium of cducation
is really a barrier to communication of ideag,

Besides thess practical difficulties with a
foreign medium of cducation a philosophical discuassion
will show that our presant attitude towards our own
culture (i.2. Indian culture is nonescientific, non-
modern, barbarous, imbecile and soon) is a necessary and

natural outcome of this foreign medium of educationsg

ZON .K QBOS@ ) °§3 oc‘tt L) P §’283 %
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According to Wwittoenstein the meaning of a word is not
contained in the word itself. If we want to understand
any corcept we must obtain a view of human behaviour,

the activities the natural expressions that surround

the words for that concept. What really gives life to
the utterances or marks which constitute a language -
1.2, Qhat makes these utterances and marks a language

at all is their intimate comection with the activities
of the users of the language in guestion. In this sense
a language is a form of life of a group of people,

The rules governing the correct use of a language are
necessarily and jnvariably rules about human activities
associated with the use of language. To take an example
we can consider the language of greeting. Greeting a
person is not just a matter of uttering a particular
word or a set of words in his presence and at the sametime
to cause him to hear ite It is connected with an extremely
complex varicty of bodily gestures, tones of voice and
what one does befere and after what may be regarded as
the “actual act of greeting®; The rules for the language
of grget..ing must b2 such as to allow for the possibility
of such a complex of activities whose connections with
one another are subtle, pliable and without any sharp
boundax:iesh,j This net work of activities is, according

to Wittgenstedn, a ‘form of life’s
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I£€ a language is a set of activities or practices
defined by certain rules, and i€ the rules governing the
correct use cf 3 language are invariably rules about
activitioes of a group of human beings, then it can clearly
be said that a particular language - a language which is
individuated « emcompasses a particular culture., (By
culture here is meant the distinct, individuable avareness
and self-awarencas of a group of people who gpeak a
particular language and are corporately engaged in both
the material and spiritual pursuits of life.) The
connections between one's own language and one's undere
standing of onesclf, others and of the world around are
so intimate and deoply rooted in one that very frequently

they are operative without one's being aware of them.

1f this view is acceptable "Indian education® is
really impossible with a foreign medium of education.
1€ ona's culture is invariably and necessarily associated
with one's languaga, our acceptance of western culture
as the only culture and our blind imjtation of the same
are the mogt natural consequences of our education gystem,
Some ©f the patrons of Indian culture £ecl that with the
development of western science and Technology Indians are
forgeotting the importance of their own past tradition
and culture vhich should be revitalisedg The question




134

nere is - 48 it ever p;zssible to maintain our Indian

culture and tradition through a Western language? wWhen

vwe use English to understand Indis and Indians, it is
either that we use the language without grasping as

it were, the "life® of that language, of i€ we sincerely use
the language we cannot maintain the identiey of our own

culture and tradition.

Another defect in present educational systdm
for Gandhi is that it ignores the culture of the heart
and the hand and confines itself simply to the head."zz
Whatever may be true of other countries in India at any
rate vhere more than eighty per cent of the population
is agricultural and another ten per cent industrial, it
is a crime t© make education merely literary and to
unf it boys aﬁd girls for manual work in after life.“zs
Todady. & peasant®s son after going to school starts
despising labour, He cannot work as an agricultural
l1abourer;:; he becomes useless ¢o the family and also to
the societys: Since the larger part of our time is
devotad to labour for ee{rning our bread, our children,
according to Gandhi, must from their infancy be taught the
dignity of such labour. He says, -

sthe introduction of manual training will

gserve a double purpose in a poor country

like ourg, It will pay for the =ducation
of our children and teach them an eccupation

2%\,.0K BOSse o OE cit, .. po283\9

3
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on which they can £all back in aftere
l1ife, if they chooss, for earning a
living. Such a system must make our
children self.reliant. Nothing will
demoralise the nation so much as tha
we ghould learn to dogpise lebour.®2

24
N ,BoOse, EEocitt Py 9992846285 .
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MARCUSE AND CANIHI ;-
ON MODERN CIVILIZATION

