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PREFACE

The present volume is a Special Number on Radhakrishnan
and covers the proceedings of the nineteenth All-India Seminar orga-
nized by us in September 1977. The theme of the Seminar was
“The Philosophy of Radhakrishnan.” Besides the papers presented
in the Seminar we have taken the opportunity to publish some
articles specially dealing with Radhakrishnan’s views on the various
schools of Indian philosophy as expressed in his Indian Philosophy.
Though we were planning to bring together reactions of scholars to
Radhakrishnan’s treatment of all the orthodox as well as the hetero-

dox systems, due to various reasons this has not been possible.

We are thankful to the Government of Tamilnadu for meeting
the cost of publication of the present Volume and to Professor
G. R. Damodaran, the Vice-Chancelllor of the University of Madras
and the other authorities for offering facilities for bringing out the

present publication.

To my colleague, Dr S. Gopalan, my thanks are due for helping
me in editing the Volume and for seeing it through the press. My
thanks are also due to Mr P. Balasubramanian and Dr V. K. S. N.
Raghavan, colleagues in the Department, and to Miss Parimala
Nathan, Junior Research Fellow, for all the help they rendered in
proof-reading. I would also like to record my thanks to the printers,
Messrs. Avvai Achukkoodam, Madras for the neat and expeditious

execution of the printing.

Madras } R. BALASUBRAMANIAN
March 21, 1979 Editor
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RADHAKRISHNAN, A PHILOSOPHER
WITH A DIFFERENCE

S. S. RAGHAVACHAR

I

This Seminar is manifestly designed to record our grateful
appreciation of the philosopher Radhakrishnan. He was a philosopher
with a difference in many senses and one such is that he rose to the
highest position in the non-academic world also, filling it, as he did
all the earlier positions, with eminence and distinction. No other
philosopher rose so high. Even Gentile could become only the
Educational Minister in Fascist Italy. In this highest secular position
he received great honour worthily deserved. The specially perceptive
President of the United States, Kennedy, paid him glowing tributes.

That a professor of philosophy could ascend to this height requires
some explanation. That men such as Rajagopalachari and Rajendra
Prasad who surrendered themselves to the cause of Indian freedom
through sacrifice and suffering could be placed so high in the nation’s
esteem is understandable. Radhakrishnan did not belong to this
category of active participants in the freedom struggle. But still his
memorable tributes to the personality and message of Mahatma
Gandhi in terms universal and philosophical, in his speeches and
writings, at a time when such expressions of appreciation were
dangerous made him an ideological participant in Gandhism. No
wonder the nation accorded to him, when the occasion arose, due
honour and responsibility. But we are not directly concerned with
this aspect of our subject. Luck, conspicuous ability and devotion
to the great cause of the times made him the President of India with
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a dimension other than political and a dignity reached by heads of
states.
II

The intellectual career of Radhakrishnan stretches through a
long duration and covers a wide range of reflection. He was marked
as a promising young philosopher by Lokamanya Tilak in his Gita-
rahasya.  He acquired popular fame by his brightly written book on
The Philosophy of Rabindranath Tagore. In later years he edited works
and wrote considerably on Mahatma Gandhi. Mahadev Desai in his
work on the Gita and Pandit Nehru in his Discovery of India took
substantial material from him bearing on philosophy and religion. His
speeches and writings built up a great reputation in international
philosophical circles. C.E.M. Joad wrote a fine and telling book on
him and the International Library of Living Philosophers edited by
Schilpp produced a very substantial volume on him. His entry into the
field of world-thought was greatly due to the early sponsoring, he
received from Muirhead, the last great Idealist of Oxford of the
present century.

The quantum of his contribution is enormous. His first work to
catch attention was the youthful and belligerent Reign of Religion in
Contemporary Philosophy. He starts the work with the intent to
defend Absolute Idealism of the type developed by Bradley and
Bosanquet through a critique of several leading contemporancous
thinkers who deviate from that position and he attributes true devotion
to the influence of religion. He concludes with a broad statement
of the philosophy of the Upanisads, thereby succumbing, as it were,
to the religious tradition of Vedaunta. The work as a whole foreshadows
the direction of thought he was to elaborate in his subsequent writings
in great detail. Ttalso shows that his philosophical reflection takes on the
character of historical survey out of which Idealism of the Absolutistic
Vedantic type emerges as the final precipitate. The next great work
consists of the two substantial volumes entitled Indian Philosophy, in
the manner of a history.  Even in this, VedzZntic commitment runs in
unmistakable clarity and force. In his hands, Indian philosophy gets
rescued from the plane of mere Indology, though there is an enormous
utilization of all the then available data on Indian philosophy recons-
tructed by the Sanskritic researches, Western and Indian. In the
handling of themes a masterly spirit nurtured on the best in European
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philosophy is deployed. There is the play of imagination and art.
The outcome is a brilliant presentation of the evolution of Indian
philosophy as philosophy. In so vast a canvas minor inaccuracies of
details and perspectives are to be expected. But the execution bears
the quality of a superb imaginative reconstruction. The old tradi-
tional ‘matter clothed in scholastic verbiage gets converted into the
living word of perennial truth. Indian philosophy gets placed on the
map of world thought, with all its march of systems, intricacies of
doctrines and vista of daring metaphysical creativity. The technique
of presenting Indian thought acquires a style and mode destined to
constitute the standard for later writers.  Itis truly a history of

Indian philosophy which is itself historic.

The next significant book was The Hindu View of Life, which
shot into great popularity. It presented Hinduism in terms of modern
thought in all its fundamental insights in a brief compass. In places,
it does the work of open advocacy and minimises the limitations. But
the total impression is that of a glowing case for the Hindu point of
view in its largest sense. The social aspects of Indian thought are
further expounded in terms of modern social philosophies in the much

later work Religion and Society.

The personal philosophical thought of Radhakrishnan implied in
all his earlier writings is involved in excessive preoccupation with
contemporaneous philosophy and the history of Indian philosophy.
It gets liberated into full and independent articulation in An Idealist
View of Life, which perhaps is his best philosophical production. It
is a work on the philosophy of religion. After reviewing the chal-
lenges to religion and the substitutes offered for it, the central affirma-
tions of religious consciousness are brought out magnificently. We
have here an Idealism not constructed metaphysically in the style of
Hegel or Bradley, but one founded on mystic experience. It is a
departure from Radhakrishnan’s older moorings. But in the exposition
of that experience all the rich heritage of idealistic metaphysics is
amply used. The picture of reality in this setting is drawn up in all
its levels, matter, life, mind and human personality culminating in
the Absolute. Into this structure of argument all the essential ele-
ments of Vedantic thought are incorporated. It is Vedantic idealism
founded on Vedantic experience. The fundamental thought is
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claimed to rest on intuition as contrasted with intellect. Herein we
have one basic tenet of Radhakrishnan that the ultimate is accessible
only to intuition. He advances the claim on behalf of Vedanta and
ventures to demonstrate that the spirit in man has effected all his
advances, in the spheres of philosophy, science, art, poetry and in
short, in all the finer achievements of human life, through intuition.
Intellect flourishes in fruitful subordination to the commanding vision
of intuition. Inthe final chapter on ultimate reality there is a short
digression to a critical review of holism, emergent evolution and the
philosophy of Whitehead. One would expect a revision of his earlier
strictures on Bergson in the context and some acknowledgment of the
great contribution in this direction by the Ramakrishna-Vivekananda
movement and Sri Aurobindo. Bradley’s “higher immediacy” gets
fully acknowledged.

In his course of lectures at Oxford as Spalding Professor publi-
shed as Eastern Religions and Western Thought, the theme of The Ideal-
ist View of Life is repeated with ampler historical reference bringing
out the indebtedness of Western thought to the ancient spiritual cul-
ture of India and a spirited and a sustained reply to Schweitzer’s
critique of Indian thought as ‘“‘world-and-life negation.”” The
familiar themes of The Hindu View of Life are also restated at leisure.
The contrast between Eastern intuitionism and Western intellectua-
lism is re-vindicated. After several minor writings and vigourous
lectures, Radhakrishnan puts on the mantles of a traditional Acarya
in his translation and interpretation of the basic scriptures of Vedanta
— the Gita, the principal Upanisads and the Brakma-sutra. There is
nothing epoch-making in these, except the felicitous modes of trans-
lation and a competent mastery of all the existing literature on the
texts. But a certain freshness and vitality of re-affirmation are dis-
cernible throughout with occasional originality of insight and critical
appraisal of old commentaries. The oft-used texts are transmuted
into vibrant documents of living spiritual wisdom. The old masters
such as Deussen and Thibaut are reincarnated in the fresh exposi-

tions, with copious notes in the spirit of comparative philosophy and
religion.

Such is the bulk of Radhakrishnan’s major philosophical be-
quest to us and to the world’s philosophy.
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III

It may be worthwhile to dwell alittle on the dominant traits of
Radhakrishnan’s philosophical personality. A bare catalogue of his
works conveys a poor impression of individuality and brilliance of

the contribution.

Radhakrishnan comes before us first of all as an ardent lover of
Indian thought at its best as delivered in the great classics. He is
no simple admirer. All his stupendous learning in Western thought
and culture is harnessed to the high endeavour of presenting Indian
thought as embodying the supreme spiritual wisdom of mankind.
This current of higher patriotism, at once fervent and informed, runs
through all his writings and speeches. In this task of reconstruction,
Indian thought undergoes substantial modernization. Its apparent
world-denying tendency, its theological predilection in some schools
and apathy to the problem of social justice are shown to be aberra-
tions not intrirsic to the original inspiration of the rsis. His wide
and accurate scholarship in the history of Western philosophy and
prodigious memory serve his purpose remarkably. There is one
limitation in this philosophical inheritance. He adopts wholly the
Anglo-Hegelian tradition of philosophy, which is undoubtedly rich and
grand, but renders him insufficient in the treatment of other trends

of European philosophy.

The tougher schools of Realism and all those which are sharply
opposed to Absolute Idealism are feebly taken account of by him.
The affinity of the Western Idealist tradition to Vedanta in its larger
sense is marvellously mobilized by him. More than all, Radha-
krishnan had the supreme gift of utterance, carrying the radiant as-
surance of the prophets. No wonder he inspired and elevated count-
less students in his classes and audiences. The writing largely follows
the pattern of his philosophical oratory. He is unique in this res-
pect. No other representative of Indian philosophy in the recent
past had his forceful delivery and inspired and inspiring eloquence.
He spoke with the firmness and authoritativeness of unclouded vision.
The English language at its literary best was his medium. Radha-
krishnan was neither a yogin nor a kavi. But he so closely approxi-
mated to both in his philosophical meditation that he almost com-
maunicated the exaltation of mystical poetry. The world’s heritage
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of mystical poetry was his possession in abundance and he spoke
forth in the same plane. He never lost the splendour of utterance
even in his argumentative prose. It must also be added that his ana-
lytical clarity did not suffer by virtue of this gift ; rather his ratioci-
nation gained added convincing power through it.

v

The fundamentals of Radhakrishnan’s philosophical standpoint
can be briefly enunciated. He is principally a philosopher of
religion. He is neither a speculative idealist nor a theologian.
Religion for him is the reaction of the whole man to the whole of
reality. It is an apprehension of the real and an enjoyment of it for
its own sake. The three noteworthy points of spiritual experience are
reality, awareness and freedom. This is the triadic characterization
of the ultimte as Sat, Cit and Ananda. 1In it all distinctions disappear.
It carries its own credentials. It confers inward peace, power and
joy. The experience is not ours to call up at our will. It has the
character of revelation. There is a fundamental ineffability in the
experience. It lends itself only to negative terms. But the central
reality is immanent in the soul of man. This is the uniform
testimony of mysticism. It is a hasty logic that banishes the finite to
the realm of illusion. ““The one reveals itself in the many.”’!

It is obvious that a philosophy based on this experience can be
only a form of Absolute Idealism. As Radhakrishnan is a master of
comparative philosophy he elucidates it in terms familiarized by
Bradley and his Indian counterpart Samkara. Between the two, it
appears that Sathkara is the primary object of loyalty and the other
is used to bring Sarmkara up-to-date. The combination discloses a
disadvantage. For Bradley the world of appearance is not an
illusion but falls within reality ‘somehow’ in a transmuted form.
This position finds accommodation in Radhakrishnan’s absolutism.
He rejects Samkara’s apparent acosmism and re-interprets him so as
to find a place for the world in his ultimate conception. This can
be seen even in his account of Advaita in his Indian Philosophy. So

we have Samkara’s Advaita with a liberal admixture of non-
illusionistic Vedanta.
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Radhakrishnan’s Idealism is founded, as we have seen, not on
metaphysical argument but on the deliverance of religious experience.
This mode of deriving Idealism is rendered legitimate by the
fundamental distinction in epistemological value between intuition
and intellect. That distinction figures throughout, in great emphasis,
in all the philosophical writings of Radhakrishnan.

As opposed to the popular understanding, Vedanta has a great
humanistic dimension. This is worked out greatly in Radhakrish-
nan’s version of Vedanta. This is particularly conspicuous in his
daring ascription of the ideal of Sarzamukti to Sathkara himself. He
is not quite sure of himelf. He says, “We offer a few considerations
general and tentative and perhaps not quite self-consistent.””* But the
direction of this thinking is itself a remarkable advance.

The final conception of reality is that of the Absolute. How is
the Absolute to be construed in relation to the God of theistic
consciousness? This is a pressing problem in all similar philosophical
modes of thinking. There are two temptingly easy solutions. God
may be consigned to the realm of appearances valid for theology and
popular religion but not real from the higher point of view of serious
metaphysics. As Radhakrishnan negatives in many ways the illusio-
nistic version of absolutism, he does not adopt this drastically
abstract Idealism. For theism, God is the highest category with all
the connected implications of personality and realism and the logic of
Samkara and Bradley ruled out that philosophical alternative.
Radhakrishnan subscribes to that logic. He approaches the
problem with a synthetic line of solution. For him God and the
Absolute are one entity and it permits of two ways of conceiving,
neither of which is philosophically unsound though one-sided. God
is the Absolute from the cosmic point of view. The Absolute is God
from the pre-cosmic point of view. ‘“We call the Supreme the
Absolute, when we view it apart from the cosmos, God in relation to
the cosmos.” ‘While the Absolute is pure consciousness and pure
freedom and infinite possibility, it appears to be God from the
point of view of the one specific possibility which has become
actualized.”® The Absolute is a wider category as it holds within
itself infinite possibilities but God is richer from the standpoint of
concreteness. As the cosmos is no hallucination for our philosopher,
he raises the status of God above that of Isvara in traditional
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Advaita. No critical comment can be risked in our brief account

on this integrative solution.

A%

Radhakrishnan was truly a philosopher with a difference. Though
engaged in the contemplation of the eternal and ultimate, he was
keenly aware of the crises of his times both national and interna-
tional and lent his strong voice in support of causes noble and just. As
it happened in no other case in his line, extra-philosophical positions
and honour came to him in quick succession. He fulfilled his
responsibilities with distinction in all such positions stretching to the
most eminent. Though by profession and choice he was a
metaphysician dealing with seemingly dull and uncertain abstraction,
he commanded a radiant and fascinating style of self-communica-
tion. He was heard with thrill and admired both with under-
standing and more often without it. His scholarship was immense
and memory was dangerously prodigious, but all this was harnessed
to the high endeavour of vindicating truths — spiritual or Vedantic
in an age bereft of interest in them. His metaphysical standpoint was
transcendentalism or Idealism built through the austere logic of
Samkara and Bradley but he rested it ultimately on the affirmations
of mystical religion. His hard intellectual convictions were trans-
formed into vital experiential certainties conveyed through words of
inystical poetry. He was certainly an absolute Idealist but he
consistently avoided the hasty logic of acosmism. He could find room
for the individual and construed his Absolute as hardly other than
the concrete Godhead of the great theistic systems. His Vedanta had
a strong and unconventional humanistic dimension and it was a life-
affirmation in the highest sense. Hence his abiding devotion to the
Mahatma. Though he enters the field of philosophy as a keen
critic of recent philosophy and an imaginative historian of the great
philosophical past of India, he imparts to his findings a2 modernist,
nay, a futurist significance, with a message far transcending the
bounds of narrow Indianism. He is an honour to the nation and an
inspiration to all in quest of truth.

REFERENCES
1. An Idedlist View of Life, p. 110.
2. Ibid., p. 306.
3. Ibid., pp. 343, 345.



PHILOSOPHIA PERENNIS OR
ON THE OECUMENICAL ELEMENT IN
RADHAKRISHNAN’S THOUGHT

HerBerRT HERRING

One can write the history of philosophy from two main points of
view, oriented either on thinkers or on problems. The thinker-oriented
history gives a chronological account of the various thinkers and their
achievements, mostly resulting in a glittering kaleidoscope which
Hegel had already rejected as being unphilosophical and which
Sarvepalli Radhakrishnan once compared with a visit to Madame
Tussauds famous collection of waxworks where one could find every-
thing, except life." The other point of view from which the history
of thought can be written is the problem-oriented one, resting upon
the basic conviction (derived from a critical analysis of history itself)
that the great problems of philosophy have always been the same, and
that thus the history of philosophy shows the ever anew tackling of
these problems in their unlimited ahundance by the critical human
mind, which permits us to state that history of philosophy is philoso-
phy itself, and this only. To give but an example of what I mean when
pleading for a problem-oriented history of philosophy : the period of
Western thought from, say, roughly 1780 (Kant’s Critique of Pure
Reason) till 1900 (the death of Nietzsche) in my opinion could and
should be depicted as the movement from the statement of the incom-
prehensibility of the Supreme Being or Being as such by the human
mind to the bold declaration of the Supreme Being’s non-existence.
I can hardly think of a more appropriate instance for treating of the
history of philosophy under this problem-oriented aspect in the East
2
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than of Radhakrishnan’s Indian Philosophy (in two Volumes) which is
a laudable attempt to present the perennial problems of life and world
in a2 new interpretation, always taking into account the stage of
development and the intellectual needs and demands of our times.

I do not consider it my task here and now to analyse the main
ideas and special merits of this exemplary historial account of Indian
philosophy nor of any other of Radhakrishnan’s works. Many of them
have gained great repute, even outside India, and to Indian students
of philosophy they are thoroughly familiar. =~ Let me only mention in
passing those which I consider the most valuable of his works, besides
his Indian Philosophy and the two collections, A4 source Book in
Indian Philosophy (together with Charles A. Moore), 1957, and
Contemporary Indian Philosophy (co-editor J.H. Muirhead), 1936.
An Idealist View of Life, 1932, contains a chapter on Kant (ch.
IV) that should be strongly recommended to any student of philo-
sophy, though I personally hold different views on the meaning of the
terms phenomenon/appearance and noumenon/thing-in-itself in Kant’s
critical idealism. Eastern Religions and Western Thought, 1939,
reveals a profound knowledge of the fundamental ideas and persona-
lities who have shaped cultural history in the East and in the West.
To ponder over chapter VIII entitled ‘The Meeting of Religions’ is a
must for anyone aiming at an East-West dialogue in the realms of
religion and metaphysics. Recovery of Faith, 1956, 1 personally
consider one of those books one can read and re-read time and again,
every time discovering new facets of a great thinker’s life-experience,
especially in ch. IV on ‘The Quest for Reality’. And we should surely
not forget Radhakrishnan’s exemplary editions and translations of
The Bhagavadgita, 1948, The Principal Upanisads, 1953, and The
Brahma Satra, 1959. The Principal Upanisads I have always taken as
his most inspired and inspiring work, in particular for its beautifully

written lucid commentary, almost in the form of a classical bA@sya.