A work is done with hands involving hard
labour and a long period of time, the same work can
be done in less time with much less labour with much
more ef€iclency if the workers takes the help of some
instruments or tools. Naturally man develops technology
by the help of which he can act more skilfully 4n less
time and with less energy. Technology is introduced
at £irst with a view to lightening: the burden of worl
a man has to perform in order to live. Machineries,
(instead of human beings) are used to produce things
80 that man is £ree enoudh to use his mind in satisfying.
creative pursuits, Machineries, thus help to develop
a £ree autoncmous life in vhich a man can fully manifest
his creative capacity and develop his own perconalitye.
Cradually more and more machinories axe introduced
to build up a productive system in which machinories
wvork for man, What may be called scicntific rationaliey,
thus, aims to develop a productive aspparatus which
could be organised and directed towardsthe satisfaction
of the vital needs, and its control might well be
centralised so that it would facilitate the growth of

\

individual autonomy..
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But unfortunately a contrary trend operates.
The way our science and technology proceed and the
direction to vhich medern industrialisation moves
generates many difficulties, The unlimited expanaion
of science and technology is based on ﬁ.{nit.e and
1imited capacity of nature. A limitless expansion in
a £inite enviromment cannot last long. So the present
world shaped by modern technology £inds itself in certain
crises viz. (a) The nature vhich supports human life
as well as the whole civuhisauon aches and groans and
gives signs of partial breakdown. The fundamental
pillar of the modern world is based on world's none
ronewable resources particularly those of fossil fusls
the exhaustion of which indicates serious bottle necks
in the quite foreseable future, And (b) human nature
also revolts against technological, organisational and
political patterns which it experisnces as suffccating
and dibilitating. '

-

‘ryeedom of individual' is the motto with
which scientific rationality starts; but the disappearance
of that freedom 45 one of the greatest achievoments
of modern civilisationi; The technological- system by
pretending to release the individuals’s burden, deter=-
mines the whole social structureg In an advanced
industrial society the taechnical apparatus of production
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and distribution with an increasing sector }oﬁ
automation functions, not as the sum total of mere
instruments which can be isolatéd from their social
and political ecffects; rather it determines a priori
the product of the apparat.u; as well as the operations
of servicing and extending it. In this socisty the
productive apparatus tende’ to become totalitarian o
the extent to which it determines not only the socially
needed occupations, skills and attitudes, but also
individual necds and aspirations. The technological
cowordination operates through manipulation of needs
by vested interests. Individuals £eel the ndcessity
of the th.mgs\ produced by the technical gpparatus,but
they do not realise the fact that their necessities
and choices are ac't;.uany conditioned by the interest
of the organisers of the prc;ducuve system, s;lnca 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,

The productive apparatus guides the political
pover of the country alsog In the present society
political power asserts itself through its power over
the machanisation pfocess and the tedhnical organisation
of the apparatusy The Government of advanced ‘and
advaneing industrial societiss can maintain and secure
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itself only when it succeeds in mobilising and
organising the tedhnical, scientific and mechanical
productivitye.
* ‘Demecracy has rapidly lost ground as

pover is increasingly capturaed by giant

managerial institutions and corporations,

and declisiong are made by experts,

specialists and profegsionals safely

insulted €rom the feoelings of the people

v s 0o sAS ragulation and administration

have grown, liberty has been ereded and

bureaucratie discretion hag taken the

place of the rule of law.®l

Productivity and technological structure mobilise

the society as a whole, above and beyend any particular
individual or group interests. It dominates over tha
society in such a way that the intensity, satisfaction
and character of human necads, beyond the biological
level is preconditioned. The possibility of doing or
leaving, enjoying or destroying, possagsing or rejecting
somathing is dependent on whether or not it is dasirable
and necessary f£or the prevailing soclietal institutions
and interests. An individuals' interest is determined
by the interest of the society. The social structure,
thus, has subjected the population to the established

social systeme

since the needs and interests of the people are
determined by the dnterest of the productivity, it imposes