As T have said, I do not intend to comment on these works which
arc so well-known to you. Instead I shall try to bring out the
oecumenical or universal element in Sarvepalli Radhakrishnan’s
thought, attempting to show his passionate though unbiased
intention aimed at revealing the common grounds of philosophizing
in the East and in the West and in so doing to bridge the gulf between
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seemingly heterogenous, even contradictory world-views, making
philosophy an instrument for attaining a better mutual under-
standing between men, thus contributing to the realization of a peace-
ful co-existence of the peoples. ““...to cast off the unessentials and
return to the basic truths”,—how has this aim been achieved in
Radhakrishnan’s work?

Perhaps the best point of departure for answering this question
is a passage in his speech on his being awarded the Peace Prize of the
German Book Trade, on October 22, 1961. 1In this speech at
Frankfurt Radhakrishnan said:

Today as never before Christian and non-Christian religions
are acting and reacting on each other. Let me make it clear
that I do not believe in the emergence of a ‘World Faith’
of an eclectic character which will take the valuable
elements of all religions. Any attempt to have a religion
which will be no religion in particular is as untenable as an
attempt to speak without speaking any particular language.
We recognize the different religions but discern the unity
underlying them. We do not wish to flatten our diversity or
impose uniformity. Differences should not mean divisions nor
does diversity mean discord. Each religion while maintain-
ing its individuality will learn to appreciate the values of
others. We do not believe in any favoured races or chosen
people or exclusive truths... The different faiths are like
the different fingers of the loving hand of the Supreme
extended to all, offering completeness of Being to all.

Let us analyse this statement as to its proper meaning and to its

implications.

The statement speaks of different religions or world—views which
in our times are bound to enter into a dialogue with each other. Such
a dialogue, however, is possible only if each of the interlocutors has
a firm command of his mother-tongue, that is to say, of the rules and

~principles of his way of thinking and their traditional sources. In so
doing, they will surely recognize the differences in their outlook on
life and world but at the same time realize that they originally
and finally only spring from different ways and methods of tackling
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the same underlying basic problems. Thusone comes to see that each
of these ways and ‘methods of approaching truth and reality is valua-
ble as such, and that it would be wrong to measure other religions
or systems of thought by the standards of one’s own achievements;
for there is no religion, no system of thought, no race, no individual,
favoured with the possession of truth as such.  The belief in such a
spiritual and intellectual privilege of being the infallible supreme
court judge, as it were, who—putting his hand on the relevant passa-
ges of his particular law book—is to decide on the validity and
soundness of any other world-view, has been the fatal mistake
of most of the so-called comparative studies in religion and philoso-
phy, in the East as well as in the West. As against this, one has to
see that

East and West are relative terms. They are geographical
expressions and not cultural types. The differences among
countries like China, Japan and India are quite as signifi-
cant as those among European or American countries...
Human beings are fundamentally the same and hold the
same deep values. The differences among them which are,
no doubt, significant are related to external, temporary,
sociable conditions and are alterable with them...?

It is this oecumenical or universal outlook that made Radha-
krishnan one of the eminent thinkers and teachers of philosophy in
our century. Having his spiritual roots firmly in the Vedanta, he
had nevertheless a profound knowledge of the great philosophical
thoughts of the West. Plato and Aristotle, the medieval mystics,
Descartes and Spinoza, Leibniz and Hume, Kant and Hegel, Husserl
and Bradley, the existentialists as well as Wittgenstein and the heralds
of logical positivism were familiar to him ; and those who had the
good fortune, as I myself had, to attend his lectures during his time
as Spalding Professor of Eastern Religion and Ethics at Oxford
(1936-1952) did actually not know what to appreciate more in him :
his profoundness as a scholar, his clarity and eloquence as a teacher
or his exemplary behaviour as a man. But in him, as in any great
thinker, these qualities could not be taken separately. The clarity in
verbal expression presupposes profoundness and exactness of thought ;
and the more and deeper someone has gone into the problems of
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Being, the more he keeps himself responsible for the welfare of other

beings.

It has rightly been said that the Vedanta is mot only a
system of thought but essentially a way of life, meaning that knowing
the truth and realizing the truth in one’s own life are identical.
From such a point of view it is not difficult to see how idle it is to
ponder over the primacy of religious awareness, of vision and intuition
on the one hand or intellectual knowledge, perception and compre-
hension on the other. Intuitive awareness, i. €. a knowledge which
is not merely or predominantly perceptual or conceptual, is not a-
logical but super-logical ; as integral insight it is not opposed to in-
tellectual insight. In the words of Radhakrishnan himself :

An intellectual search for the ultimate cause may lead us
to an idea of God. Intuition tells us that the idea is not

merely an idea but a fact.?®

Intuition and intellectual research are thus two different but inter-
related ways of referring to the one and only truth in its absolute

reality.

If it is true that the vital difference in outlook between Western
and Indian thought rests upon the fact that in the West, since Aris-
totle, a rather clearcut distinction has been drawn between Mythos and
Logos, whereasin Indian thought these fundamental sources of human
world-experience have never been separated, let alone opposed to
each other, we may state that the leading principle of Radhakrishnan’s
thought was devoted to the task of showing why such a separation
would reduce the realm of philosophy to the spheres of phenomenal
entities and logical analysis, thus leaving completely undiscussed the
metaphysical essentials of life and world. To him the problem was
not, to use modern terminology, as to which of our propositions and
statements were empirically verifiable and hence meaningful and
which were not verifiable and hence meaningless or metaphysical.
The problem was rather whether there was any knowledge which al-
though not expressible in verifiable propositions and statements, was
nevertheless reliable knowledge. And this is, indeed, the fundamental
problem of human inquiry to which the works of the great thinkers

of all times have been dedicated.
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It is this idea of the intimate interrelation between the physical
and the metaphysical, the rational and the spiritual, the profane and
the religious that calls for converting “‘an intellectual proposition into
alife conviction.”.*

If the peoples of the world are to survive, the survival cannot be
secured by means of any political, scientific or technical achievement;
it can only be secured by a world-wide community based upon
tolerance which again is based upon a mutual understanding of the
different people’s cultural heritage.

The explorers of the art, literature and thought of the world’s
varied cultures have a more decisive voice in shaping the
minds and hearts of the people than even political leaders, in
the spirit of scholarship which knows no frontiers, and which,
if genuine, breeds humility and tolerance in the task of buil-

ding a new world, in ridding ourselves of every trace of
hatred, intolerance and fanaticism of every variety, in

moving forward to a great meeting where we respect every

man, every race, every culture, every ereed.®

What Radhakrishnan here is asking for, in line with such great
Indians of our century as Vivekananda, Rabindranath Tagore and
Gandhiji, is a unity of mankind which, far from being uniform, is a
unity in diversity, based upon an idea of tolerance that acknowledges
others, their ways of thought and life, not in spite of their being others
but because of their being others. It is a rare fact in history that the
one who holds such universal humanitarian ideas and ideals is given
the chance to put them into practice on a larger scale. Radha-
krishnan was given this chance when being assigned high
-ranking positions in public life. The Socratic ideal of the
philosopher-king came true in his life, the ideal that those who con-
stantly strive after the truth, that those who are thoroughly devoted
to reality as it is (and not onmly in its ephemeral, phenomenal
appearances) should be made the political leaders. When referring
to this ideal in his reply to the Farewell Address by the Members

of Parliament on May 7, 1967, Radhakrishnan said among other
things :
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...the Platonic axiom is something which is common to all
great cultures. It again shows the universality of culture.
We must have vision, we must have practical work...Once
you have the vision, you must try to transform that vision
into reality...That is what all great people are expected to
do. All students of philosophy are called upon not merely
to interpret but to change the world, not only to exert their
vision but also to exert honest service, honest dedication...’

But he would certainly not have this understood in the Marxian
sense that a change of the economic conditions would automatically
bring about a change of consciousness. He would rather have
pleaded that a change of consciousness was the necessary condition
for bringing about a good and just socio-economic set-up. Drawing
once more our attention to the ideal of the philosopher-king and the

need for a change of consciousness, he wrote:

If science and machinery get into other hands than those of
warring Caesars and despotic Tamerlanes, if enough men
and women arise in each community who are free from the
fanaticisms of religion and of politics, who will oppose stre-
nuously every kind of mental and moral tyranny, who will
develop in place of an angular national spirit a rounded

world-view, what might not be done?”

Thus the oecumenical element in Sarvepalli Radhakrishnan’s thought
seems to me to be a two-fold one. In the field of philosophical
research it consists in his treating of the history of world philosophy
as the perennial inquiry into the fundamental problems of truth
and reality, culminating in th  onviction that the absolute reality is
non-dual as well as intellectually inexpressible: Santam Sivam advaitam.
This conviction was the result of a thorough knowledge of the great
trends of thought, East and West, and in depicting them he was far
more than a mere historian. What he once had stated of Adi
Sarmkara in his inaugural speech of the Samkara Sadas Seminar in
New Delhion August 7, 1964, holds good for Radhakrishnan’s own
achievements in philosophy :

His originality was in re-interpreting the great traditions . to

suit the conditions of the time.. His re-interpretation was in

the form of a new creation.
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In the realm of practical performance I discover the oecumenical
element of his thought in his untiring efforts to contribute to a moral
uplift of mankind, regardless of their various religions, racial and

national differences, thus striving for world-peace through mutual

understanding and tolerance, a2 maxim and an aim which is so

beautifully expressed in the Rg Veda, X, 192:

Meet together, talk together. May your minds comprehend

alike. Common be your action and achievement. Common
be your thoughts and intentions. Common be the wishes of

your hearts. So may there be union amongst you.
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THE RELEVANCE OF
RADHAKRISHNAN’S RELIGION OF
THE SPIRIT

Krauvs K. KLOSTERMAIER

Introductory

In virtually all of his writings, Radhakrishnan exhibits an idea
of philosophy that is closely related to, if not identical with, religion.
To some extent this understanding of philosophy as speculative
science of liberation belongs to the Indian philosophical tradition (we
are not here overlooking, as some earlier Western writers may have
done, the non-religious specialized philosophical disciplines of the
Indian tradition). In Radhakrishnan’s case, as he himself tells us in
his autobiographical sketch, this philosophical interest in religion or
the religious interest in philosophy was nurtured by the atmosphere
of the Christian colleges in which he received his higher education.
From his early youth Radhakrishnan was acquainted in more than a
superficial manner with the Indian philosophico-religious tradition as
well as with the philosophy and religion of the West. Notwithstanding
his deep commitment to ultimate values, several of his major works
contain trenchant criticisms of (virtually all) traditional forms and
beliefs of religions. Although he most severely criticised Christianity
in its organised forms (‘Churchianity’), he did not spare orthodox

Hinduism and rigid Buddhism with his criticism.

One might say that it is fairly easy to criticise any organisation
or any set of beliefs and convictions from one angle or the other.
Radhakrishnan’s critique, however, does not grow out of a hostility

towards religion or a denial of the values that religions profess, but—
3
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paradoxically—out of his deep commitment to, and appreciation of,
the central values of religion. He has also articulated the basis from
which he judges the performance of religion: it is not a rationalism
in the fashion of the Enlightenment, nor a socio-political ideology as
in Marx, nor a commitment to one particular denomination which
claims to possess the whole and sole truth. His idea as well as the
ideal of religion—the yardstick with which he measures all existing
religions—is ‘the Religion of the Spirit’.

The ‘ Religion of the Spirit’

Not just by accident, the term * Religion of the Spirit’ reminds
us of Hegel. A great deal of contemporary Western philosophy
which Radhakrishnan read as a student, was exposition and inter-
pretation of Hegelian conceptions and thoughts. Hegel, in an attempt
to embrace quite literally everything within the grand scheme of his
philosophical system, needed a concept, at once open enough to allow
development, and also specific enough to represent the Western
Christian tradition, which in its Protestant contemporary forms he
regarded as the fulfilment of the supreme ideal. But whereas Hegel
had relegated Indian religions to a relatively low place in the ladder
of evolution of the Spirit and had seen the fulfilment (almost) reached
in the Prusso-Protestant civilization of his own lifetime, Radha-
krishnan located the clearest articulation and the most perfect reali-
zation of the ‘Religion of the Spirit’ in the India of the Upanisads
and the early Dkharmasasastr.

At this point the question arises whether the *Spirit’ of Hegel
and the Spirit’ of Radhakrishnan are indeed the same. A careful
historical analysis of the concept of *Spirit’ in the West, embracing
the Jogos tradition of classical Greek philosophy and stoicism as well as
the pneama tradition of Christian writers together with its secularized
forms that developed during the enlightenment, would certainly find
many features in the ‘Spirit’ that do not coincide with ideas
associated with the Atman-Brahman of the Upanisads, especially in
their Advaita Vedanta interpretation—and vice versa.

However, in spite of the not negligible differences in the histories
of the two key concepts, it is in itself a highly significant event that
an Indian philosopher, whose own bias is strongly in the direction of
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Advaita Vedanta, chooses a central term from a Christian philoso-
phical theologian’s vocabulary to describe his idea and ideal of reli-
gion. Isit, then, merely a Platonic idea and ideal ? Radhakrishnan
would maintain that it is much more. ~ Adopting again an Indian
view of history he would hold that it did exist as a reality in the past,
that it is present in vestiges, throughout all ages, and that it could
and should become a reality again now and in the future. It is not
tied to an almost mechanical system of evolution in which the perfect
stage can only be reached once and that too in the end only. Again,
more realistically-minded historians may not idealize Vedic India to
the extent to which Radhakrishnan does. But the principle upon
which he builds his ideas of the ‘Religion of the Spirit’ remaias valid:
the possibility (and actuality) of its realization in human history, re-

peatedly and not only as an eschatological event.

The Fruits of the Religion of the Spirit

Every religion promises its followers some particular reward,
unobtainable by any other way. The reward of the Religion of the
Spirit is Unity. That may sound abstract and unattractive to most
people. But Radhakrishnan develops the theme of unity—or its
opposite, disunity—in such a way as to make it all comprehensive

and very real.

There is no need to refer in this place to the extensive analyses
which we find in Radhakrishnan’s works with regard to the theme;
suffice it to repeat his basic idea that the root of the conflicts which
we witness in the socio-political field and which cause such immense
suffering in our present world, lies in the lack of unity within each
individual man; that the unity of man with himself must be restored
before we can hope to achieve unity in society or in the world at
large. The lack of unity has been noticed before by others, of course.
And many more realistic and timely looking remedies have been
proposed; some of them have been tried. Radhakrishnan exposes the
intrinsically divisive character of all historic philosophies, religions
and idcologies. For this reason he is not prepared to settle for one of
the existing ‘unifiers’ but insists that only the ‘Spirit’ can give the
true kind of unity which provides the foundation for every other true
unity. The crux of every philosophy is its application : most philo-
sophers have been content with providing just a few hints as to how
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to live their philosophy. Others who have been more precise have
gloriously (or not so gloriously) failed, as we know. Radhakrishnan
has shown great concern for the application of his ‘Religion of the
Spirit’ to the world of the twentieth century. A series of lectures as
well as many public speeches of his are devoted to a translation of the
ideas of the ‘Religion of the Spirit’ into social and political reality.
Again, critics have pointed out that he over-idealized the institution
of the wvarnasramadharma and overcriticised Western parallels of stra-

tifications of society.

It is here, again, in the realization of the ‘Religion of the Spirit’
in the world of man that a typical difference between Radhakrishnan
and Hegel, in spite of their fascination by the Religion of the Spirit,
becomes manifest. While Hegel had seen in the State (in principle,
if not in fact) the highest form of the objectivation of the Spirit,
Radhakrishnan appears to be hostile to the very idea of ‘state’. He
blames the Nation-state idea for almost everything that is wrong in
the world at large and, typically enough, he seesin samnydsa the
highest ideal of man: a life free from every bondage to family, society
and state. In his ideal society there is no place for the state. Equally,
of course, there is no place for a Church. If unity at the highest
level is the supreme value, any form of organisation which rests on
the particularisation of a group of people, with emphasis on difference
(on whatever grounds), must be intrinsically evil.

In the course of his life Radhakrishnan mellowed and he was
inclined to emphasise the presence of at least some glimpses of the
religion of the spirit in the historic forms of religiosity. But his con-
viction remained as strong as ever, that it was this ‘Religion of the
Spirit’ that had to be cultivated if mankind was to survive the ten-
sions and frustrations created by the contemporary industrial, tech-
nological and ideological competition. ‘Unity’ on a even more pro-
found level became his overriding concern: not only as philosopher,
but as a statesman as well he saw the great need of our time in the
realization of the unity of the spirit with the spirit as prerequisite for
any lasting improvement in any sphere of life.

The followers of the Religion of the Spirit

A cynic might observe that the ‘Religion of the Spirit’ may be
the right thing for our age—but it only had a prophet, and no people
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to follow him. Religion as such is visibly on the decline in virtually
all countries of the world. The process of ‘secularization’ is still in
full swing ; even where people still follow religious customs and come
to places of worship, their daily lives are more determined by non-

religious values and constrictions.

Where religious revival takes place, forms of religiosity are culti-
vated that are a far cry from the above-described Religion of the
Spirit. Not Radhakrishnan but Mahesh Yogi Maharishi and Swami
Bhaktivedanta are best known as representatives of India’s religious
genius in the West. Today the Religion of the Spirit is neither popular
with the ordinary believers nor with those who go in for the extra-
ordinary (not to say the extravagant). And the intellectuals and
those in leading positions in government or business and industry—
would they have any use for it? ‘Religion’ has, for them, the ring of
unreality any how; and ‘Spirit’, well, it is just too nebulous to have
any importance in the real world of men and their money. And yet,
beneath all the obvious secularization and over and above the over-
riding economic concerns of our age, new forms of search for mean-

ing and mystery are developing.

The natural sciences, in spite of their preoccupation {(by defini-
tion) with material objects and matter-immanent laws are by no
means ‘materialistic’. On the contrary, some of its most respected
representatives have emphasised the primacy of the spirit also in this
stratum of reality. After a good many non-religious substitutes for
traditions, whose shortcomings were all too evident, have failed, a new
awareness of a ‘spiritual dimension’ of reality is taking ground in

many areas of contemporary intellectual life.

By definition, almost, the followers of the ‘Religion of the Spirit’
cannot form a sect or a party—they remain followers of this religion of
the spirit only to the extent that they do not separate themselves from
the rest of mankind and that they do not introduce any differentiating
concept of reality. Neither by vocation nor by temperament was
Radhakrishnan a gurz or a priest. He was an intellectual, a philoso-
pher, a statesman—and in all of these capacities an advocate of the

‘Religion of the Spirit’.
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The Role of Inter-Religious Dialogue

In Radhakrishnan’s commentaries on the Bhagavadgita, the
Upanisads, the Brakmasitras and in his translation of 7T he Dham-
mapada we find quotes not only from the classical Indian bhasya and
tika - writers but also from the Bible, the Quran, Jewish and Chris-
tian sages as well as classical and more recent Western philosophers.
Again, this is not done in the vein of ‘comparative religion’, laying
out a museum of comparable ideas from various cultures, but in
documentation of the meaning and articulation of the ‘Religion of the
Spirit’ which had representatives in all ages and among all people.

The realization of the pointlessness of religious strife and competi-
tion has lead in our age to the emergence of ‘inter-religious dialogue’.
Although misunderstood by friend and foe very often as a continua-
tion of the old proselytising effort or as another name for religious
syncretism, it could prove one of the most effective means to open the
eyes of many for the reality and the necessity of the spirit. The men
and women, who are interested in inter-religious dialogue are inte-
rested in learning from each other about the meaning of religion as
such, not just the explanation of certain forms of belief and worship.
They are in search of more than just conventional religiosity. It does
happen time and again in these encounters that the ‘Religion of the
Spirit’ manifests itself as the underlying truth of all particular religions
—a call to unity, not for practical and obvious reasons but for the sake
of the spirit ; a call to action, not to expand one’s own sphere of
influence but to manifest the reality of the spirit ; a call to being pure
and simple. There are other ways to the realization of the Religion
of the Spirit—ultimately there are as many ways as there are human
minds capable of recognizing their intrinsic oneness. It is one of the
characteristics of this Religion of the Spirit that its manifestation and
articulation keeps changing : it cannot live in a fossilized form. A
good many of the observations of Radhakrishnan in connection with
the ‘Religion of the Spirit’ may sound commonplace today or of purely
historical interest. However, he did kindle in his own time the spark
of the spirit in many minds and he serves for us and coming genera-
tions as proof that it is possible to be religious in a cynical age, to
believe in the power of the spirit in spite of the corruption of the inte-
llect, to draw strength from the past and have faith in the future.



PHILOSOPHY AND SPIRITUAL
EXPERIENCE

A. S. NARAYANA PrrLral

What is Philosophy ? This question, although very old, is not
very precise. In asking it we may be having in mind either of two
things or sometimes both.  First, what is the subject matter covered,
the field studied as a discipline as in the case of economics, history,
sociology ? And what is the method of study employed? Secondly,
what is the distinctive characteristic of the philosophic activity ? If
activity has pragmatic or volitional overtones, we may say, “What is
the philosophic pursuit as different from, say, artistic or scientific
pursuit ?”” Of course, the question of the method used is relevant both

in academic study and in a life’s pursuit.

In defining philosophy as dar§ane Radhakrishnan emphasises the
Indian tra ditional point of view. Drs means ““to see”’. Philosophy is
thus ‘‘seeing”. But this “seeing” needs education. He has given
some elucidations. “It is understanding, contemplation, insight.
......... a philosopher can find no rest until he gains a view or vision
of the world of things and persons which will enable him to interpret
the manifold experience as expressive, in some sort, of a purpose.’™
Again, “it is a human effort to comprehend the problem ofthe
Universe or determine the nature of Reality. It is insight and
vision that has to serve as tool. Interpreting the manifold experience
and determining the nature of reality are the goals before the philoso-
pher. The subject matter, we may say, is the ultimate constitution

and meaning of things.

»2

He is also aware that often the philosophic pursuit as carried on
in the academic institutions and places of learning has to do with
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3

‘logical surveys’. “Generally,” he says, ‘“dar$anas, mean critical

2 In the Indian context this

expositions, logical surveys or systems.”’
mainly involves the re-interpretation of the traditional classics in
which philosophical truths have been expressed. No doubt every
great civilization must possess a treasure in the form of works of
perennial value. There is nothing surprising in the fact that this
great country also claims toown a treasure of such classics. A study
of these with critical expositions, logical surveys, etc. can be the
starting point (though not necessarily the only starting point) of
philosophical enquiry. It can even be the sustaining ground. The
need for this and the great scope offered by the material is empha-
sised by him in many places.

“The classics,”
but heralds of the future.” “Indeed any system of thought should

he says, ‘‘are not merely guardians of the past

satisfy two basic requirements ; it should state the truth and interpret
it for each new generation. It must move back and forth between
these two poles, the eternal and the temporal.”” The classics which
contain truth expressed through it will lead to a continual clarifying
and fuller understanding of the truth. This, let us suppose, makes it
clear that Radhakrishnan gives the philosopher the role of the inter-
preter of truths, presuppositions, held, statements made through affirma-
tions and denials. The subject matter is as wide as life itself, all experi-
ence in its widest context, thought, felt, striven for.

In this context we have to consider the tendency to make philoso-
phy coeval with metaphysics and make philosophical enquiry and
questions coincide with metaphysical enquiry and metaphysical ques-
tions. This is not quite justified, however convenient it may be in
certain discussions. This identification may give unexpected slants to
whathas to remain an objective estimation or an impartial exposi-
tion of the whole field of experience. Philosophy should include meta-
physical study as well as the study of values in ethics, philosophy of
science, - aesthetics, social and political philosophy, logic and epistemo-
logy, religious experience, etc. The scope of philosophy as a study
and asa pursuit is obviously wider than that of metaphysics. We need
not go to Plato to clarify, though of course he has clearly laid down
the role of metaphysics, nor to Aristotle to seck the etymological sense
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This question is sometimes answered by the assertion that in any
case metaphysics is the core of philosophy, putting the other
enquiries in some sense in the periphery only. This is an assertion
that can be called into question. After all, this itself involves a
statement of value and has to be substantiated. For the Naiyayika
and the Bauddha philosophers logic may be everything and they
have reasons which compel attention. And their pursuit is philoso-
phy. The point of this discussion is that in defining philosophy as
darSana, insight, ‘‘seeing”, we cannot imply that it must refer only
to metaphysics. The object of metaphysical enquiry is man in the
Vedantic texts. So  philosophy is adhyatma-vidya. Its scope is to
discover the atman. While the Mundaka Upanisad may name it
as the foundation of all vidyas and call it sarve-vidya-pratisthait might
still be argued by a philosopher that a metaphysical theory of
the state is the fundamental work of philosophy. We cannot
ridicule him on any philosophical grounds. A Buddhist philosopher
can contend that change is the central problem. ¢Seeing” must be
valid in some sense for all the various branches of philosophy. It
must be elucidated in such a fashion, modified and elaborated if neces-
sary. If we say that philosophy is dar§ana which is ‘‘seeing” in the
sense of direct, mystic insight because philosophy is metaphysics and
metaphysics is concerned with direct apprehension of a transcendent
reality which reasoning cannot reveal, we are making a series of

assumptions and not stopping to justify them.

The position reveals its unsatisfactoriness when we examine the
role of those who have to interpret the classics which contain the
revealed or directly intuited truths. ‘Philosophy is not merely the
intuitive or mystical experience of transcendental reality. Reason
is used to interpret and understand this experience.”’* There is
need for an interpreter of the revealed truths. Whether he is
himself the jijAasu, the secker after truth or another interpreter,
we have to assume that the interpreter in both cases is a philoso-
pher. He is performing the philosopher’s task.

We do not take away in any sense the special value of direct in-
sight which gives the transcendent truths when we say that they
stand in need of interpretation too and the interpreter is a philoso-
pher. Even if these involve two levels of knowing they are both

4
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pecessary and valuable. The seers and the Acaryas are both neces-
sary. They both do philosophical work. ‘“The remote, intimately
personal intuitions of the seers reveal an objective relevance and vali-
dity through the interpretations and discussions of the commentators.”’ 4
It is reflection based on vision and insight. It is only pointed out
here that the definition of philosophy as darsana in a very narrow
sense will make only the seers philosophers and not the commentators.
This should not be. That some of the commentators can them-
selves claim to be seers should not make any difference to the point
stressed here, that both types of pursuit are philosophical and the term
darSana should be given a connotation to include both.

It is not suggested that Radhakrishnan ignores this. But one
wishes that he makes the position absolutely clear. As it is, in most
of his writings where he mentions both, he leaves the reader in doubt
as to what the special task of the philosopher is and what his special
tool is. Radhakrishnan has put emphasis on intuitive insight as the
cource of ultimately true knowledge and the possession of that know-
ledge as the hallmark of the philosopher. This may tend to make
rational interpretation unrelated to the philosopher’s task. ‘ Philo-
sophy is an exhibition of insights.”” Again, he says ‘‘there is no gener-
ally accepted definition of philosophy; but a definition which is broad
enough to cover most of the systems dealt in histories of philosophy
would be this, a logical enquiry into the nature of reality.”®

I11

A somewhat similar position exists with reference to discussions
on integral insight and spiritual experience. He contrasts intellec-
tual knowledge with integral experience. It is one of the distingui-
shing characteristics of his philosophical position. Intellect and the
integral insight, he says, are related as part to whole. “Integral insight
discloses to us eternity, — timelessness in which time and history are
included.”"Again “it is not a question of the subject and knowing the
object. It involves the realisation that subject and object are one in a
deeper sense than any physical analogy can make clear.”? He goes on
to point out that even logical knowledge is possible only because this
highest knowledge is ever present. It can only be accepted as foun-
dational. He has argued in various contexts with his usual felicity
and distinction of phrase how this integral knowledge is non-con-
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ceptual but not non-rational I shall only quote here a paragraph
from his “Fragments of a Confession”. “There are different types
of knowledge, perceptual, conceptual, and intuitive and they are
suited to different kinds of objects. Plotinus tells us that sense per-
ceptions are below us, logical reasonings are with us, and spiritual
apprehensions are above us... The last type of knowledge may be called
integral insight, for it brings into activity not merely a portion of our
conscious being, sense or reason, but the whole. It also reveals to us
not the abstractions but the reality in its integrity ........... we
use the direct mode of apprehension, which is deeper than logical
understanding, when we contemplate a work of art, when we  enjoy
great music, when we acquire an understanding of another human
being in the supreme achievement of love. In thiskind of knowledge
the subject is not opposed to the object but is intimately united with
it. By calling this kind of knowledge integral insight, we bring out
the point that it does not contradict logical reason, though the insight
exceeds the reason. Intellect cannot repudiate instinct any more than
intuition can deny logical reason. Intellectual preparation is an instru-
ment for attaining to the truth of the spirit, but the inward realisation
of the truth of spirit transcends all intellectual verification, since it

exists in an immediacy beyond all conceivable mediation.” °

Does he mean by integral insight - what other philosophers, say
Bergson, mean by intuition ? It is not always clear. He has been cri-
ticised for his vagueness (See Rebett W. Brown, Reason and Intuition in
Radhakrishnan’s Philosophy, pp- 175-277). His vivid contrasts between
intellectual knowledge and integral experience and his insistence that
intellect gives only conceptual reconstruction identifies his integral
knowledge with this intuition that gives insight. And he goes on to
say that philosophy is an exhibition of insights.

But unlike many writers on the subject, he places much more
stress on the discipline of philosophic reason. “‘Philosophy as concep-
tual knowing is a preparation for intuitive insight and an exposition
of it when it arises ... The great truths of philosophy are not proved
but seen. The philosophers convey to others visions by the machinery
of logical proof.”’'® One will like to know whether ‘‘philosophical
truths” come first or independently and integral experience is a vivid
“‘realisation’” of these truths. Here again is the nature of the philo-

pher’s task, the defining of the philosopher’s province.



28 INDIAN PHILOSOPHICAL ANNUAL

In various works of his, Radhakrishnan expounds the nature of
spiritual experience. In certain places he draws a distinction bet-
ween spiritual experience and religious experience. The former as
distinct from religious feeling of worship or dependance or awe engages
our whole personality. Itis a state of ecstasy or complete absorption
of our being. When the flash of absolute reality breaks through the
normal barriers of the conscious mind, itleaves a trail of illumina-
tion in its wake. The excitement of illumination is distinct from the
serene radiance of enlightenment.””!! And he calls this spiritual experi-
ence a mode of integral insight.

Spiritual experience is illumination. They are intuitions of the
ultimate fact of spirit.  Critical reflection only confirms what has
been approached in another way. These reflective accounts are only
approximations. Being as such is uncharacterisable and our descrip-
tions and translations are in forms of objects which are less than Being
and consequently are inadequate. Thisis so. And this evidently
refers to philosophical reflections, intellectualisation, categorisation.

Of religious experience again, ‘‘Being is given to us as
Absolute Presence in adoraticn and worship. It is through religious
contemplation that we realise the Holy. Itis not simple apprehension.
It is the surrender of the self, its opening to the supreme.”’’? One
wishes that spiritual experience is distinguished clearly from religious
experience, i.e., the exact relationship between the two is brought
out. Are they identical? If different, how different?

“It is an attempt to discover the ideal possibilities of human life,
a quest for emancipation from the immediate compulsions of vain and
petty moods. It is not true religion unless it ceases to be a traditional
view and becomes personal experience. It is an independent function-
ing of the human mind, something unique, possessing an autonomous
character. It is something inward and personal which unifies all
values and organises all experiences. It is the reaction of the whole
man to the whole reality. We seek the religious object by the to-
tality of our faculties and energies. Such functioning of the whole
man may be called spiritual life, as distinct from a merely intellectual
or aesthetic activity or a combination of them.’’

It must be said here that these are insignificant points (even if
they prove to contain any substance) in the magnificent edifice built
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by an universally acknowledged master. The only excuse we can think

of is that it is the privilege of every student of philosophy to bring in

sometimes at least some insignificant points and in our effort to under-

stand fully a thinker, these may also help.
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RADHAKRISHNAN’S CONTRIBUTIONS
TO INDIAN PHILOSOPHY AND
COMPARATIVE RELIGION

P. NAGARAJA RAO

Among the contemporary interpreters and creative thinkers and
system-builders of India’s ancient wisdom in the light of the impact
of modern science and thought of our century, Radhakrishnan stands
second only to Gandhiji and Tagore. By his massive erudition, phe-
nomenal exposition, undiminished vigour of thought, arresting origi-
nality, amazing sweep and range of thought and ideas and by his
power of speech and through his forty volumes, he has elicited the
admiration of world thinkers and has held fast the loyalty of intellec-
tuals in the East and West. He is the most gifted exponeunt of Indian
philosophy. In every page of his exposition we perceive the dynamic
idealism, the spiritual note, the catholic outlook, the quick apprecia-
tion of the eternal values of the cultures of the different faiths, and
an abiding optimism in man’s perfectibility and in the destiny of the
human race.

Radhakrishnan combines in himself different roles — a brilliant
interpreter, an integrated system-builder, a great educationist, a
writer of distinction, the occupant of the Presidential gadi of the
Indian Union, the missionary of peace struggling to outlaw war from
politics, the modern Acarya with his commentaries on the triple texts
of Vedanta (the Upanisads, the Gita, and the Vedanta Sutras). As
an orator, he wielded the English language with perfect ease and
astounding selectivity and could reel off in eloquent language his
speeches without a slip of paper in his hand to the amazement of the
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audience. He has been the hero of a thousand platforms. His
memory was phenomenal and was the despair and envy of many.
His asides have been full of allusions and have delighted audiences.
There is hardly a university in India and abroad which has not con-
ferred its honorary doctorate on him. He has served India and held
several distinguished offices in the period of eight decades—Vice-
Chancellor of two Universities (Andhra and Benaras), Professor of
half a dozen universities which includes the world’s platform of cul-
tures, Oxford; his was the first unprecedented appointment of an
Asiatic to the Spalding chair of Eastern Religions and Western
Thought; he was a member of the Intellectual Co-operation
Committee of the erstwhile League of Nations, Chairman of the
UNESCO, Chairman of the University Education Commission,
Vice-President of the Indian Union for a decade (two terms) and the

President of India.

Radhakrishnan’s personality has had a charisma all its own. One
who has listened to him has been captivated by his eloquence and
manner of delivery. Radhakrishnan rose from the position of an
Assistant Professor of Philosophy in the Presidency College, Madras
to the Presidency of the Indian Union. The amplitude of the rise has
been an ecloquent commentary on his talents. He impressed a
number of great men of his age, who differed from him widely in
their temperament, talents and outlook on life. At a leave-taking
ceremony from his Ambassadorial assignment in Russia on the 5th of
April, 1952, Radhakrishnan met Stalin. The Russian psychology
professor, Pavlov, was the interpreter. Radhakrishnan reminisces
significantly and writes: “I met Stalin, I told him we had an
emperor, who after a bloody victory, renounced war and became a
monk. You have waded your way through force. Who knows, that
might happen to you also?” Stalin replied : ‘““Yes, miracles do
happen sometimes. I was in a theological seminary for five years.”
Radhakrishnan continues, ‘I patted him on the cheek and on the
back ; I passed my hand over his head.” Stalin said: ‘“You are
the first person to treat me as a human being and not as a monster.
You are leaving us and I am sad. I want you to live long. I have
not long to live.” Events proved prophetic; six months after,
Stalin died and Radhakrishnan lived for over two decades, and
passed away on April 17, 1975.
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Here again we gather another impression from the meeting of
Radhakrishnan with an entirely different type of personality. In
1947, a few weeks before Gandhiji’s assassination, Radhakrishnan
most humbly sought Gandhiji’s permission to dedicate to him his
(Radhakrishnan’s) English translation of the Bhagavadgita.  Sri
Pyarelal records Gandhiji’s remarks: ‘I know Radhakrishnan
will not write anything unworthy.” On another occasion
Gandhiji Radhakrishnan told : “I am your Arjuna; you are my
Krishna; I am like Arjuna confused.” Radhakrishnan made an
abiding and affectionate impact on all who met him. His affability
and kindly love endeared him to all, irrespective of their political
parties and ideological divergences. All went to him alike and he
met each according to his measure and needs. He was a great
intellectual who became the philosopher-king of the Indian Union.

Radhakrishnan’s contribution is two-fold. Heis an interpreter
of Indian thought and the tenets of sound, spiritual, humanistic reli-
gion. His two volumes on Indian philosophy have come to stay as
the standard exposition of the subject. They are characterized by a
massive erudition, brilliant style, cogent array of citations, authentic
documentation, insightful asides and instructive comparisons with
Western thought. ~ They have all made the book a classic.
Radhakrishnan, in the manner of the traditional acaryas, has set
his hand to translating and commenting upon the ¢riple texts. He
has also translated the Buddhist Bible, the Dhkammapada. In the
commentaries his stand is refreshingly original. He claims that he
has a right to interpret them and disclose the flexibility of the eternal
ideas embodied in the triple texts. He feels that the traditional
systems have given an undue fixity to the eternal truths in the scrip-
tures and have ignored their flexibility. His role asa commentator
is to disclose the relevance and the topicality of the ceniral truths of
the scriptures to our nuclear age. This isnot merely an exposition
of the texts as in the splendid histories of Indian philosophy by
Professors Hiriyanna and Das Gupta. He holds that the doctrines of
the triple texts are neither old nor new but eternal. They are not
merely “the guardians of the past but the heralds of the future.”