Yehartes Reich, The Creening of America, pp.l4=13,
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2 without

upon the individuals certain false needs
which individuals could live, and live in a better way.
Cratification of these f£alse moeds cannot keep indie-
vidualg satisfied, on the contrary, their influence
upon the people is so much that they are always tempted
to keecp themselves busy in over hungrier pursuits of
the satisfaction of such needs. Since these needs are
unsatisfactory by nature, they perpatuate toil, agorose
sivencss and migsery. Hankerings for those false needs
keep men so busy that they are ontirely unaware of

this vicious nature of the whole productive system and
make them unable to come out of this and criticise the
same, Men are, rather, under the impression that by
the daveloped scientific and technological organisation
they can get things of tioir cholce, so thoy are free
to make choices. Thus, in the present society the soclal
needs are so effectively transplanted into individual
neads that people cannot differentiate an individual's
own need from social needs. Pecple of all status feel
the nead of same things, and the economy is set up in
such a way that it makes the same stuff available to
all the members of the society.

2We can broadly divide our neads into two groupss
(4) vital needs, and (1i) False needs,,

vital or true needs consist of the basic and
fundamental necessities of man, True needs also mean
needs felt by individuals to manifest their potentiality.,

False neads, on the other hand, refer: to those
needs which the society super imposes upon an individual
in his repression,:
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This fact is sometimes claimed to be an
illustration of equal distribution of wealth. But a .
deeper consideration of the fact reveals that even
the choices and demands, needs and necessities are
pre-determined by the nature of productivity.

£ the worker and his boss enjoy the same

television programme and visit the same
resort places, if the. typist is as attra-
ctively made up as the daughter of his
employer, if the Negro owns a cadillac,
if ¢hey all read the same newspaper, then
this asaimilation indicates not the Aig~
appearance of classeg but the oxtent to
which the needs and satisfactionsg that
serve the preservation of establishment are
shared by the underlying populationgy3d
All men are, thus, made servile to the whole system of
production. The more rational, productive, technical
and effective the total ropressive administration of
socisty becomes, the more unimaginable the means and
ways by which the administered individuals might break
their servitude and seizz thoir own liberation. All
l1iberation despends on the conscioushess of the serxrvitude,
but the emergence of this consciocusness is always
hampered by the predominence of the f£alse needs and
satisfactions which t0 a certain extont have becoms
the individuals' own, The technological administrative
process is organised in such a way that it replaces

one system of pres=conditioning by another, so that an

3Herherf. Marcuss, One Dimensional Man, p.24.:
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individual 's choice cannot go beyond the rance of the
' productive pridcess. l \

with the increase of production we get a large
number of things in several yarieties. The range of
our choice is broadenaed. That individuals can decide
among a large number of things has been taken as one
of the dicisive factors of determining human £recedom,
But Heebert farcuse points ocut that the availability
of large varieties of things cannot determine the dogree
of human £reedom, it rather,. makes individuals the‘
victim of the productivity, Free election of masters
does not: abolish the masters or the slaves.. Free choice
among a wide variety of services does not signify
freedom if these goods and services sustain social
controls over the 1l4fe of individuals., The spontaneous
reproduction of superimposed needs by the individual
does not establish autonomy; it only testifies to the
efficacy of the controls,

another feature, which is a natural outcome
of the technological process 4s what Rerbert Marcuse
- ¢alls ‘the rational character of its irrationality?’

The advanced industrial civilisation - its productivity,

1ts efficiency, its capacity to increase and sgpread
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comforts, to turn waste into r;eed, the extent ¢o
which this civilisation trancHHrms the object world
into an extension of man's mind and body it becomeg
difficult to alienate the human personality from the
objects. “The people recognise themselves in their

comnmodities; they £4ind their soul 4in their automobile,

hi-fi sot, splitelevel home, kitchen equipment.®d

*The productive apparatus and the goods

and services which it produces "sell®

or impose the secial system as a whole.

The means of mass transportation and
commmication, the commodities of lodaing,
food and clothing, the irresistible output
of the entertainment and information
industry carry with them prescribed attitudes
and habits, certain intellectual and
emotional relations which bind the consumers
more or lessg pleasantly to the producers
and, throudh the latter, to the whole.