In his exposition of Indian philosophy, particularly Advaita
Vedanta, he hasnot merely restated the orthodox Advaita position of
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Samkara. He was influenced by Hegel. He does not accept the
Samkarite position that Brahman is a homogeneous non-composite
entity. Itis, according to our Professor, dynamic and not immobile
(kutastha). ‘“We know it, we cannot explain it. It is felt everywhere
though seen nowhere.” It is the ground and the goal of existence
He calls it “The Absolute”’. Brahman is not only immanent but
transcendent. According to Radhakrishnan, the Absolute is not.
exhausted in the world. The other two aspects of the Absolute are
God and the souls. Radhakrishnan was influenced by Samkara’s
vivarta-vada in his description of the relationship between the Abso-
lute and its manifestations. He envisages a one-sided relationship
between the cause and the effect. The Absolute is the logical prius
of the world. The world could not be but for the reality of the
Absolute. The defects of the world and those of the plurality of
souls do not in any way affect the Absolute.

God and the Absolute are the forms under which the central
Reality is viewed. God is the Absolute viewed in the cosmic context.
God does not amuse Himself, watching the universe and the drama
of life from the wings. He is organic to the world. He endures as
long as the world lasts. Time, God and the universe are coeval.
There is no dualism of God and the world in his system. In contrast
to orthodox Advaita, Radhakrishnan asserts that God is not a mere
appearance of the Absolute, but is the very Absolute in the world
context. When the souls attain conscious realization of the unity with
the spirit, God and the world lapse into the Absolute.

Radhakrishnan’s conception of the self is after the manner of the
theists. The soul of man is not a fallen creature, bound up in sin
with no glimmer of divinity in him. Man and spirit are akin to each
other. They are consubstantial. Man is not body plus a mind and
sense organs. He is that which animates them. He has a free will.
If man has no freedom of the will, history has no meaning and spiri-

tual injunctions have no practicants.

Radhakrishnan upholds the freedom of man in every one of his
writings. He observes : ‘“Man is not an aggregate of chemical com-
pounds. He is not a slot machine with predictable responses to outer
stimulations ; he is not a puppet in the hands of fate, nor a pawn in
the cosmic chess, moved by impersonal forces of nature, fate or des-

5



34 INDIAN PHILOSOPHICAL ANNUAL

tiny. Unless we accept the will of man as free, his dignity turns into
a myth, his optimism into an illusion and history a fate.” Man is
essentially an indomitable spirit. ~Human history is not a chapter of
accidents with no plan or purpose. Neither is it a see-saw nor a cyclic
process. It is the interplay between creative personalities and
historical processes. Man is the only creature that has been destined

to be a creator.

Radhakrishnan’s philosophical system discloses significant reve-
rence for life and opposed tooth and nail the other-worldly view which
regards human life as a vale and a snare from which man must find
an escape. Heis opposed to samsara-vimukta-vada. He writes,” Samsara
is a succession of spiritual opportunities.”” The opportunities in
samsara when used will lead to the emergence of spiritual values,
free us from pain and misery and enable us to attain liberation. The
sentiment echoes the sensitive view of the poet Keats. He writes: “Do
you not see how necessary a world of pain and trouble is, to school
an intelligence and make it a soul ?”’

Radhakrishnan’s contribution to Indian philosophical thought is
two-fold. In his British Academy lecture on Gautama the Buddha
and in his other writings — particularly the long chapters on Bud-
dhism in the first Volume of Indian Philosophy, he maintained, in
contra-distinction to the orthodox Vedanta position, that Buddha
was not a nihilist or a S@nyavadin nor an agnostic. He argues that
to the 6th century B. C. audience, Gautama the Buddha could not
have preached the arid rationalism and enjoyed great spiritual
popularity. To dub the Buddha as a rationalist and as an agnostic
is to give a wrong assessment of his stature. By his positive inter-
pretation of Buddhism he has brought back the Buddha into the
Hindu fold.

He has given a positive interpretation of Samkara’s Mayz and
has not been deterred in describing it as real and unreal (sadasadat-
maka). He takes his stand on the three orders of reality.

(1) Apparent reality (Pratibhasika satta): This refers to objects seen
in the dream-world, which are sublated when we wake up from the
dream. Theyare real till the dream lasts. They differ from individual
to individual and are private.
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(2) Empirical reality (Vyaovaharika satta): This is the world of
our waking experience. It is not the subjective creation of the
individual souls. Ifit were so, each would have created a world
fulfilling completely his heart’s desires. It is a public world and has
an objective reference to all souls. It is law-abiding in its functioning
and is not chaotic and is a well ordered comos into which the moral
law is built in. Empirical reality lasts and is sublated with the onset
of Brahman-realization. Till then a popular verse engraved on the
ruins of Belur, and a verse which affirms the empirical approach to
Reality and confirms the fellowship of faiths (servadarsana samata) has
been one of Radhakrishnan’s pet verses :

“Yam Saivassamupasate Siva iti Brakmeti Vedantinah Bauddha
Buddha iti pramanapatavah Karttreti Naiyayikah Arhan ityatha jFaina
Sasana ratah Karmeti Mimamsakah.”” To this Radhakrishnan adds
the line ‘‘Kraistvah Kristuriti Kriyapararatah Alleti Mahammadah
Soyam  vividadhatu vadichitaphalam T railokyanatho Harih.” The
meaning of the verseis as follows: Whom the Saivas worship as
Siva, the Vedantins as Brahman, the Buddhists as Buddha, the
Naiyayikas who specialise in the canons of knowledge as the chief
Agent, the followers of Jaina code as the Liberated, the ritualists as
the principle of Law, whom the Christians devoted to work as Christ
and the Mohammadans as Allah, May that Hari, the Lord of the

three worlds grant your cherished prayers.

Radhakrishnan argues that the Hindu tradition accords great
importance to this principle of tolerance towards all men and women
pursuing their spiritual sadhana. The principle itself is the corollary
of the metaphysical doctrine that the one Reality is described diffe-
rently and is approached diversely, suiting different types of talent,
temperament and training. The Vedic declaration reverberates this
truth. Ekam sad vipra bahudha vadanti. It is absolutely real. All these
ideas are compactly expressed by Radhakrishnan in a memorable
sentence :  “Unreal the world is, but illusory it is not.”” Hence the
world is not a complex of individual ideas or a mental construct as the
Vijiianavadin of the Budddhist school (subjective idealism) think. The
world is a creation of Brahman in the empirical setting when He is
called Tévara. The soul and Brahman differ at this stage. Iévara is

controlling maya whereas maya controls the soul.
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(3) Absoulte Reality (Paramarthikasatta): At this stage there is
only the reality of Brahman and nothing else. Radhakrishnan accords,
unlike the traditionalists, an equal status to both the poises of Brah-

man, viz., nirguna (static) and sagupa (dynamic).

Many accuse Radhakrishnan as not putting forth a philosophical
system like those of Russell, Moore and others. Professor A.E. Taylor
has discussed the issue about the concept of originality. ‘“There are
two qualities, which we may fairly demand from the work of a man,
whom we have to recognize as a great philosopher with a permanent
place in the history of human thought. In the first place the work must
be original and in the second the work must be critical. When I say
that the work must be original, I do not mean it must be startling or
revolutionary, but it must be the achievement of a genuine, personal
intellectual effort. The great philosopher must be one who has
thought for himself hard and closely; and by saying he must be criti-
cal, I do not mean that it must necessarily be largely devoted to the
criticism of other men’s thoughts. I mean that it must be something
more than a construction of a brilliant and undisciplined, speculative
imagination.”” Judged by this test, Radhakrishnan’s system of spiri-
tual humanism emerges well.

Radhakrishnan has stressed the importance of spiritual religion
and has spelt out its contents in a2 manner acceptable to our age and
the children of science and reason. Religion is not mere credal con-
fession of faith. Itis not blind obedience to authority nor implicit
acceptance of what is laid down in thescriptures. It is not magic or
necromancy. It is not mere belief but behaviour. It is not the opium
of the mind as Marx held it; nor is it a return to the infantile state of
mind as Freud opined; nor is it the stupid fanaticism of the dogmatic
theologian who believes that his religion is in the exclusive possession
of the whole truth and that all other faiths end up in absolute error.
Religion is the most cohesive force for the integration'of the individual
and the well-being of society. It abjures violence and adopts persua-
sion and rational reflection. It does not insist on compulsive prosely-
tization nor indulge in the art of competitive indoctrination. It is not
a mere emotional slush, experienced occasionally by the highly sug-

gestible mind nor a disordered brain with an intemperate imagina-
tion. :
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Religion is an absolute and total commitment of the individual
in word, thought and deed to the supreme Reality of God. Its exis-
tence is validated by spiritual experience. It is a self-certifying
experience and the most transforming act. Religion is the perfect
instrument for social regeneration. It outlaws war and rings in peace
and security for men. It does not absolve us from our social duties
and individual obligations. It is extreme sensitivity to the social
agonies of the age and sufferings of humanity. It is not going to
mountain tops and monasteries in search of individual salvation dis-
closing arid apathy and non-concern for our fellowmen. It at once
satisfies the demands of reason and the needs of humanity. -The reli-
gion of one who is completely selfish, consistently dishonest, perform-
ing scrupulously the elaborate rituals ordained by scriptures, experi-
encing the most edifying emotions, if he is wholly unrepentant, is

mere sham.

Radhakrishnan pleads for the unity of faiths. In hisstudy of the
writings of the mystics of the different faiths, he discerns a wide area of
agreement among them. In his inaugural lecture at Oxford, he called
that religion emerging from the area of agreement of the mystics,
‘the world’s unborn soul.’” He pleads for the ‘mecting of religions’
He does not make a fetish of the past, but looks upon it only as the
inspiring ideal and not as a prison-house. He carries from the past
altars only fire and not smoke. He says, ‘‘We must look backwards
and live forwards.” Science and technology have helped us to knit
the world into a close unity physically. But we need religion to unite
our minds. That is the sole function of religion. Indian spirituality
discloses these characteristics. We must revive it to save ourselves and

serve as a model to the world.

Sound spiritual religion, Radhakrishnan holds, is opposed to
scientific naturalism and materialism which deny the existence of the
Transcendent and confine reality to the limits of sense horizon. It is
also opposed to dogmatic theologies which hold that only one religion
is in the exclusive possession of the complete truth. Radhakrishnan,
on the authority of the experience of the mystics and the Gita, pleads
for a multi-personal approach to Reality. He condemns the unimper-
sonal approach. He has often quoted the celebrated passage in the
Guia .
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“y9¢ yatha mam prapadyante
tan tathaiva bhajamyaham
mama vartma anuvartante
manu§yah partha sarvasah’

Pugpadanta elaborates it in the memorable verse :

“trayi sankhyam yogah pasupatimatam vaisnavamiti
prabhinne prasthane paramidamatah pathyamiti ca.
rucinam vaicitryat rjukutila nana patha jusam

nrnam eko gamyah tvamasi payasam drnava iva.”

The Vedas, the Sankhya, the Yoga, the Padupata and the
Vaisnava creeds, each of them isdeclared as praiseworthy and useful
in some place or other—some think that this is better or that is better
because of the difference in their tastes ; but all men reach unto vou,
the Supreme, even as all rivers, however zigzag their courses may be,
reach the sea. This popular sentiment is the daily tolerant prayer of
the enlightened Hindu. Just as the rain waters descending from the
heavens reach the ocean at the end, so does the worship of all the
deities reach Kesava.

“akasat patitam toyam yatha gacchati sagaram.
sarvadeva namaskarah keSavam prati gacchati”’

This principle is responsible for the sound instinct, strange vitality and
the staying power of Hinduism through the ages, according to Radha-
krishnan and has also come in for great appreciation and acceptance
at the hands of several thinkers of the West like Arnold Toynbee,
Aldous Huxley and a host of Orientalists.



RADHAKRISHNAN ON RELIGION

R. RAMANUJACHARI

A perfect master of the entire range of Indian thought through
the ages and fully conversant with the philosophy of the West,
Radhakrishnan made the wisdom of the East and the West his own.
In his authentic and fascinating story of Indian philosophy in all its
ramifications, he is not, as C.A. Moore says, repeating parrot-like
the ancient wisdom but interpreting the subtle nuances of thought of
the multitudinous darSanas in the perspective of the modern age.
With sympathetic imagination he presents each system as if it is
presenting its own case without himself giving up his inherent right
as a historian to assess the worth of the systems from his own point
of view. He has shown how Indian thinkers have exhibited
remarkable speculative daring, penetration and originality in
constructing thought-structures that compare favourably with those
that have been devised by thinkers of the West. Radhakrishnan is no
mere exponent of Indian thought but is a virile and acute thinker
who has thought out the ultimate problems of life and existence. A
fairly systematic account of his thought structure is presented in his
An Idealist View of Life. His numerous other works spread over
several decades indicate that on the whole he sticks to that position
and elaborate its social, economic, political and other implications. In
his first major work. The Rein of Religion in Contemporary Philosophy
he passes in review the philosophies of some of the great thinkers of
recent times to illustrate his thesis that the intrusion of religion
deflects philosophic speculation from its rightful course and winds up
the discussion with a brilliant account of the Upanigadic approach to
philosophy.  In inviting philosophers to be wary and to guard
against religion dominating philosophic endeavour he makes it clear
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that he is not opposed to religion as such but only against credal,
dogmatic and authoritarian faith and belief in a personal saviour
understood as “‘experience of or living contact with ultimate reality.”
Religion, according to Radhakrishnan, is no luxury, but a necessity
and is inescapable. He quotes a statement of Pesistratus recorded in
Homer’s Odyssey, “All men have need of gods (i.e. religion).” Long
before that, the ancient Indian seers have recognised the imperative
need of man to inquire into the ultimate reality. “That verily from
which these things originate, by which they live, to which departing
they return, endeavour to understand that—that is Brahman.’*
Another Sruti text enjoins ‘‘Meditate on the ultimate
cause’”’ (karapam tu dhyeya). The opening section of Svetasvatara
Upanisad reads: What is the cause? Is it Brahman? Whence are we
born? Whereby do we live? On what are we established? Over-ruled
by whom in pleasures and pains do we live our various lives? O ye
Brahmavadins, by meditation and devaprasada we know the unborn,
the ruler over both the knowing and the unknowing and our fetters
fall off.”

Under the caption ‘“The View of an Idealist” Radhakrishnan
subscribes to the philosophy of Vedanta; and the brand of
Vedantic thought that finds favour with him is Satkara’s Advaita
interpreted liberally so as to rub off the rugged edges of mayavada and
acosmism. He makes a valiant effort to give a concrete setting to the
Absolute of Samkara which is commonly taken to be Pure Being
devoid of attributes. Radhakrishnan presents a two-tier theory of the
ultimately Real, one the Absolute free of all characteristics and the
other a God manifest in the empirical world of man and nature. The
mirta and the amirta forms are, according to him, in the very nature
of the Absolute, and are not merely juxtaposed. The Absolutist and
the theistic trends are discernible all through his presentation of the
Real and he moves freely from one position to the other and says
that the contrast between them is not sharp in the Upanisads. The
Absolute and God are, in essence, one. The Absolute is the pre-cosmic
nature of God; and God is the Absolute from the cosmic point of
view. He says, ‘“The impersonality of the Absolute is not its whole
significance. The Upanisads support divine activity and participa-
tion in nature and give us a God who exceeds the mere infinite and
the mere finite.”® “The supra-personal and the personal representa-
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tions of the real ere the Absolute and the relative ways of express-
ing the only reality.”® ““There is no hard and fast line of distinction
between the simple one of intuition supported by Satkara and the
concrete whole of Ramanuja. The Upanisads imply that Tivara is

practically one with Brahman.”*

Yet he says, “The Absolute is one in which all form is lost. God is
organically connected with the universe, but the Absolute is not.” “A
personal God has meaning only for practical religious consciousness
and not for the highest insight.” He poses a dilemma—a God is
not God at all, ifheis all; if he be all, then religious experience
is not the highest. God’s nature, he says, cannot be perfect so
long as man’s imperfect nature, stands over against it. He quotes an
old text as saying that the worshippers of the Absolute belong
to the highest rank; below them come those who are devoted to a
personal God; lower down come those who worship the incarnations
of the Absolute; and the lowest group comprises those who propitiate
godlings, ancestors, sages, petty forces of nature and the like.

-~

Aware of the implications of this, he hastens to say, ‘“The wor-
ship of God is not deliberate alliance with falsehood, since there is no
other way of contacting the Absolute except as it appears as God.”
A creator God, he says, is not robbed of significance. The suggestion
is that it has a pragmatic value. For the benefit of persons of inferior
clay who cannot suddenly transcend lower forms, worship of a per-
sonal Godis tolerated. Yet the Gita is quoted as recommending
full and active life in the world with the inner life anchored in the

eternal spirit.

Radhakrishnan speaks of the foundational character of religious
experience. In an important publication he writes, ‘It is spiritual
certainty offering us strength and solace in the hour of need and
sorrow. It is the conviction that love and justice are at the heart of
the universe and that the spirit who gaverise to man will further his
perfection. It is faith that grips us even when we suffer defeat, the
assurance that though the waves of the shores may be broken, the
ocean conquers nevertheless.”®  “God is the final satisfaction and in
him man finds self-completion.”®  As against this he says belief in a
personal God as wisdom, love and goodness meets certain vital reli-

6
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-gious needs, but there are others which it does not fulfil ; for example,
the sense of rest and fulfilment, of eternity and completeness charac-
teristic of spiritual experience could only be met by the Absolute as
pure and passionless Being transcending the restless turmoil of the
cosmic life. “Essence of fullness of selfhood leads to a feeling of self-
transcendence ; belief in a personal saviour is no longer tenable.”
“The Supreme has an individual interest in and a deliberate care for,
human beings.””” God shares in the life of the finite creatures, bears
with them the whole burden of their finitude. = Apart from his in-
dwelling presence in all, on special occasions he incarnates. He is
born out of his own free will (sa/kalpa) and not out of karmic neces-
sity, and endeavours to bring men nearer to the goal. = The concept
of avataras is the greatest contribution of Hindu thought to religion.
The Rg Vedic hymns sing, ““All that is bare he covers ; all that is
sick, he cures ; by his grace the blind man sees, the lame walks.”
“He 1is the refuge, the friend of all.” The most intimate tie
binds man and God. “Thou art ours; we are thine.””  Strangely
enough, Radhakrishnan says if God is indifferent to man’s travails,
he cannot be God of love; if he feels for man’s fallen nature, he is
a sorrowing God and as such he cannot be God at all. When asked
who was a true Vaispavite a reputed teacher said he who feels
intensely for the distress of his fellowmen is a Vaisnavite. This
definition would apply equally to the followers of any religion worth
the name. Karuna or loveisat the heart of the realyet it is strange
to find Radhakrishnan saying “Theism leads to a finite God and
thereby to pessimism and despair.”

In its non-relational aspect, the Real is the Absolute ; and in its
active aspect it is God. He speaks of Absolute silence and its bound-
less movements. The silence is said to provide the force for move-
ments. Viewed in its relation to the cosmos and not as it is in 1itself,
we have Tévara who guides and directs the world process. The
tendency to regard Iévara or God as phenomenal and Brahman or
Absolute as realis not correct. The very next sentence reads,
““This is a distinction of great importance which we should preserve
if we are to crave a balanced view of the Supreme.”” He goes on to
add the criticism that the vacillation between non-dualism of Satkara

and the personal theism of Ramanuja is based on the postulate that
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the Supreme must be either the one or the other which I do not
admit.”*

The Absolute mind in the fullness of its wisdom has a realm of
infinite ideal possibilities and is also free activity. This universe is but
one of the infinite possibilities chosen for being actualised. God as
the creator, sustainer and judge of this universe is not unrelated to
the Absolute but is limited to this world and therefore lower. Fuz-
ther as a stage manager charged with the duty of putting this cosmic
drama on boards, he is indispensable to the world, even as the world
is indispensable to God. As for the infinite possibilities being greater
than one actuality, one critic remarks that an actual raising is indeed
to be preferred to a printed menu of several courses.  As regards the
relation of God to the universe as Radhakrishnan himself admits
elsewhere, there is mutual relation but a one-sided dependence. As a
Taittiriya text declares : “Who indeed can breathe, could live, if

there were not this blissful Brahman ?*’?

The destiny of the human soul is, according to theistic systems, the
shedding of false sense of ‘I’ and ‘mine’ and enjoying the bliss of God-
vision. The released soul attains considerable similarity with God,
(parama samya as the Vedanta-Satra puts it or sadharmya as the Bhagavad
Gita characterises it). As Professor P. N. Srinivasachari puts it,
“There is no loss of personality, but loss iz personality.”” The soul is
divinized, enters a new mode of life transfigured and uplifted. It
experiences $anti (tranquillity) betokening fullness of bliss, ‘spiritua<
lised harmony’ in the words of Plato. But Samkara favours absorp-
tion into the Absolute ; but this merger awaits till all the souls are
redeemed (sarvamukti) and the cosmic processis wound up. With his
characteristic felicity of expression, Radhakrishnan says the released
soul ‘enters the light but does not touch the flame.” The idea of a
life of bliss endlessly extended, alife without struggle and consequen-
tly without any further progress is repugnant to Radhakrishnan and
he ridicules it by quoting Plato’s description of the righteous dead as
“reclining at a banquet of the piousand with garlands on their heads,
spending all eternity in wine bibbing,  the fullest reward of virtue be-
ing, in their estimation, an everlasting carousal.” He rejects off hand
A.E. Taylor’s conception of ‘progress in fruition’ as self-discre pant.
He does not seem to have considered the possibility of perfection be-
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ing achieved and yet being never exhausted, precisely because God is
the abode of infinite excellences. As Saint Satakopa says in the very
opening line of the first stanza of Tiruvaymoli, the Lord is possessed
of unexcelled and ever-surging excellences (2 wieup o wii e
@ewL_weueit).  Again he speaks of bhagavadanubhava as never being
finished but holding ever new nectarine delights (SIUGUTWP®SHE &L
Gung ettt prreuapG). A verse from the Bhagavad-Gita is
relevantin this context. ‘“maccitta madgata prana bhodayantal parasparam

kathayantas ca mam nityam tuSyanti ca ramanti ca.”'®

Riminuja has some illuminating comments to offer on this
description of the manner in which the Lord’s devotees engage
themselves. They are said to be glad (fusyanti) and happy (ramanti).
The two terms {usyanti and ramanti are surely not idle repetitions.
The former signifies, according to Ramanuja, that the devotees,
single-minded in their devotion, experience infinite delight in praising
the Lord’s excellences and manifold activities, since otherwise their
very existence would be unbearable. Ramanti refers to their being
transported to the heights of rapture in hearing others praise the
Lord. This dual role is suggested by the expression bkodhavantah
barasparam found in the first line of this verse. Now by singing the
Lord’s praises or teaching and now by being exhilarated in listening
to discourses of others on the attributes of the Divine, the man of God
fills his time. Percisely because the attributes are infinite, inexhaus-
tible, there is scope for perpetual novelty. As the Kena Upanisad
says ‘“‘Brahmanis above the known, above and beyond the unknown.””**
“Religion,” says Whitehead, ““is the vision of something which stands
beyond, behind and within the passing flux of immediate things,
something which is real, and yet waiting to be realised; something

which is a remote possibility, and yet the greatest of the present
facts.”'?

Radhakrishnan says, ‘“The liberated souls lapse into the still
recesses of the Absolute. In the mystic state we become one with
the Absolute and we become aware of our oneness.” As against this
one meets the statement, ‘Individuality is not abolished, but
transfigured into a conscious term of the universal being, an utterance
of the transcendental divine.” Again take the following pronounce-
ment of his.  ““There is no question, in my scheme, of the individual
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being included and absorbed by the Divine. What is involved is
unity in personal life. God and man remain distinct though bound
together in love, so that we cannot speak of one apart from the other.
God comes to self-expression through the regenerated individuals ...
... till the end of the cosmic process is achieved, the individuals retain
their distinctions, though they possess universality of spirit. Even
those who have freed themselves from subjection to karma, whose
natures are indwelt by the Divine work, unceasingly for the service of
the world; for its redemption they retain their centre as individuals
till the cosmic consummation is reached.”'® The crux of the
position is in the last sentence. The implication is that the life
span for finite souls as for God is limited only to the duration of the
empirical world. The souls no less than the individual souls who
worship him are equally phenomenal. Thus by a strange irony
Radhakrishnan who started by stating that he was only opposed to
credal, authoritarian and dogmatic religion ends up by reducing
religion along with ethics to the realm of appearance—a position not
far different from that of Bradley.
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RADHAKRISHNAN AND THE FELLOW-
SHIP OF FAITIHS

K. SESHADRI

Radhakrishnan’s role as a bridge-builder and a synthesiser is
readily recognised. The spirit of harmonization or samanvaya, which
had been adopted as a basic concept both by Badarayapa in his
Brahma-Sitra and by the principal bkasyakaras in their commentaries,
pervades the writings of Radhakrishnan. The principle of samanvaya
is not restricted to his exposition of Vedantic thought as such but
“‘extended to the living faiths of mankind.”” In this Radhakrishnan
adheres to the age-old tradition of India which regards philosophy at

its roots more as darsana than as a mere exercise of a closed faculty
like the human intellect or reason.

Replying to his critics Radhakrishnan writes: ““In several essays
a complaint is made that I make use of religion in the development
of my thought, and yet object to the interference of religion in the
pursuit of philosophy ... If philosophy is to co-ordinate and interpret
all significant aspects of experience, it must reckon with religious
experience also. This, however, does not mean that we should adopt
any particular religious doctrine.” Radhakrishnan is clear enough
not to confuse defence of ‘‘a dogmatic tradition’ with ‘‘discovery of
philosophic truth.” Indeed, the tradition of Vedantic thought has
amply demonstrated the intrinsic relevance of spiritual experience in
the shaping of a self-complete philosophy. The experience, being self-
sufficient, “does not look beyond itself for meaning or validity,”
explains Radhakrishnan. “It is self-established, self-evidencing,
self-luminous. It does not argue or explain, but it knows and is.”’
Quoting Pataiijali, he adds ‘‘ rtambhara tatra prajna’, which means
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that the insight is “truth-filled and truth- bearing.” Philosophy as
“daréana’’ presupposes such insight, which would serve as the source-
springs of religion in a fundamental sense, no less than of philosophy.
The Supreme, says Radhakrishnan, is real, not merely true; perfect,
not merely good. Arguing that a true philosophic attitude would
help correct and purify religion, he observes : “Traditional continuity
is not mechanical reproduction. Itis creative transformation, an
increasing approximation to the ideal of Truth.” “My own supreme
interest has been to try to restore a sense of spiritual values to the
millions of religiously displaced persons, who have been struggling to
find precarious refuges in the emergency camps of Art and Science,

of Fascism and Nazism, of Humanism and Communism.”

Philosophy is not a perpetuation of doubt, although a genuine
spirit of enquiry is essential for a philosopher. Refuting Swami
Agehananda’s views on theology and philosophy, Radhakrishnan
writes, ‘It is somewhat arbitrary tosay that men of conviction are
theologians and men who are in a state of doubt are philosophers.
Scepticism as a method is valuable but not scepticism as metaphysics.”’
Devotion to truth demands our admission that “‘others may also be
in the right as ourselves.” “Religion concerns man as man, not man
as Jew or Christian, Hindu or Buddhist, Sikh or Moslem.”

Pointing out the risks implicit in an over-emphasis on theology
Radhakrishnan remarks: ““Many of us do not seem to defend faith
in God, but are concerned to defend our ideas of God. We seem to
overlook the unfathomed and inexpressible depths of God’s
being and eternity and the limitations and imperfections of the
human agency through which all revelations are made to us.”
A study such as that of Comparative Religion would provide
““insight into the values of the various faiths, values which would
transcend their differing symbols and creeds, and in the transcending
penetrate to the depths of spiritual consciousness, where the symbols

and formulas shrink into insignificance.”

There is an equally important lesson to be drawn from the history
of religions, which illustrates the tragic effect of an intolerant and
exclusive faith. We learn that the menace to religion as
spiritual adventure is the claim of final solution. We learn
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that a regimented mind is not suited for spiritual purposes.
Says Radhakrishnan: “The Greeks, the Indians and the
Chinese do not look upon religious theories as giving literal interpre-
tations of the experience. They are symbolised representatives of
the intuited truth. The supreme is above all religious systems.”
He quotes Karl Barth, for whom ‘“‘non-Christian religions are invita-
tions of the devil to draw men away from the truth’”’, and says that
“if we adopt Barth’s view and look upon God as a jealous one there
will be no peace in the religious world. I am persuaded that this view
of Christianity, which led to the Inquisition and the Wars of
Religions, is not fair to the teaching of Jesus that God is love.” “If
Christian religion is to be true to its main . tradition, it should admit
the operation of divine revelation in non-Christian religions”, is one
of Radhakrishnan’s significant affirmations. ‘“Even the conviction
that one’s own faith gives a deeper insight into reality need not
engender hostility to those who cherish other beliefs. We may look
upon others as fellow-seekers of truth.”” ‘““A revelation granted to a
small group at a particular moment in history, reconstructed by
fallible men in narratives which are not always consistent, does not
appeal to intelligent men. .. A God of love will reveal himself to all
men who seek him, though none would expect to know him wholly.”

Delivering the Newton Baker Lecture at Ohio in March 1958,
Radhakrishnan said, “If we want to achieve world unity, religion
must have a universality of outlook. But it has become like the
nation state, — a bad citizen belongs to it, a good stranger is out of
it, an alien.”

Referring to the challenges of modern times, Radhakrishnan
feels that there is no opposition between religion and science, between
religion and highest social morality, between religion and co-operation
among religions. He assures the world that heis a firm believer in
the need for religion and the need for co-operation among religions.
“I am sure that religions which are now passing through a process of
self-understanding, self-searching, self-criticism, will be able to
respond adequately to these great challenges.”

The purpose of religion, as Radhakrishnan sees it, is to help man
grow from a world of divided consciousness, with discords,
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dualities, to a life of harmony, of freedom, of love. He agrees that
cosmic evolution has not come to a stop with the advent of intelli-
gence. The ultimate religious evidence lies in the existential charac-
ter of spiritual experience, “‘the ravishment of the soul when it meets
in its own depths the ground of its life and reality.”

Religion is both experience and expression. It is on the side of
its expression that we see its impact on society. The forms of religious
expression are diversified, including those of scripture and tradition,
codes and creeds, beliefs, practices and institutions. These in a sense
constitute the variegated pattern of religion. All these are subject to
change. Beliefs become outworn. Practices get petrified. Institu-
tions are but experiments. Tradition may dope the will and become
a dead-weight on society. Evenin scripture “the letter killeth””. ~All
these call for periodical revision and reassessment, and that is the
work of religious leaders, reformers and so-called heretics, who by the
power of their personality and spirit of self-sacrifice lead humanity
back to the fundamentals and first principles, from which it strays
away from time to time. “There is an atheism which is the life-
blood of all true faith’’, and it is this which inspires change and
justifies it by its fruits.

Religious expression flows out of the plenitude of spiritual
experience. Through expression is the experience shared, communi-
cated and revived. But no expression is adequate. All are symbolic
and suggestive, standing in need of interpretations and elucidations,
commentaries upon cemmentaries. The great scriptures of the
world are full of symbolic expression. Scripture is revelation in
the literal sense. The substance of that which is revealed in
scripture is vouchsafed to man in moments of his deepest intuition.
Scripture is an embodiment in words of that which is beyond words.
Hence the need for a symbol in religion. At its source religion is a
direct encounter with Reality, with a world hidden to the senses but
experienced in the inmost depths of the self. The symbol connects
the sense-presented world with the transcendental, inner Reality. It
serves to reveal and interpret the ideal in terms of the actual, the

eternal through the temporal, the universal in the particular.

All expression is particular. The more precisely particular it is,
the less adequate it becomes to reveal the profundities of the spirit.
7
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The particular has its place and value. But when we over-emphasize
the particular, there arises a danger. This is what happens when we
set too much store by historicity, by specificity of time and circums-
tance, by factual evidence, as if religion were some disputed transac-
tion in mundane affairs. In spiritual matters the historical or the
factual is on the same level as the symbolic. Tradition releases the
symbol from the restrictive relevances of historicity, and elevates it to
a wider, sublimer context. But tradition, too, is inadequate in itself.
The symbol is but a means, a vehicle conveying thought beyond
jtself. Religions get divided when the symbolic, whose value is
instrumental, is mistaken for the substantial which is of intrinsic
worth, when we miss the core and the kernel, and wrangle over some
empty shell. Intolerance and fanaticism inevitably follow. That is
not the way leading to a world-order or a world-society. If there is
any power in the modern world, which could serve asa unifying
force, it is the power of religion; but it is religion in the fundamental
sense, which apart from all label and banner must be rooted in the

depths of the human spirit.

Religions may be many, but religion in the fundamental sense of
spirituality and spiritual experience is one. Religions in the sense of
creeds and codes and practices may divide, but the soul of religion,
which is spirituality, would always unite. As there is a soul, there is
a body. Religions are bodies in an infinite variety of forms and
names, but the hidden spirit implicit in all religions—like the soul
occult in the body, without form, without name—is onc and the same.
Call it Atman, the Self of all selves, the Soul of all souls; call it
Paramatman, God the universal Father, the source and support of
all manifested existence; call it the centre of one’s own being and of
the cosmos in its entirety, the summit of all aspiration and the goal
of all evolution: it is all the same. When one enters the depths and
acquires the power of an inward vision, one finds oneself in a fresh
dimension, where differences do not divide, but deeper harmonies
reveal hidden identities. In mysticism lies the pith and substance of
religion. When the substance is grasped, the shell drops off as an
utter irrelevance. It isthe outer shell that harbours germs of discord,
and breeds disharmony. In the core is the common ground, and
mysticism reveals and leads to it.
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Radhakrishnan’s emphasis is on the necessity to move from the
surface dimensions of religious consciousness into its depths. All
differences, disharmonies, agitations belong to the surface-conscious-
ness. So long as a deeper and more basic dimension is not realised, these
differences are bound to persist and express themselves variously as
cultural chauvinism, linguistic rivalries and sectarian conflicts. The
panacea for all such illsisin profound spiritual awakening, not
merely in national integration or international or inter-cultural.
understanding or some kind of a synthesis forged at the surface levelsl

Religious harmony is essential and fundamental even for nationa
or cultural integration. And what is more, through religious
harmony, a deeper and more substantial unity could be achieved by
humanity, transcending all limitations and barriers. Man would
awaken into a freer world, which may have horizons but not
boundaries. This would not mean a dissolution of national or
cultural consciousness but an expansion of it. World unity is possible
only when the universality of outlook, which it implies, grows from

the roots of religion.

«“When the faiths interact, our religion is imperceptibly modified,”
says Radhakrishnan, and avows: <All the religions are our inheritance
and we should not squander it away.” It is not “homogeneity’’ that
he advocates but “organic unity”. India, he believes, is best fitted to
take the initiative and give the lead towards such a consummation
for “though India suffered as a result of her tolerance she never
abandoned her attitude of respect for other religions, and regarded

them as varied expressions of the religious spirit.”

The time, too, is not unpropitious for a fellowship of beliefs and
belicvers. Apart from an urgent and obvious necessity for such a
move, the very forces that apparently challenge the deepening of
religious consciousness would in fact turn out to be aids and instru-
ments in its fulfilment. Under the very stress of modern thought, as
Radhakrishnan argues, the religions of the world are to-day ‘‘moving
forward to a realization of the spirit of religion, a reaching forth to
the fundamental and lasting verities of truth and love.”
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RADHAKRISHNAN AS PROPONENT
AND CRITIC OF RELIGION

R. Davip KAYLOR

Radhakrishnan’s greatness as a philosopher, statesmen, scholar,
lecturer, college professor, ambassador of goodwill, spokesman for
India’s past and present is beyond comparison in this century. A
brief article on any aspect of his work may therefore seem trivial,
and yet it is the task of the present to keep alive the heritage it receives,
to reflect upon it, even to evaluate and criticise it so that its influence
can be extended into the future. Itisin that spirit that this present
attempt is made to review Radhakrishnan’s work as a proponent
and critic of religion. '

Radhakrishnan was a philosopher, but true to his Indian
tradition he wished to see philosophy in the service of religion, and
therefore he was unable ‘‘to confine philosophy to logic and
epistemology.” His philosophy, he says, is like that of Marx in that
itis concerned more with changing life than with merely interpreting
it. He saw himself as living in a crucial period of history, and was
convinced that philosophy had a profound contribution to make in
Procuring a fully human life for all people of the world.!

His work as a philosopher and as a statesman was thoroughly
informed by a religious spirit: in both he sought to mediate between
East and West and in so doing help to achicve a grzater unity of the
entire human family. Neither philosophy nor statesmanship (and
certainly not technology either) could produce a good future for
mankind unless based upon a realisation of man’s spiritual nature.
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Need for Religion

Radhakrishnan is convinced of the necessity of religion, both
because of the nature of man and because of the present crisis in the
history of civilisation. Religion is an “intrinsic element of human
nature”’? due to the metaphysical fact that there is an ultimate,
primordial mystery’*® at the base of the universe to which the human
must be related. Radhakrishnan quotes Augustine’s famous passage,
‘““Thou hast made us for thyself, and our hearts are restless until they
rest in Thee,”* as well as the equally famous Upanisadic prayer,
‘“Lead me from unreality to reality, from ignorance to knowledge,
from death to life.”””