The products indoctrinate and manipulate)
they promote a f£alse consciousness which

is immune against its f£alseshood. ANG as
these beneficial products became available
to more individuals in more social classes,
the indoctrination they cargy ceases to 5
ba publicitys 4t becomes a way of 1ifo,"

Man's capacity to be autonamous, to be internally
active, his ability to think indepsndently which has to
remain beyond all these imposed needs and demands of
this advanced civilisation, has been whittled down by

the technological reality. Consequently the individual'’s
ability to protest against the whole system is affected

4Hetbert Marcuse, g.citz D24,
S1bid., pp. 26-27,
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at its root. Rather, the workers desire to join
actively to mske the technical productive system

more cfficient by &pplying their owm brains. Man
£rom his very childhood prepares to £it himsolf ¢to

the whole social structure. Mass production and mass
distribution claim the entire individual. The intelle-
ctual or cmotional refusal “to go along® with the
whole system is considered neurotic and impotent., The
loss of the inner dimension,

"in which the power of nNegative thinking -
the critical power of Reason « is at home,
is the ideological counterpart o the.very
material process 4in vhich advanced
industrial socicty silences and reconciles
the opposition., The idmpact of progress
turns reason into submission to the facts
of life, and to the dynamic capability

of producing more and bigger facts of the
game sort of life. The efficiency of the
system blunts the individual 's recognition
that it contains no facts which éo not

. communicate the repregsive power of the
vholes: I£ the individuals £ind themselvea
in the things which shape their life, they
do so, not by adving, but by eccepting the
law of things -« not the law of Physiecs by
the law of their society."®

Advancement of science and technology results
in the dovelopment of a number of largee-scale factories
and industries, ®es2 industries with the help of
machine and experts are able to produce maximum amount

of output - in a3 minimum period of time. Machine becomes
the main instrument of production, in the tachnological

%efbert Marcuse, gg cite P p.m26,
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ensemble, labourers have no cont:o} over the productive
process. By increasing use of machineries the machine
itself becomes & system of mechanical tools and
relations and extends f£ar beyond individual work
process, Men have to be there only as a supervisor

and help the machine to run in its own way.

People are given special trainings to help the
machine to do the actual work of production. The man
mechanically pé;:forms his task according to the rules
taught in the training without using his own creative
capacity. Such kind of work becomes the life«long
occupation of a very cffic-ient and intelligent worker.
This kind of job, £or which our efficient engineers
having most intelligent brains are destined in the
socioty, pays no importanc® to a man’s creative capacity.
such kinds of work, says Herbert Marcuse, are inhuman,
exhausting, and stupefying. This kind of mast.'erly
enslavement is not essentially different £rom that of
the typist, the high-pressure sales man or woman, or
the television announcer who just machanically peffom
their job, The present system, vhile it loocks for
more and more advancement in production and digtxihuuon
through vitalising the machineries donies human capacity.
This is why it has been said 'from the factory, Gead matter

goes out improved, whereas men there are corrupted
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and degraded.®’

"!'he technoldgical prdcess asserts Xts larger
dominion by reducing the "professional autonomy® of the
labourer. In order to bring efficioncy to the system
and to increast the gmount of output there ?re divisions
of labour in which an individual has to perform a very
small part of the whole work. Since the work is
dividad and subedivided into several parts, and machine
dominates over the whole system we cannot msasure the
work of an individual or a group of ingliv&duals. nor
can an individual claim a work to be his work, Thus

an individual is removed £ar away £rom his performance,-

Man's creative activities, his artistic works
expregs his natural attitudes and abilities which
differentiate one persen f£rom another: But in our
present productive system man'’s creative power has no

role to play at all,: |

A creative or an artistic work, according to
FPreud, offers a high degres of libidinal satisfaction.
A genuine kind of artistic creatien grows ocut of
*a man-repressive instinctual constellation® and

envisage nonerepresive® aims, But unfortunately the

7E F, Schumacher, small is Beautiful, p.140.
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type of work. which modarn technoldgy 4s most
successful in reducing or even aleminating is
skillful and artistic work of human hands. In an
advanced industrial secicty such work has become
axceedingly rare, and to make a dascent living by
.doing such work has becoms virtually impossible.