The “imperfect condition of man’’® makes religion necessary.
“Everything that lives aims at its own perfection’”’” and man knows
himself to be incomplete. Religion is that human activity by which
man seeks the larger life of perfection and freedom ;* it gives meaning
and purpose to life and supplies the courage to live ;® through religion
“‘the goal of life (which) is communion with the Supreme” is

realised.®

In analysing the individual human condition in this manner,
Radhakrishnan is seeking a common ground among all religions.
His way of expressing the human need islargely Hindu, and some
religions might take exception to his language about removing
imperfection through the realisation of the potential divinity inherent
within humanity, but in general his analysis would receive wide
approval.

While Radhakrishnan stresses the need for religion to fulfil
individual life, he emphasises even more the role that religion must
play in redeeming corporate, social life. Pervasive in his writings
and speeches are expressions of his conviction that his was the most
crucial epoch in human history. “The world has been shrinking
at an increasingly rapid pace, with the advance of communication
and technology. We now have the physical basis for a unified world
community.” However, Radhakrishnan is keenly aware of the
terrible possibilities of technological man’s vast new powers.

The destructive power now in the hands of men has
reached such terrifying proportions that we cannot afford to
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take any risks. World solidarity ... is no longer a pious
dream. Itis an urgent practical necessity ... If the world
is to endure, it must find psychological unity, spiritual

coherence.'’

So far technology has not been harnessed by a good will and until 1t
is, it will be demonic in'its consequences. “We cannot forget that
these great advances in scientific progress have not prevented our
descending into the depths of horror submarine warfare, napalm and
atom bombs, obliteration air attacks, liquidation of millions in camps
of death...we seem to be aiming at power and more power,
mechanical, nuclear.”"!

Radhakrishnan affirms that religion alone can provide an ade-
quate vision for civilisation, without which the people will perish.
The world is like a body groping for a soul which only religion can
provide.'*

We cannot base the new civilisation on science and tech-
nology alone...We must discover the reserves of spirituality,
respect for human personality, the sense of the sacred found
in all religious traditions and use them to fashion a new type
of man who uses the instruments he has invented with a re-
newed awareness that he is capable of greater things than the
mastery of nature. The servitude to which man must return
is man himself, the spirit in him. It is not enough to feed
the human animal or train the human mind. We must also
attend to the human spirit."

Here again we see Radhakrishnan as a mediator between East
and West. He parts company with those who believe the world is
illusory and therefore cease to bother with it ; neither does he have
patience with those enthusiasts for technological development who
consider religious issues to be a hindrance. He wishes to combine a
“Western” affirmation of the world with an “Eastern” spiritual trans-
formation of it."*

What Kind of Religion ?

If religion is necessary for perfecting the individual and for
redeeming the social order, what kind of religion will be adequate ?



PROPONENT AND CRITIC OF RELIGION 55

In his work both in comparative religion and in social criticism,
Radhakrishnan makes clear what he considers the ‘ddeal” religion to
be. This ideal forms the basis not only of his criticism of religious
creeds and practices but also of his efforts as a religious reformer and
a proponent of ‘“‘authentic” religion. First, then, let us summarize
that ideal, and subsequently see how it is applied both negatively
and positively.

For Radhakrishnan, authentic religion must be experiential.
rational, ethical and universal. The foundation of religion—indeed
the essence of all religion—is the inward mystical experience. Radha-
krishnan affirms that there is an “ultimate primordial mystery”’
which is the “‘central reality’”’’® to which man can be related. The
mystical approach, which Radhakrishnan sees as essentially the same
in all religious traditions, is the method by which one can be attuned
to that divine mystery. The goal of the mystic way is samadhi, the
identification with the divine gained through purification and con-
centration and resulting in transformation of the whole person.'® “The
fundamental truths of a spiritual religion are that our self is the
supreme being, which it is our business to discover and consciously
become, and this being is one in all.”’" In mysticism, ‘the intellect
is subordinate to intuition, dogma to experience, outer expression to
inward realisation.”’'®* Radhakrishnan emphasises that such a religi-
ous experience, while ineffable, is not merely an emotional thrill or a
subjective fancy, but that it is an experience in which the whole
person—thought, will, fecling—is raised to the highest level of fulfil-

ment and perfection.

While the mystical experience is ineffable, and while it is not
dependent on any particular conception of the human or divine self;
it is not irrational. So strong is Radhakrishnan’s cmphasis on the in-
tellect that he sometimes speaks of the rational criterion as the first
basis for judging authentic religion'® and he decries the superstition
and ignorance which have too frequently permeated the phenomenal
expressions of religion.?® But he also emphasises that the essence of
religion is in the experience, not in the intellectual apprehension.
How then are religion and reason related? Reason must reflect upon
the inward transformation which occurs in the mystical experience
and “convert the product of faith into a product of enlightenment.”’*!
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It is unthinkable that reason should ignore so profound and universal
an experience and pretend to be scientific; it is also unthinkable that
reason should attempt to state that ineffable experience in dogmatic
terms. Thus reason rightly applied will comprehend and express the
validity and necessity of religious experience, the proximate nature of
all theological statements.  Science and religion conflict only when
one (or both) makes erroneous claims for itself. In the case of science
it has often been in denial of that which is intangible and mysterious;
in the case of religion, it has often been in dogmatic assertion of
historical and scientific finality to the claim to revelation. The mysti-
cal experience is the cure for both errors :  “Mysticism is opposed to
the (scientific) naturalism which categorically denies the existence of
God and the dogmatism which talks as if it knew all about him ; * *2
it affirms the mystery at the heart of the universe. Religion does not

e

need rationality for its basis of support, since religious experience
is of a self-certifying character...It carries its own credentials.”’?%.
But reason is needed to prevent religion from being perverted into
superstition, ritualism, blind emotional thrills, subjective flights of

fancy, or dogmatic authoritarianism.**

Mystical experience and rational reflection upon it are essential
to human perfection at which religion aims, but perfection is to be
expressed in action. Faith and knowledge are to be embodied in
conduct. ** Radhakrishnan stresses the ethical dimension to such a
degree that he can say, in a paraphrase, of the prophet Micah, “Reli-
gion consists in doing justice, in loving mercy and in making our fel-
low creatures happy. ” **  With these words Radhakrishnan sums up
the theme of his collection of addresses published as East and West in
Religion. Here he even alters Micah’s statement by omitting “‘walk-
ing humbly with your God.”*” When once we realise in personal
experience our unity with the divine, ‘“‘we can’t put up with the pain,
the iniquity, the errors, etc., which happen in this world. We have
to apply ourselves to their removal.”’?®  The code of ethics adopted
by the truly religious person is noble and austere, involving as it does
self-surrender and personal suffering. Radhakrishnan does not
condemn asceticism as such; he sees in it a legitimate ‘‘passivity
which is a kind of activity” which contributes to the redemption of
social life even while remaining outside its main flow.?> But he
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does condema the kind of other-worldly asceticism which he thinks
has been too common in Hinduism ; he advocates instead an asceti-
cism of a rigourous self-discipline and restraint in lives given to social

service. He maintains ;

No one who holds himself aloof from the activities of the
world and who is insensitive to its woes can be really wise....
The spiritual man does not turn his back on the realities of
the world, but works in it with the sole object of creating
better material and spiritual conditions. For spiritual life
rises in the natural.. lifeisa great gift, and those who do not
love it are unworthy of it.*°

Thus the truly spiritual person will not fall a prey to the temptation
of thinking that only the “‘spiritual”’ counts. All genuine religion is
essentially other-worldly, Radhakrishnan asserts, in the sense that it
is concerned with the transcendent, but it is not to be world and life
negating ; the central power of religion is to raise and enlarge the
internal person, but religion is not complete until it permeates politi-
cal, economic and social life and thus shapes the external existence of
all human beings.?' The best test of genuine religion, then, is applied

to conduct, not to creed or ritual.®?

The universal dimension of authentic religion is reflected in many
of the above statements; it is one of the dominant notes sounded
throughout Radhakrishnan’s writings. Religion which is based on
mystical experience, which is rational in its reflection and verbal
expression and which is ethical in its conduct will of necessity appeal
and apply to the human family. On the other hand religion that is
irrationally and dogmatically credal, that is narrowly nationalistic or
egotistic or that is insensitive to moral problems is a perversion of the
genuinely religious spirit. Those who are authentically religious,
whose religion grows out of experience with God, “belong to a single
spiritual family.”” That point is often stated negatively :

The greatest temptation we must overcome is to think that
our religion is the only true religion, our vision of reality is
the only authentic vision, that we alone have received a
revelation and we are the chosen people, the children of light
and the rest of the human race lives in darkness.®

8
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Radhakrishnan affirms Vivekananda’s assertion that we should not
merely tolerate other religions, but accept them as God-given.**
That acceptance does, however, have a limitation : ‘Any kind of
religion which does not believe in service to humanity’’ should not be
accepted.®®

Authentic Religion and the Religions

Not one of the available world religions can claim to be the
exemplar of Radhakrishnan’s ideal authentic religion. All religions
have a pernicious tendency to turn vital religious experience into
lifeless creeds, dogmas and rituals. In an effort to communicate
and foster such experience and to express it in life, religions
naturally engage in religious teaching, disciplined exercises and
theological formulations; but when these become frozen into
orthodoxy, ‘‘Spiritual life is smothered...by dead forms, making our
daily life petty and trivial, reducing our manhood into a narrow
provincialism...We are shut off from the Universal Spirit by a hun-
dred artificial barriers.””®*® Radhakrishnan is especially incensed at
the way religions preach peace but cause conflict; at the way modern
religions have been so reluctant to denounce warfare and condemn
inhuman social practices.®*

Yet, no religion is without the resources within its own tradition
for fostering authentic religion. The primary resource, as we have
seen, is the mystical experience ; therefore, Radhakrishnan sees the
East as the main source of the ideal.

Radhakrishnan sees a radical difference between West and East :
**Vigourous life and active service appeal to the west. Life is...to be
possessed and enjoyed... (One is to) make the most of it...(and) order
it to its best purpose.” Emphasis is placed upon ““development of the
individual personality interpreted humanistically . on the other hand,
in the East stress is placed on the “cultivation of interior life...the
attainment of freedom solitude and isolation...meditation...com-
munion with the eternal.”” In the West religion is more social, more
ecclesiastical, more dogmatic, more credal, more exclusive, more
aggressive, and more political.  Religion in the East is more inward,
intuitive, experiential, other-worldly, relativistic in its understanding,
mystical, prone to passive virtue of patience and gentleness and
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acceptance, not given to absolute creeds and forms.*®* In general
Judaism, Christianity and Islam imbibed the activism and love of
power as well as the exclusiveness and intolerance of their semitic
origin; Christianity especially in the modern period reveals that spirit,
especially so in its protestant forms.?**

Radhakrishnan admits that this is an oversimplification and that
““‘when we take the long view of history we will find that there is not an
Eastern view which is different from the “Western view of life.”’** He
says “Eastern” and‘“Western” are not historical and geographical terms
as much asthey are two possibilities which each person has within, two
movements of the human spirit ; as such they represent “a tension in
the nature of man between his scientific and religious impulses.”*!
Even with this more symbolic understanding of “East” and ‘West”’,
however, it is clear that Radhakrishnan locates the primary source
of authentic religion in the geographical East, and the primary source
of danger to modern life in the geographical West. Mankind has
potential benefits to derive from the West—indeed, vast potential bene-
fits—but the potential for good will be realised only if the aggressive,
nationalistic, power-mad West can be harnessed and transformed by
the spirit of Eastern religion.

Radhakrishnan never quite states it the way it is stated in the
preceding sentence, but that it is basically his understanding is substan-
tiated by his interpretation of the Christian faith. In his view, Jesus
(and other authentic religious leaders) have been influenced by Indian
religious tradition. He relies upon questionable conclusions of the
“History of Religious School” in his attempt to show that Jesus and
his disciples were influenced by Eastern (especially Buddhist) thought.
He maintains that there is sufficient material to support the contention
that “prominent ideas travelled from the older to the younger
system.””** While he is reluctant to assert direct borrowing, he affirms
that “Buddha and Jesus are the earlier and later Hindu and Jewish
representatives of the same upheaval of the human soul whose typical
expressions we have in the Upanisads.”*®* While Radhakrishnan has
great respect for Jesus as a religious reformer, he does not find any
authentic and valuable truth in Jesus which is not already present in
Hinduism. The same could be said of his attitude toward Buddha,
too, for though Radhakrishnan’s appreciation of Buddha seems to be
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greater, both function as religious reformers rather than discoverers or
revealers of new religious truth. Jesus’ greatness really lies in the
fact that in him authentic Eastern religion has a spokesman in the

Semitic tradition:

The characteristics of intuitive realisation, non-dogmatic
toleration, as well as insistence on non-aggressive virtues and

universalist ethics, mark Jesusout as a typical Eastern seer-**

Radhakrishnan’s affirmation of Jesus is not extended to Western
Christianity. Although he is anxious to point out many persons
throughout the history of Christianity who maintained tolerance and
openness toward other religions, the Semitic ideal of exclusiveness and
particularism ‘‘appealed to the forceful instincts of the Western man,
who expressed them in the Greek language (and logic) and embodied-
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them in Roman organisation. Real Christianity never appealed to
the aggressive West, which was not prepared to abandon the world.
Jesus did not emphasise creeds, rituals, natural success and organisa-
tion, but these along with pride and intolerance have become charac-
teristic of Western Christianity.*® If one remembers Radhakrishnan’s
criterion that any religion which generates pride and a sense of
intolerance is not authentic,*” then the conclusion is inescapable that
he does not regard most of Christianity to be autheutic religion.
The West conquered Jesus, Jesus did not conquer the West.

Apart from his questionable acceptance of the theory of Buddhist
influence upon Jesus, the interpretation of Jesus as essentially a2 mys-
tical Hindu samnypasin is almost certainly inaccurate. Jesus was not
primarily a mystic for whom the goal of life is individual communion
with God ; he was primarily a prophet in the Hebrew mould who
believed that God is working to redeem the present world order.
However, one must sadly agree that the dogmatism and intolerance
which Radhakrishnan decries have been too characteristic of Western
Christianity.

To this reader, Radhakrishnan’s criticisms of Hinduism appear
less severe. If thatis a correct perception, the reason may be indi-
cated in his description of his becoming a philosopher. He speaks of
his Christian teachers “curing” him of his traditional faith, and thus
freeing him for philosophy. They ‘‘shook the traditional props on
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which I leaned.”** But at the same time they impelled him to
“make a study of Hinduism and find out what is living and what is
dead in it.”’*°* In a real sense Radhakrishnan’s career as a lecturer
and a writer can be understood as an attempt to sort out the living
from the dead (in every religion, but especially) in Hinduism, to
proclaim against the dead and to promote the living. As has already
been seen, the ‘“living’’ is primarily the mystical experience, reflected
upon rationally and applied ethically. But he also finds much dead-
ness in Hinduism, like the curate’s egg, which is good only in parts. It
is admirable and abhorrent, saintly and savage, beautifully wise and
dangerously silly, generous beyond measure and mean beyond
example.”®® To some extent he sees Hinduism plagued by one of its
strengths—toleration and acceptance, which has led Hinduism through
the ages to take over many primitive and superstitious aspects, some
of which it has purified and/or ejected, but some of which it has
retained. ‘“The danger of the Hindu attitude is that what s may be
accepted because it is, and progress may be indefinitely delayed.”®!
““We have tolerated beliefs and practices which are anti-social.”**

Radhakrishnan’s critical yet sympathetic treatment of Hinduism
is especially revealed in his dealing with the caste system. He refers
obliquely to the way the caste system has come to be practised when
he speaks of “‘our insistence on touchability and untouchability” as
being an “abuse of religion ;” itis one of those “beliefs and practices
which are anti-social;”” and in his view, ‘“No temples should be
raised in the countries which permit social discrimination. Temples

should foster social discipline and solidarity.”®*

The caste system......has come to denote privilege and
snobbery. That many men should, by the accidents of birth
and opportunity, have a life of toil pain, hardness and
distress, while others, no more deserving, have a life of ease,
pleasure and  privilege, arouses indignation in sensitive
minds. The petrified caste system by which large numbers
have fallen into superstition, practising rituals which they
do not understand, is utterly inconsistent with the ideal of
the latent divinity of all men.®*

Such trenchant criticisms might lead one to suspect that
Radhakrishnan as an enlightened, idealistic, democratic man has
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utterly rejected a system which finds its roots in the ancient Vedas.
But such is not the case. Radhakrishnan maintains, without adduc-
ing much evidence in support, that the four-fold system was in
original intent essentially democratic; it was the method devised by
the conquering Aryans to ensure the spiritual equality of all people,
the integration of all persons into one harmonious social organisation.
While allowing for the greatest individuality and opportunity for all,
it allowed each individual to rise according to his own inner, essen-
To a Western non-Hindu, Radhakrishnan probably

tial qualities.”®

engages in his last convincing writing in which he attempts to justify,
on democratic principles, the system of the four warpas and their
attendant restrictions on marriage and inter-class contact, as he does
at length in the fourth chapter of The Hindu View of Life. He seems to
be engaged in apologetic justification of an inherited system that
inevitably contains within it an elitism and special privilege that
Radhakrishnan decries. He himself maintains that attaching class to
birth leads to its degeneration into caste, but he does not say how the
system could otherwise function. Further, he is at least partially
sympathetic with the attempts made by the Laws of Manu to prevent

1

“indiscriminate crossing of men and women,”” and says, ‘‘the principle
of savarna marriages is not unsound.”®® In affirming the principle
that “Indiscriminate marriage relations do not always seem
desirable,”” he does not say whether he would prefer to leave the
matter to individual choice, or whether it would be better to retain
religious sanction against practices in order “‘to prevent the suicide

257

of the social order. While Radhakrishnan’s intention here is, in
part, to warn against a rank individualism which does not care about
social well-being, there appears also to be a glossing over of features

which he might find more objectionable in other religions.

One can question, too, Radhakrishnan’s frequent assertion that
Hinduism is tolerant, universal and accepting. It may be true that
the tolerant attitude is more widely found in Hinduism than in
Christianity, and tolerance is more characteristic of Radhakrishnan’s
preferred Advaita Vedanta than of some other types of Hinduism.
But that it is not generally true in sectarian Hinduism is evidenced by
the fact that many Hindu temples remain closed to non-Hindus, and
by the attitude expressed by Tirumalisai Alvar: “Jains are ignorant,
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Buddhists have fallen into delusion, Saivas are ignorant innocents,
and those who do not worship Visnu are low indeed.”’**

Even Radhakrishnan’s kind of tolerance often seems to be that of a
superior who tolerates the weakness of an inferior: truth is one, and
those who have realised it can look benignly upon those whose
i nferior ideas and practices show that they still have ways to go.

These criticisms aside, one must applaud the universalist and
humanitarian outlook that informs and motivates his work. It is
this outlook which causes him to assert that in the area of social

ethics the East has something to learn from the West :

In the East the exaggerated respect for spiritual life has
issued in an indifference to those material conditions in which
alone the spiritual intenion can be carried out......The
superiority of Western religion lies in the fact that the
individual seeks his salvation in service to others.”’