The kind of efficiency that our precent social system

demands is something which a man has to acquire in
order to £it himself to the society. Agreeing with
Freud Herbert Marcuse says that this kind of work is
non-14bidinal - unpleasuraadble and painful. The
social system is organised in such a way that man
has to suppress his primary instincts in order to
saticfy the demands of the society. 1In ocur scciety,
to quote from Herbert Marcuse,

"esesenjoyment is separated £rom labour,

the means £rom the end, exertion from

recompense. Eternally fettered on1¥ to

a single little €ragment of the whole,

man fashions himgelf only as a fragmant)

over hearing only the monotonous vwhirl

of the wheel which he turns, he nsver

develops the harmony of his being, and

instead of shaping the humanity that

lies in his nature, he becomes a mere 8

imprint of his occupation, his science.
Thus an individual is systematically stripped of his
natural imagination, his personal uniqueness, in order
to style himgelf into a productive unit for a massg

technological society. Natural feelings and spontaneity

aﬂerbett Marcuse, Eros & Civilization, pe131,
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are repressed by overwhelming foreces. Eventually men
virtually become their profeasicns, roles, occupations
and thenceforth strangers to themsslves. Technology
has thus turned into an inhuman chore which does not
enrich man but empties him,

Man's unfreedom, his servitude and ensle;vement.
in the sense of his subjection to the productive
apparatus is not only concealed by the social system
rather 1t is perpetuated and intensified in the form
of many liberties and comforts. Advancement in
téchnology results in increasing surplus-p:bduct which
vhen distributed allows an increased consumption, which,
again, results in a higher standard of living. Once
the standard of living goes up, and man is reduced m
mere consumer, there is increasing demand for the
product, 501 iﬁc:eass.ng servitude to the productive

Process.

The system keeps a man s0 involved as a consumer
that he is unable to realise the kind of enslavement or
servitude which prevails upon him. The instinctual
drives and aspirations are so deeply pre-conditioned
that it obscures the difference botween £alse and true
consciousness. As a result the members of the society
are not in living contradiction to the established

soclial system.
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These are, according to Herbert Marcuse, some
of the faults and faillings of the modern industrial
civilisation, He attempts to propose a certain
alternative which could change the form of society
and our life, For him the supreme 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 pogsible way if he
can freely express and satisfy his instinctual demands,
But the main role of individuals in our society has

: )

been tO coO-ordinate themselves with the whole gystem
which imposes upon the individuals its own laws, demands
and needs. Living in the pressnt society necessitates
a repressive modification of our instincts, He says,

“at the hight of its progresgsive

achievements domination corrupts and

ligquidates the opposition against

domination. What remains is the

_negativity of reason, which impels

wealth and power and generates a
climate in which the instinctual
roots of the performance principle
are drying up."9

Aggressive development of technological system,
intensified exploitation: dehumanisation, must not, any
longer, be allowed to @o on at the present rates He
tries to £ind an alternative through a redirection in

the aim of sciemnological development g

gﬂerbert Marcuse, og.cit., Pe«S0e,
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Science and technology must be regulated with a limit
which consists in planned utilisation of resources

for the satisfaction of vital needs with a minimum

of toil, there should be appropriate distribution of
wealth and power; individuals should be £ree from

both physical and mental burdens, The distinction
between true and false consciousness, real and immediate
interest, true and false needs are to be validated

and made meaningful., Men must realise it, and should
pe able to find thedir way from false to true cone
sciousngss, from the immediate to their real interests.
The society must not dominate over individuals.
Individuals should be free to express and satisfy
their instinctual needs and should be able to manifest
their creative capacicy in the best possible way.

But it is tO ke noticed that the facts aboutl
contemporary civilisatién and the alternative, suggested
above, are there like fragments which do not connect.
More technology, the reproducﬁion, bigoger and better
come to mean, ever more clearly, the closing of thosé
other possible'ways of life which could do away with
the serbs and the masters, with the productivity of
repression, Union of freedom and servitude has becomd

'natural® and a vehicle of progress, More production

~




151

makes servitude increasingly rewarding and palatable,
The image of human £reedom with which civilisation.
began is dislocated by enhancement of s0 called modern
civilisation;

The point to be noted is that science and
technology make progress with newer inventions and
achievements, it is quite natural that there will be a
tendéncy to use scientific and technological achievemsnts
in our life. And increasing use of machineries results,
as has been pointed out, in' disastrous transformaticn
of human life, destroying even the hope of the possibility
of ever again being able to live free,

Not only Herbert Marcuse, many others like Ivan
Illich, Charles R2ich, Roszak realise this nature of
modern scientific civilisation, and they all lock for

an alternative model,

It is sadd that we need machinery but there
should be a limit to the enhancement of mechanisation.
The vital question is - how can we make a limited use of
machineries while we know that they have much more
capacity? Once we accept scienéific justification as
the ultimate basis of things how can we stop scientific

inventions while human brains will come up with newer
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and better capacities? We cannot stop scientific
inventions and technological achievements.

It is to be noticed that with the use of more
and more m;chineries man gets more money and the
peculiar thing about money is that man feels an une
satisfiable and ever=increasing gréed for money, while
his demand for other things is diminighed if we can
acquire the same.lo The more we are able to make
money the more we run £or it, Science and technology
whéch are used to make more and more money encourage
our greed, and greed gives rise to envy; jealousy,
continucus exploitation, mutual misunderstandings,
constant fear of war which are necessary features of

human relations today.

Thg point, all the above mentioned thinkers
stréss on, is that the motive behind the use of machineries
must be changed, Technology must not be tﬁrned into an
instrurent of making money (the desire for which knows
no bounds), but to satisfy the necessities of life,

These thinkers, while denouncing modern civilisation,

do not accuse science and technology as such, They,

1QUt111ty of a thing may be diminighed if we

get the same but it is only for a time being (law of
>iminishing marginal vUtility), In general material
needs are unending and ever-increasing in nature,
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rather, think that scientific and technological
achievements are the ladders to happiness and prosperity
of humanity. Their denunciations and even rejection

of modern civilisation remain within the f£ramework of
the pseudo - metaphysics on which modern civilisation

is fiounded. In seeking for an alternative they try

for the renewal of Western civilisation £or which they
do not go beyond this pseudo metaphysics. But the
problem 4is material sausfashuorx has been the metae
physics on which the pillars of modern civilisation
stand, and since magerial needs are unending, it 4s an
impossible task to bring a limigation to the ehnancement
of mechanisation, Rejection of enhancement of scientific
development while accepting scientific knowledge as the
ultimate knowledge of things is something contradictory
in itself, Modern technology is based on the belief
that material things contribute to our well being and
happiness « if it is so, then © . how 1s a limitation
in the production of those things desirable?

In the analysis of the history of modern culture
Marcuse establishes a relation between freedom and

/—-—-'*‘““"“'"\-__d
happiness, According to him freedom and happiness are

intimately connected "Happiness, as the fulfilment of

)
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all potentialities of the individual presupposes
freedom « at root".llBy freedom he means (1) freedom
£rom the economic expléitation and political dominae
tion which the modern social system imposes upon the
individuals, and (1i) freedom from social domination
which cbliterates a free development of human instincts
and personalities, He says that there is a leck of

suf ficient means and resources for integral painless
gratification of instinctual needs in the present

established society.

one may, here, askt- is this kind of freedom
necessarily related to the happiness of mankind?

It is a fact that there is a class of people
in our society who are dominated by others « that is why
they are not free, so not happy. But what about the
people who are dominating and exploiting but not
exploited by anyone? If freedom consists in freedom
from exploitation, the exploiters themselves are free,
And if this freedom contributes happiness, the exploiters
are supposed to be the happiest persons in the world,
But is it really the case? cCan a rich exploiter claim
to be truly heppy and peaceful?