Indian thinkers, he says, have often fallen victims to the common
temptation : ‘“‘Spirit is all that counts, while life is an indifferent
illusion, and all efforts directed to the improvement of man’s outer
life and society are sheer folly.”’*° In connection with this comparison
of East and West, Radhakrishnan states his own view which is closer
to what he describes as Western: ‘It is not enough to retire into
solitude to seek closer contact with the divine. Religionis not only
life-transcending but also life-transforming. True worship is in the
service of suffering humanity.”’®* But while Radhakrishnan sees
social ethics as more characteristic of the West than of the East, it is
far from pervasive in the West and ‘certainly not entirely lacking in the
East. Itis just at that point of the relation of mysticism and social
ethics that Radhakrishnan makes a brilliant (even if at times
partisan) defence of Hinduism against Schweitzer’s charge
that it is world and life-negating.®®> Radhakrishnan is able to find
plenty of support throughout the Hindu tradition for an active social
ethics, but even so he acknowledges an indebtedness to Western
religions (especially Christianity) for reminding modern Hindus of
that dimension which is so easily forgotten when emphasis falls so

strongly on mystical experience.
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Radhakrishnan believed optimistically that beneath the clash
which is accompanying the commingling of East and West in our
time lies the promise of a new day. A new world is coming, and
both East and West have contributions to make to it. The function
of the West is to provide the basis for scientific and technological
advances, for the removal of those conditions which have thwarted
human life; and further, to remind the ascetically inclined East of
the necessity of redeeming the social order as well as the individual
souls within it. The role of the East is to remind the West of that
spiritual dimension of all human existence which is too easily
overlooked in the mad rush for technological development.

He believed that the old moulds of both East and West were
cracking, and that further development of them was impossible.
For mankind to have a real future, we need a new orientation with
the spiritual values symbolised by the ‘“East” fused with the
dynamism and vigour symbolised by the “West.”

Whether the two can be constructively put together remains an
unanswered question. Radhakrishnan believed, it would be answered
through religion, and he was optimistic that the religions of the
world would find their unity and, through it, promote the renewal and
unity of the world. But in his optimism there was also a warning :

If wedo not bring together in love those who sincerely
believe in God and seek to do his will, if we persist in killing
cach other theologically, we shall only weaken men faith in
God. If the great religions continue to waste their energies
in a fratricidal war instead of looking upon themselves as
friendly partners in a supreme task of nourishing the
spiritual life of mankind, the swift advance of secular
humanism and moral materialism is assured.®*
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RADHAKRISHNAN AND EMPIRICO-
POSITIVISTS ON INTUITION

GirisH CHANDRA BaruaH

Introduction

The present empirico-positivist tendencies in the West! are very
much critical of the intuitionist trend in philosophy. They are of
course not so much critical of intuition as a psychological pheno-
menon; but they rise unitedly against the view that by means of it
we can know the ultimate truth.®? Again they are also critical of the
anti-intellectualistic tendencies among the intuitionists. We propose
here to discuss Radhakrishnan’s views on intuition in the light of the
views expressed by Russell, Ayer and Wittgenstein on the problem.

Radhakrishnan and Russell

Radhakrishnan, like Bergson and Bradley, takes intuition as the
“‘sole arbiter of metaphysical truth” although with some exception.
Such a position of the intuitionist metaphysicians has been subject to
severe criticisms at the hands of philosophers like Russell. Russell
observes that the notions that we can know reality through intuition
are based on some illusory view of reality.?

Radhakrishnan holds that intuitive knowledge is infallible.
Russell wonders how a philosopher can hold such a view, for intui-
tion as a human faculty is subject to all limitations and therefore, it
cannot rise above limitations and be infallible and all-knowing.*

Though Radhakrishnan eulogizes intellect to a great extent he
subordinates it to intuition. Intellect has only a limited scope.®
Russell vehemently criticises such anti-intellectualist tendencies. He
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says that the intuitionists arrive at the conclusion that intellect is
secondary through the intellectual method itself.® Should the intui-
tionists deny that method through which they arrive at philosophical
conclusions? Can they claim that they arrive at such conclusions
through their intuitive experience? As a philosopher cannot avoid an
intellectual enquiry in philosophising, he cannot say that intellect is
subordinate to intuition.

According to Russell, to rely more on intuition means to return to
the animal plane; for, animals are prone to follow instinct, not inte-
Hect. Man, it is to be remembered, is specially gifted with intellect
and he is different from animal because of this differen-
tium only. So to give more importance to intuition means to return
to animals and sacrifice intellect in favour of a lower plane.’

Radhakrishnan holds that intuition is an immediate knowledge
and in it we have the direct touch of reality (Brahma-saksatkara).
Russell holds that acquaintance is not a special privilege of intuition
alone, it is there also in sensations. According to Russell the data of
cxperience are not provided either by intellect or by intuition, but by
sensations alone. We have direct contact with the data through
sensations. Intuition and intellect can work only on the data provided
by sensations. Therefore not intuition, but sensation is the primary
method of knowledge.

Though Russell gives primary importance to sensation yet his
sensation involves intuition. For he distinguishes between two kinds
of sense-knowledge. In one we know sense-data, universals and
“‘perhaps selves”,® and in the other we know external objects. The
first is knowledge by acquaintance and the second is knowledge by
description. Russell himself holds that only the first type of know-

ledge which is immediate is perfect.

Radhakrishnan, observes that in Russell ‘“‘the law and the face,
the universal idea and the immediate experience remain outside each
other.”*® This dualistic position of Russell makes him face an
insoluble problem. Had Russell understood that ‘““in the world of
reality we do not find them apart, but get them as aspects of a single
unity,” he would not have faced this situation. The realistic and
pluralistic bias of Russell has prevented him from holding such a
view.



RADHAKRISHNAN AND EMPIRICO-POSITIVISTS ON INTUITION 69

Russell’s theory of knowledge is based on the ultimate distinc-
tion between subject and object.”! According to him consciousness is

a sui generis relation called experience or awareness between

subject and object.'

But for Radhakrishnan
The objective world is the ‘fallen’ world, disintegrated and
enslaved, in which the subject is alienated from the object of

knowledge.'*

Radhakrishnan, following the Upanisadic tradition, holds that subject-
object distinction gives us only false knowledge (avidpa). True know-
ledge (vidyad) consists in the identity of the two.

Russell seems to relegate intuition to the instinctive plane when
he says that intuition works in ‘customary surrounding’ only.'* When,
due to constant practice, a habit is formed, animals and men work
unknowingly and it is said that they work by intuition. But this
intuition is a failure in tackling new situations. Radhakrishnan

also holds,

While the beings guided by instinct act with unhesitating
precision, they are helpless in unfamiliar surroundings. For,
they act without knowing why they do so.'®

But this instinct is not intuition, although in instinct intuition is
involved. It will be wrong to hold that intuition works only in
customary conditions. This may be true of instinct, but not of

intuition.

According to Russell a blind belief in intuition leads to mysticism.
He holds that the monistic tendencies in philosophy are the results of
such intuitive cum mystical beliefs. He thinks that such tendencies
become dominant when intuition amounting to animal instinct works
predominantly in us. Such dominance of instinct relegates intellect
to the background and makes man irrational. At this stage man
denies the sensuous reality around him and refers to such a trans-
empirical reality which is nothing but ghostly. Such beliefs, accord-
ing to Russell, are dependent upon ‘certain moods’ of the intuitionist
metaphysicians.’® Under the influence of such intoxicated moods they
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neglect “the world of science and daily life” and “convict it of
unreality in the interests of a super-sensible real world.”"" With a
queer logic they infer that there is only one reality and the plural

universe is an unreality.'®

Now if Radhakrishnan is to reply to these charges levelled by
Russell against the intuitively biased monistic philosophers, he would
say that the logic of an intuitionist or of a mystic is not queer.
Russell does not aceept intuition because he is unable to have that
intuitive or mystic experience or rather he is unable to appreciate it
due to his positivist and realist bias. He is busy with the sensible
world and the world of mathematics and logic and this has prevented
him from the seeing (darsana) of the real world. He does not possess
that intuitive gift through which a mystic sees reality. When a blind
man does not see the light of the sun, should he conclude that there
is no light? His incapacity should not lead him to deny something.
Blinded by the intellectualist bias Russell like an ordinary blind man
fails to see the light (jyotis or bharga) of ultimate reality as his eye of
knowledge (jfiana-caksu) or the third eye'® is not opened (unmilitam).
Mystic knowledge is different from ordinary knowledge, and when it
dawns, the ultimate reality in its true being and wholeness is revealed.

According to Russell the intuitionists are bad thinkers and
therefore, failing to think in a true logical way they play jugglery.
They stumble over logical concepts and, failing to grasp their true
meaning, observe that they are not essential to know reality. Under
the influence of ‘bad thinking’ they relegate science and mathematics
to sheer bankruptcy.®® Is this not to deny the stern reality around
us and to accept what is unreal? Should we allow ourselves to be
swayed away bysuch ignorance ofthe intuitionists? Should we
worship their unnecessary and harmful prejudices?® Should we accept
such ascetic escapism?

- Now how could Radhakrishnan reply to these charges? Do
philosophers like Radhakrishnan actually deny the world of existence
under the intoxication of intuition? It is true that the absolute
idealists and intuitionists give less importance to the phenomenal
world. Radhakrishnan speaks of the redemption of the world.
When true knowledge arises in 21l men the world evolution would
stop. But empirically the world is as real as the table before
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me. It is not like the horns of a hare or the son of a barren
woman. We cannot deny the real world before us; the world is not
denied of reality, but denied of its ultimate or independent existence.
At the empirical level the intellect has its full sway and it may go to
the extent of knowing (theoretically) God or the Absolute even. So
Russell’s contention does not hold good in regard to Radhakrishnan’s
views on intuition; for in the latter intuition does not nullify
but sublimates the intellect.

Russell, of course, does not altogether deny the role of intuition
in man.?* He says that through intuition man can perform many
logically inconceivable things. He cites the name of Blake as an
example of such men who achieve greatness through intuitional
knowledge. But a philosopher should give importance to both
intuition and intellect. According to Russell the first faculty leads
man to mysticism and the second to science. He is the true and
successful philosopher who can combine in him these two faculties. In
the opinion of Russell, Plato and Heraclitus are such philosophers
who have been able to successfully combine these two faculties and
thereby have become the greatest of philosophers.” Russell does not
see this tendency in the later philosophers and, therefore, they have
not been able to reach the eminence gained by Plato and Heraclitus.
The latter idealistic schools, according to Russell, have become “thin,
life-less and insubstantial”, failing to combine intuition and intel-

lect.?*

From Radhakrishnan’s standpoint Russell is correct in holding
the above view. According to Radhakrishnan also, man is endowed
with intuition and intellect, nay, his whole emphasis lies in their
combination. Human knowledge would be perfect when these two
facultics work together in understanding reality. The philosophy
which can explain rationally the mystic experience of the ultimate
reality is the best philosophy in the opinion of Radhakrishnan.

Radhakrishnan and Ayer

According to Ayer the intuitionist metaphysicians take the
help of intuition with a view to clarify their inexplicable and un-
certain theories and concepts which, they think, cannot be explained
with other means like perception, reason, etc.  They rely on intuition
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to safeguard their other-worldly concepts and to defend their position
from the attack of the non-metaphysician. On the basis of this
faculty they point to certain facts or truths which are otherwise im-
possible to establish.2® These metaphysical truths, in their opinion,
are beyond human intellect, and they cannot be proved or experienced
through intellectual knowledge. Thus they point to an unusual
faculty like intuition to bear the testimony of those truths which lie
beyond the empirical or logical world. In the opinion of Ayer these
philosophers do not find adequate logic to prove the reality of the
empirical world and, therefore, fly to a transcendent reality with the
wings of imaginative intuition and they think that philosophy is
meaningless or unwanted if it does not engage itself in the metaphysi-
cal enquiry of the so-called ultimate truths.

Avyer holds that metaphysical proofs cannot be explained with rea-
son. Radhakrishnan does not admit this. For though reason
may not help in apprehending metaphysical truths, it can be in-
strumental in inferring such truths. Tt is true that without any
reference to intuitive experience, reason alone cannot convince us.
But once something is established on intuition we can demonstrate it
very well with reason.

According to Ayer we call that knowledge intuitive which comes
to us unaware.’® He admits that there are some kinds of knowledge
which suddently flash on us and that no explanation is possible as to
how they come about. Such knowledge is called intuitive knowledge.
Noting the inexplicable nature of this kind of knowledge, the intui-
tionists exaggerate its value to the extent of claiming that ultimate
truths are thus known and argue in support of its transcendental
attributes which cannot be grasped by the modes of ordinary know-
ledge, avers Ayer.

If Ayer admits the reality of intuitive knowledge then why should
he deny the intuitive experiences of some gifted men ? He perhaps
does not deny the work of intuition at the empirical level; what he
denies is its work at the trans-empirical level. According to him intui-
tive knowledge is possible in the area of science and through it scientific
discoveries take place In art and poetry also intuition works equally
well. But he hesitates to appreciate the idea of taking intuition to a
trans-empirical plane. The empirical faculties of intuition cannot be
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denied ; but ipso facto we cannot carry it to a plane quite different
from the present one.

Let us see what Radhakrishnan has to say in this matter. Radha-
krishnan also, like Ayer, admits the role of intuition on the empirical
level. Butunlike Ayer he carries it to the trans-empirical level and

gives reasons for it.

It should be remembered that Radhakrishnan is an idealist phi-
losopher, and he discusses everything from the idealist standpoint.
He admits the limited role of language and reason which work only on
the empirical plane. They cannot go to the transcendental plane.
But intuition has the capacity of playing its role on both the planes.
How ? He says that intuition is present at every phase of knowledge
like Bradley’s immediate experience. Reality is grasped in intuition.
Through intellect we cannot grasp reality, for it is concerned with
partial exposition and works on the relational plane. How intuition
leads to reality and how intellect cannot, are discussed by Radha-
krishnan in several places.

The question of the origin of knowledge, according to Ayer, is
not a philosophical question; it is only a psychological one.*’
Hence philosophers may not take much trouble in dealing with it.
In philosophy we are concerned with the validation of know-
ledge. Thus Ayer limits the study of philosophy and ipso facto
the role of a philosopher. Radhakrishnan does not admit this
standpoint and refuses to confine philosophy to such narrow limits.
According to Radhakrishnan, philosophy is the analysis of human
experience and this experience not only includes empirical experience
but also trans-empirical knowledge. What the positivists mean by
experience is only empirical experience and that too expressed
through language forms. According to Radhakrishnan, this positivist
interpretation of experience is very narrow. Experience has a much
wider field and we must include within it the mystic experience also.
If so, then intuitive knowledge must have a vital role in philosophical
studies.

Avyer criticises the standpoint that intuitive knowledge is self-
sufficient.”® The Vedantins advocate the self-evident theory of truth

(soatah-pramanya) and Radhakrishnan endorses this. Even empirical
10
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knowledge is self-evident. Not the external conditions (paratah) but
the conditions which produce knowledge make it true. True empirical
knowledge (prama) works very well on the empirical level. But it is
sublated by higher intuitive knowledge. Radhakrishnan says,
“Strictly speaking logical knowledge is ..valid only till intuition
arises.”’** So although empirical knowledge, when it is true, works on
the empirical level without any flaw, yet it is not final, for it is subject
to sublation. Only intuitive knowledge which is non-dual in nature
ijs wholly authentic and veracious, and only this knowledge has the
capacity to reveal the non-dual (advaita) reality. Thus Ayer’s view
that intuitive knowledge is not self-sufficient cannot be accepted.

A self-evident knowledge is one which does not require any other
knowledge to validate it. Intuitive knowledge is regarded as self-
evident in this sense. It can also withstand verification by any mode
of empirical analysis and it welcomes the latter.*° But empirical
knowledge fails to verify it fully, for it goes beyond empirical
conditions (upadhis).

Falsity arises due to the external and accidental conditions. When
the accidental conditions (upadhis) do not work, knowledge reveals
itself and also reality. So our ignorance (avidya) is due to external
conditions (paratah apramanya). That a knowledge is false is not due to
the fault of knowledge itself; but the fault lies in us. It is on account
of our incapacity being influenced by such external conditions as
emotion, desire, instinct, etc., that we cannot know a thing in its true
nature. Due to the influence of these external conditions which are
not within the being of the subject we commit mistakes. We do not
also see the reality because we are prevented from doing so by our
nescience. When nescience goes away from us due to intellectual
and ethical training, knowledge is purified and then its original
capacity to manifest itselfis discovered.

According to Ayer, intuition is private and subjective. It is
confined to the states of the mind. It is so because when something
is intuitively certain to one man it is not so to another. But Radha-
krishnan refutes this view. He does not admit that intuitive knowledge
is purely subjective.’’ While differentiating intuition from imagination
he says that it is the reality of the object which ‘““distinguishes intuitive

knowledge from mere imagination.”’*? If this is the case, then intuitive
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knowledge is quite objective. Even ifit is said that in intuition
the self knows itself, yet it does not mean subjective knowledge.
There is no difference between the self and reality. So to know the
metaphysical self (@¢man, not jiva) means to know reality. And reality
includes within itself the whole objectivity. It is wrong to say that
intuitive knowledge is solipsistic in nature, for it is not devoid of

content.*?

Ayer finds fault with the theists, absolutists and mystics when
they claim that they experience something super-normal without
demonstrating it.’* If their experience is a cognitive one, then
why can it not be demonstrated ?*° It is meaningless to experience
something and say that it is ineffable and incommunicable. Such
claims, according to Ayer, may bear meaning only for a psycho-

analyst, not for a genuine philosopher.®®

Ayer argues that if the experience of the mystics is cognitive
their statements should not have been meaningless. The meaning-
lessness of their propositions proves that they are non-cognitive.*®
They speak in a meaningless language. It is so because their
experience has no ‘factual foundation.’

It is true that the language of the mystics is not understood by
common men who do not have such experience. But thereby it
cannot be said that it is meaningless. The mystics speak in a language
relevant to their own experience. They use metaphysical symbols,
for with the help of common language and symbols it is impossible to
describe trans-empirical experience. If anything is not understood
through ordinary intellectual modes and methods, this does not

demonstrate its meaninglessness.

Positivists say that mystic experiences are introspective in nature.
Introspective experiences, according to the positivists, do not bear
‘the characteristics of a factually meaningful statement.””* To be
meaningful a statement must refer to a fact which actually exists.
The facts of introspection are nothing but mental creations. So the
positivists hold that intuition which is introspective in nature has no
corresponding objective basis. God and other objects known through
intuitive experience are reduced by the positivists to mere mental

creations.
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Idealists like Radhakrishnan vehemently criticise such viewpoints.
Radhakrishnan has very well shown how in intuition a real object is
there as prameya. Intuition cannot be contentless. At the empirical
level the different aspects of nature may be its objects. At the trans-
empirical level also, God, etc may be its objects. Therefore God, etc.
are not mental images; they are actually existing facts apprehensible

by intuitive knowledge.