It may be said that the attainment of universal

11Alarda1r MacIntyre, Marcuse, pe.lS.
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prosperity in which there 4s no explofitation, no
domination leads to peace and happiness of humanity.
The point is that the foundation of happiness

cannot be laid by universal progperity. Because such
prosperity, Af attainable at all, is attainable only

by cultivating such drives of human nature as greed

and envy which destroy serenity, happiness and peace

of mind. Progperity depends on inordinately large
éemands which disturb one's mind, whereas happiness
presupposes a tranquil and quiet mind which has
transcended the hankerings for material things. Freedom,
from this point of view, would mean £reedom of mind
from the hankerings of material things, and this freedom

15 necessarily connected with peace and happiness,

The other feature of modern society according
to Herbert Marcuse, is that it sublimates man's basic
instincts « and so obstructs his happiness. He says
that in a nonerepressive form of civilisation a man can
freely and self-consciously sct £or his own satisfaction

and this gives him happiness.

But happiness cannot be an outcome of mere
development of man's basic instincts, Absolute instinctual

f£freedom without a moral guidance would result in a
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complete chaos. Dovelopment of one's potentiality
without a proper digrection of its use gives rise to:
evils in the society.

The ultimate end in Marcuse's view is to guide
our present practice towards the goal of a new form
of social life which would provide “the real fulfilment
of everything that man desires to be when he understands
himself in terms of his potentialitie;". Question would
arise, like « vwhat is the real fulfilment of human
desire? What is the real desire of a man? I€ desire
means material desires - can they ever be really ful-
£illed? What are the potsntialities of man? Do they

consist of mere instinctive and artistic creation?

Inspite of all this we might accept Herberyg
Marcuse and agree to say that our life -today should
aim at forming a soclal system in which a inan’s desires
are satisfied, But there would still remain problems
like « once we attain that social system in which all
our degires are satisfied, and potentialit ies manifested =
wvhat would be the goal of our life at that time? wWhat

would ocur life strive for?

M,K. Gandhi's °Hind swaraj*' 4is an uncompromising

critique and rejection of modern civilisation, But his
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critique af modern wéstern civilisation is altogether

a different story. It is peripheral to his thinking.

For him the metaphysics of life cannot be based on

the ultimacy of sciénce. but it has its basis in the

transcendental core of man., In criticising the modern
civilisation vwhile Herbert Marcuce £4inds £aults in the
socioescconomic structure within modernisation, Gandnhi

strives to discover a eentre wholly beyond the modern

western civilisation.

Gandhi agrees with Herbert Marcuse in saying
that man’s needs are dominaged by the productive system.
Increased productive capacity of the apparatus supplies
things beyond nocessities which resules in the use of
luxuries. Candhi says that in India wvhere most of the
people are villagers and cultivators produgtion of
lwauries does not suit the economy. The wegtern civie
lisation builds up a society in which people produce
material things by mutilating their own naturas Money
is considsred to be alle.powerful, It is thoudht that,
"if only there were more and more wealth everything else
would £all into place. So-called non-material values
have no importance; people think that, money could
circumvent the need for thems The development of
production and the acquisitiocn of wealth have thus

become the highest goals of the present civilisation
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‘Ymewwthey are enslaved by the temptation of money
12 People
living in wodern socisty "make bodily welfare the

object of l.u.’e."l:3 "This civilisation takes note

and of the luxuries that money can buy.”

neither of morality nor of religion. It votaries
chlmly state that their business 15 not to t2ach
!religion. o3 For him morality is the basis of things.
A man's life is nothing but a relentless endeavour

| towards the realisation of the moral - religious core
of his own nature. Man in his esscential being is
rooted in the transcendent; man's moral endeavour
congsists in regaining this awareness. A civilisation,
in this sense, has to develop that mode of conduct
which points cut to man the path of duty. The present

civilisation which does not take account either of

religion or of morality “is such that one has only

to bo patient and it will be self-destroyed.2}®

Herbert Marcuse does not criticise the "™Western
civilisation" as a wholey He accopts techmology and
mechanisation as the foundation of civilisation while
he rejects particular expressions of it. He criticises
the present way of using the machineries, On the

1%‘1 .VK. Gm&ii. Hing Slva’r_ai' p!360

lalbid o P ¢35,

14
Ibid. e Po 37&

Brpia.,
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. other hand Gandhi's rejection of modern civilisation
is based not only on dee'ply-f elt dissatif ication with
modern western civilisation but 4s also, at the same
time, a striving towards a return to tradition, which
gives an inner direction of search for a return to the
centre of man. Schumacher also emphasises upon the
same point in his writings. He sai(s - Yeyery where
people asks: 'What can I actually do?“ The answer

is as simple as i% 4is disconcerting; we can each of
us, work to put our ovh; inner house in order. The
cguidance we need for this work cannot be £found in
science and technology, the value of which utterly
depends on the ends they serve; but it can still be

1
found in the traditional wisdom of mankind,® 6

The so=called modern civilisation diverts one's
attention £rom within to ocutside: Man indentifies
himself with his body, his intellect, his earthly
ambitions and so on - that stands in the way of the
unfoldment of his knowledge of his root;

16 «F o Schumacher, Swall 4is Beautiful, ps279..
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CONCLUSION

. In conclusion I wish to make a few general
remarks about science, modern civilisation and the
idea of tho moral 1ife, Science has been a willing
partner in the generation of what Gandhi callsg the
‘gvils" of modern civilisation, so much so that it s
important now to ask ourselves the question whether
there isn't something quite radically lacking in the
pursuit of knowledge within the framework which modern
science has acquired. mié, of course, is a very
large question to ask at the end of this and, needless
tO say, I shall not attempt anything like an answer
to this question. However, I fecel that it might still
be worthwhile to make a few remarks about the relations

ship between scientific knowledge and moral pursuite

The framework of empirical science is such
that the lateter in fairly uselessg in one's effoi-t
to understand the central concepts of morality. As we
have seen in Chapters I -« 117, any empiricist attempt at
understanding morality ends up « is bound to end up =
in a radical distoration of moral ideasyg Both-



161

Behaviaririém and the so=called ordinary language
Philoscphy (which is after all the old British EBmpiricism
. 4n a new garh) can pmvide‘only either an @tiremely
superficial grasp of moral ideas or leavd the most
crucial questions of morality virtually unanswered.
These are questions such as - how 4s 4t possible for
me, 1imited as I am by my ego and its overvhelming
demands and by my special circu_mstanees, to achieve
even the rudiments of a t.ruly moral life? And what
must I do to avoid deceiving myself as well as others

_ and to achieve true knowledge of another petsoh in
moral matters? Science and the scientific method
cannot help me answer these questions. This 4s becauss
moral knowledge 4s possible only within an already
given moral framé“:ork,q, Edi' instance, selfadeception
in moral matters i5 unavoidable except vhen the attempe
to know oneself is also accompanied by a genuine and .
ultimately successful sct of selfetranscendence, And
this idea of selfetranscendence is primarily a moral
idea, Quite naturally also the same idea 1s¥1nvolve_d
in a genuine attempt at knowing another person morallys
Finally, of cours'e-,vmoral knwlédge: in this sense is
possible at all only against the kackground of a frame-
work which can give the idea of the realitx' of moral

| qualities a resolute and unshakable place, No merely
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empiricist account can have such a place for the

idea of reality in the moral contoxt.

For Gandhi the reality of moral virtues and
thercfore the seriousness of the moral endeavour are
guaranteed by the framework in which the basic concepts
are ced, 'rruth; Coodness and Love (Noneviolenc2). For
him all truth is ultimately moral truth and therefore
also truth before God and any genuine pursuit of
knowledge is also a pursuit of selfetranscendence.

The idea of seclfetranscendence for him is the same er
nearly the same as the idea of noneviolence or love.
Noneviolence is not just a diisparate moral ideal, but
it 18 this idea that, as it were, sets up the world

in which one can at all pursuc morality. Moral action
follows automatically upon moral knowledge motivated

by completely unselfish, therefore, non-vioclent, concern

£or the othex.

It i3 my convicticn, therefore, that Gandhian
{deas are capable of being philosophically integrated
into a system which would enable us to understand the
significance of a moral life and therefore of the true
uniquencss of man in a radically different and rewarding
ways I hope in my thesis I have atleast been able to
make this point somewhat cleary
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