Aver is of the opinion that the idealists bring forth intuition to
prove their a priori truths. He says :

...the reason why we are entitled to feel no doubt about
their (of a priori statements) truth may be that we can prove
them, or even just that we can see them to be valid; in either
case thereis an appeal to intuition, since we have at some

point to claim to be able to see the validity of a proof.**

Since the validity of a priori knowledge is based upon intuition,
it can be deduced that whatever is based on intuition will be valid.
But according to Ayer it will be a rash conclusion.® Moreover, Ayer
opines that @ priori judgments are true not because they are based
on intuition, but because they are tautologies.*' So the acceptance
of the truth of a priori judgments does not lead to that of intuition
and its self-evident validity.

It will be wrong to think that all a priori judgments are
analytic. Kant proves how there can be synthetic a prior: judg=
ments; and, therefore, it cannot be the only mark for the validity of
them. That the a priori judgments are obtained by intuition there
is no doubt. But it is doubtful whether they are self-validated or not.
Of course, philosophers like Radhakrishnan are of the opinion that
those a priori propositions which are proved false are not truly
intuitive; they are only hypotheses.*? 4 priori propositions truly based
upon intuition cannot be non-valid. So for the validity of a priorz
judgments, intuition is the basic criterion; others are only secondary.

Descartes also supports the above view. He claims that cogito ergo
sum is self-ascertained. Intuition, according to him, is a “special state
of mind.”” Infallibility is the very characteristic of it. Ayer’s argument
that logic, not intuition, can bestow infallibility has, therefore, no
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ground. Descartes’s above judgment is not an inferential one, but is

intuitive and, therefore, is infallible (avyartha).

Ayer’s contention that the appeal to intuition has only a
psychological value also cannot be accepted from Radhakrishnan’s
viewpoint. It is not only a psychological factor, but also an
ontological one. Nay, intuition is truly spiritual, not psychological-
Psychology is there within the sensuous set-up. But the sensuous set-
up is not the only set-up which contributes to human knowledge. The
true subject is not psychical but spiritual and intuition belongs to this

true subject.

Ayer admits,

Our intellects are unequal to the task of carrying out very
abstract processes of reasoning without assistance of

intuition.*®

We hear the echo of Radhakrishnan when he says that in
reasoning also intuition is necessary. Reason cannot work at a higher
level without the help of intuition.** Reason can simply add one
concept after another; the linking is achieved by intuition. The
role of intuition cannot be denied even in mathematical thinking.
Intuition comes to the rescue of reason when it fails to solve some

intricate problems.

According to Ayer, no proposition except the tautological is
absolutely certain. Even the ostensive or protocol judgments are not
certain. He disagrees with other positivists who hold that protocol
judgments, which are based on immediate experience, are self-veri-
fied; for if we do not admit them as self-verified then we shall face
infinite regress. He holds that even in our protacel judgments descrip-
tion is involved, and to describe means to go beyond the given or

presented. He argues:

The fact is that one cannot in language point to an object
without describing it. If a sentence is to express a proposi—
tion, it cannot merely name a situation; it must say some-
thing about it. And in describing a situation, one is not
merely ‘registering”’ a sense-content; one is classifying it in
some way or other, and this means going beyond what is
immediately given.*®
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We are not going to discuss here how far Ayer’s argument is true,
for it does not fall within our scope. We are merely interested
in knowing that from the argument it follows that whatever is
obtained in the field of sense is not valid by itself. It has to refer

46 But Radhakrishnan’s intuition, which is

to some other knowledge.
non-sensuous, is beyond doubt; for to deny the validity of intuitive

experience means to deny intuition itself which is not possible.

Ayer does not deny the role of intuition in discovering synthetic
truths. He says:

We do not in any way deny that a synthetic truth may be
discovered by purely intuitive methods as well as by the
rational method of induction.*”

He also does not deny ¢‘the work of genuine mystical feeling”,
because we can ascribe “moral or aesthetic value” to it **. He admits
that a mystic has ‘‘his own special methods” and by means of them
he is able to discover truths.””*® These special methods are generally
irrational in nature. He admits that the beliefs which are frequently
arrived at by traditional means have ‘‘rational grounds.”” But his
philosophical ideology prevents him from going deep into these
questions, and like an agnostic leaves them where they are. Had he
thought of these facts more seriously he would have approached the
position held by Radhakrishnan, particularly in the context of the
problem of intuition.

Radhakrishnan and Wittgenstein

That something lies beyond our intellectual understanding is
admitted by Wittgenstein; and the mystical is the name he ascribes to
this.®® It is mystical because it does not come within the purview of
our normal cognitive processes and, therefore, logical enquiry into it
isimpossible. According to Wittgenstein, we can study something
logically when itis statable i.e., expressible in language. The mystical,
what-ever its nature may be, remains unstatable or unsayable and,
therefore, a philosopher has nothing to do with it, as he is primarily

concerned with logical analysis of language, according to Wittgens-
tein.

The main philosophical problem, according to Wittgenstein, is to
know how the world is, not what of it. The what or that of the world
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is a mystical question and philosophy has nothing to do with it.**
But in the Upanisads and, for that matter, in Radhakrishnan the that
(tat) is the vital problem and the main function of philosophy lies in
its enquiry. The Brahma-sitra of Badarayana starts with the propo-
sition, viz., Athato brakma-jijiasa (Now, therefore, the enquiry into
Brahman). This very vital problem is avoided by Wittgenstein in his
enquiry, and he engages himself in the study of logic so that correct

understanding of language is possible.®*

Philosophical problems for Wittgenstein are logical in nature,
not intuitive or mystical. But for Radhakrishnan, if we confine
ourselves to logical enquiry alone then we shall miss the very essence
of reality, and shall catch only the outward garb. He says :

The deepest convictions by which we live and think, the
root principles of all thought and life are not derived from
perceptual experience or logical knowledge.*

Thought without intuition is barren and it cannot produce anything.

He again says:

The orderedness of the universe is a conviction of life which
is beyond mere logic. It will not do to be merely logical.’*

If there are no premises, what does logic start with?®® And the pre-
mises are obtained through intuition.

Radhakrishnan agrces with Wittgenstein in holding that “‘at no
stage does the act of faith become a logically demonstrated propo-
sition.”’** What we have in faith or intuition cannot be stated in a
proposition. But if the mystical is notstated in a proposition, should
‘we, for that reason, stop enquiry into the nature of ultimate reality?
Should we not try to harness or rather evolve the inner spiritual
faculty lying deep in us? If we fail to do so, such a policy would be
suicidal, for it would imply negation of life-essence rather than
discovery and assertion of it. Radhakrishnan, unlike Wittgenstein,
tries to trace out the ways and means of preparing ourselves to
apprehend reality in all its grandeur and richness.

Wittgenstein is right when he says that thought is capable of
giving us a picture of the world.®” It cannot penetrate deep into
reality. It simply photographs it. Thought simply represents fact;
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it does not depict it vividly. This incapacity of thought is also admit-
ted by Radhakrishnan. He, like Bradley, says that thought is rela-
tional in nature and with the help of it we can go upto I§vara, which
has only relational existence, not upto Brahman, which exists beyond
relation.

Wittgenstein very significantly says that thought represents only
fact, not factuality. He distinguishes between fact and factuality.
By fact he means ‘“a combination of objects’’®® and by factuality he
means the formal feature of fact. What thought gives us is the
combination of objects or entities, not the formal features of them;
because the formal feature, like Plato’s ‘Idea’, being the universal
form does not exist in the things of the world. So the universal
form, like Radhakrishnan’s Absolute, remains outside the scope of
thought. Thus Wittgenstein also, like Radhakrishnan, maintains that
something is there which lies beyond the grasp of thought.

What is this formal feature in Wittgenstein? It is ‘fate’ or
‘alien will’ or God for him.  This formal feature which although is
the essence®® of the world lies outside the world, i.e., is transcendent.
When he says, “God does not reveal himself iz the world,”**' his God
takes the form of Radhakrishnan’s Absolute which is also not wholly
exhausted in the world. This transcendent God or Brahman is
certainly not the object of thought, but that of intuition.

Wittgenstein says that we have a “feeling of the world as a
limited whole.”’®* This feeling is a kind of mystical feeling. To feel
the limit of the world that means that there is something beyond the
world,and this is God. The limitedness of the world refers to some=
thing unlimited. Radhakrishnan also admits that the world has a
limited reality, and this limit refers to the existence of unlimited

Brahman which is known by intuition.

Wittgenstein seems to come very near the Vedanta position and
thereby to Radhakrishnan’s position when he says that the ‘I’ is the
metaphysical subject and it is the entire world.®®> This ‘I’ of Witt-
genstein is not the thinking subject.  He says, ‘““The thinking subject

is surely mere illusion.”®* The metaphysical subject, according to
him, is the willing subject.
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Wittgenstein’s drawing a distinction between the willing ‘I’ and
the thinking ‘I’ has some resemblance with the Vedantic distinction
of the Atman and jiva. The Atman is the whole world and this
position of the Vedanta and of its exponent Radhakrishnan is very
similar to that of Wittgenstein when he says that the spirit of the
subject is the spirit of the world. The most interesting thing in
Wittgenstein is that the spirit is not only there in man alone, but also
in animals, plants and inanimate objects.®®This position of Wittgens-
tein approaches Radhakrishnan’s as the latter also holds that the whole
reality — animate or inanimate—is pervaded by the spiritual energy.
Wittgenstein’s statement that the ‘My Will’ and the ‘World Will’ are
identical has some similarity with the Upanisadic view of ‘Atma
eva Brahma’ which is endorsed by Radhakrishnan. When Wittgens-
tein speaks of an encounter of the willing ‘I’ with the mystical, then

also we hear the Vedantic note in him.

Wittgenstein clearly shows that the forms of proposition, the
metaphysical subject, the values like good and evil are not known by
thought, ie., they are not statable or sayable. Even the simple
objects constituting the world are not statable in language. We feel
their existence mystically, i.e., intuitively.®® This thought of Witt-
genstein reminds one of the Upanisadic concept that the ultimate
reality is unthinkable (acintya). Brahman is not statable and is not
to be found in any of the objects of the world. But this negative
principle (via negativa) does not mean that the ultimate reality is not
there. Simply it tries to prove that its essence is not found in the

phenomenal world.

Though the ultimate reality is ‘inexpressible’, yet it is there and
it shows itself.®? According to Wittgenstein silence is the best method
to know this ‘inexpressible’.®® Radhakrishnan also says,

It is through quitening the strivings of the will and the
empirical intellect that the conditions are realised for the
revelation of the supreme in the individual soul.®’

The Brhadaranyaka Upanisad also says,

...having become calm, self-controlled, withdrawn, patient
and collected (one) sees the Selfin his own self, sees all in

the Self.”°
11
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The Upanisadic seers sometimes remain silent when their disciples
press them too much to answer their questions. Yajfiavalkya, for
example, cautions Gargi in the Brhad@ranyaka Upanigad not to
question too much lest her head would fall off. He tells Gargi,

Verily, you are questioning too much about a divinity
about which we are not to ask too much."

Wittgenstein tacitly admits that the inexpressible is knowable
through emotional experience which is equivalent to feeling.” Inex-
pressibility means incommunicability, i.e., the ultimate reality is not
communricable, even though it is apprehensible through intuition.
This position wholly approaches that of Radhakrishnan, who also
holds that intuitive experience cannot be expressed through linguistic
or logical symbols.

Being influenced by Kant™ Wittgenstein holds that God is
apprehended on the plane of willing and feeling. But Radhakrishnan,
like Bradley, holds that to know the ultimate reality all the three
faculties of our mind—thinking, feeling and willing—must work
together. It is apprehensible only in our integral experience, not in
feeling and willing alone.

Though in many respects these two philosophers agree yet there
is a fundamental difference between them. The main difference is
the difference of approach. Wittgenstein’s approach is positivistic,
while that of Radhakrishnan is speculative. Wittgenstein is satisfied
with studying the world of language, while Radhakrishnan is more
interested in the world beyond this. We can understand the philoso-
phical position of Wittgenstein in the statement:

The correct method in philosophy would really be the
following: to say nothing except what can be said, i.e.,
propositions of natural science, i.e., something that has
nothing to do with philosophy—and then, whenever someone
else wanted to say something metaphysical, to demonstrate
tohim that he had failed to give a meaning to certain signs in
his propositions. Although it would not be satisfying to the
other person—he would not have the feeling that we were
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teaching him philosophy—this method would be the only

strictly correct one.™

A philosopher should be like a painter who shows what there is
something in reality or like a literary critic who cannot restate the
meaning of a literary piece, but simply can suggest something about
its significance. No philosopher should try to depict ontology
through language whichiis an impossible task.

According to H.D. Aiken, Wittgenstein’s philosophy resembles
that of the pragmatists and idealists.”> Whatever may be the primary
philosophical position of Wittgenstein, it remains that he expresses
idealistic thoughts, and in him we see some tacit tendency towards
absolutism. In Wittgenstein we find a new speculative direction and
there is no doubt that his Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus is a superb
intellectual creation.
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THE CONCEPT OF BEING IN RADHA-
KRISHNAN AND TILLICH

Cu. G. S. S. SREeNIVASA Rao

I INTRODUCTION

“Wisemen came from the East; here is a wiseman,” wrote
GC.E.M. Joad in his Counter Attack from tke East, referring to Radha-
krishnan. For many Western philosophers Radhakrishnan appears
more like a prophet or a preacher with a message’ than as a philo-
sopher. In India, Swami Agechananda Bharati and M.N. Roy
consider him as a ‘Hindu theologian’,> but Radhakrishnan refused to
be called a dogmatic theologian and asserted that he was a philo-

sopher.®

Paul Tillich* is recognised as one of the world’s leading theolo-
gians. His contribution te Christian theology, mainly imbedded in
his three-volume work, Systematic Theology, has influenced immensely
the secular and the religious thinking of the Western world.

While Radhakrishnan attempted to bridge the gulf between the
East and the West through his writings, Tillich aimed at bridging the
gulf between Christian religion and the modern mind which came
to be influenced by new discoveries in the fields of science and tech-

nology and by the advent of logical positivism and analysis.

Radhakrishnan and Tillich were idealists. If Radhakrishnan
was claimed as an absolute idealist, Tillich was called an idealistic
theologian and existentialist. Both of them imbibed the spirit of the
world religions and the contemporary philosophical thought. They
were influenced by the modern existentialist thought, and their
writings show references to existential thinkers. Existential thought
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had a special attraction for both of them. In the later works of
Radhakrishnan, we find references to the works of Heidegger,
Kierkegaard, Sartre and Marcel. Many of the existential concepts
are reflected in his philosophical views. Tillich was fascinated by
the school of Existentialism. If mathematics was considered as good
luck of human reason by Kant, existentialism was recognised as the
good luck of theology by Tillich. Existentialism, he says, has helped
to discover the classical Christian interpretation of human existence.
In fact, we find many existentialistic terms in his Systematic Theology

and other works.

Radhakrishnan and Tillich were firm believers in their respective
religious traditions—Hinduism and Christianity—and were determined
to interpret their scriptures in the light of modern philosophies
and changes in modern cultures. ~ While interpreting their scriptures,
both of them were deeply concerned with the problems of modern
man and hence they took into consideration not merely the religious,
but also the other problems facing modern society. Both of them
emphasised the significance of reason and aimed at presenting a
rational faith which could suit the modern mind. Hence, they did
not hesitate to take ideas from other religions and philosophies, which
they felt could be accommodated into their respective systems.

Radhakrishnan and Tillich offered many suggestions relating to
the future of religions. Perhaps, both of them were interested in
developing a religion which could be acceptable to the whole of man-
kind. This is implicit in their writings. If Radhakrishnan called his
religion as the ‘Religion of the Spirit’, Tillich called his as the ‘Religion
of the Concrete Spirit’.

This paper attempts to present the similarity of ideas on the
nature of Being, found in the writings of Radhakrishnan and Tillich,
the former representing the East and Hinduism and the latter repre-
senting the West and Christianity.

II THE NATURE OF BEING
(a) Definition of Philosophy

Radhakrishnan defines philosophy as “‘a logical inquiry into the
nature of Reality.”’* He attempts to envisage the hidden structure and
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analyse the guiding concepts of ontological reality. For Tillich,
philosophy is an investigation of everything that is and analysis of all

forms of Being.

(b) Being and Non-Being

To explain the nature of Being Radhakrishnan and Tillich begin
with the ontological questions: ‘“ Why is there something rather than
nothing?”’, and “Why has this world this character and not any other?”’
As an answer, they agree that the given fact of the world in which
we live is a ‘mystery’® which we have only to acknowledge. The
world process can only be considered as a struggle between two
antagonistic but indispensable principles of being and non-being. To
account for this world of change, it is necessary to assume not only
the principle of being but also the principle of non-being.

Radhakrishnan explains the relation between being and non-
being.” Being-with-existence or nothingness f(non-being) implies
being-without-nothingness (being). This universe in which we all
live is being-with-nothingness (non-being). But this cannot exist or
sustain itself, independent of the being-without-nothingness (being)
which alone is transcendent and self-sufficient. ~ This being-without-
nothingness is being-itself, the ground of being which transcends the
totality of nature. Existence is in the being-itself.

Tillich recognises the fact that God who is the ground of creative
processes of life (being) should possess a negative principle (non-being)
besides him, in order to account for evil and sin in the world and that
the positing of a dialectical negativity (non-being) in God himself
(being) cannot be avoided.® Being precedes non-being and non-being

is literally nothing except in relation to being.

Radhakrishnan and Tillich consider non-being as a limiting and
finitising principle of being, necessary to explain the finitude and
creaturliness of man. Non-being, for Radhakrishnan, is a limiting
concept,” depending on Being. It is essential to unfold divine my-
stery.’® Man has, therefore, affinities with nature as well as outside
nature. For Tillich, finitude indicates the limitation of being by non-
being. Without the concept of dialectical non-being, the finitude
and creaturliness of man is unintelligible.'* Everything which
participates in the power of being is mixed with non-being.

12
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(c) Radhakrishnan on the Nature of Being
(i) Being— itself as the Brakman of the Upanisads

The very existence of the world, according to Radhakrishnan,
implies the existence of being from which the world is derived. Being
is the foundation of all existence. In order to establish that anything
is, we seek the use of the concept of being. Hence it is considered as
the most universal and most comprehensive concept. Nothing can
possibly exist without being since beingis present in everything that is
cxisting. ‘“In metaphysics, we get beyond the sphere of daily life, the
objects of science and rise to the transcendent conception of being it-
self.”?*  Being posits everything, but is not itself posited. It is not an
object of thought. Hence it is uncharacterisable and indefinable. Our
descriptions and translations are in the forms of objects which are less
than being, and are consequently inadequate. Even abstract ideals
and intellectualisations do not deal justly with being.” He calls this
being as Aseitas, the power of being to exist absolutely, i.e., requiring
no cause.

To say that God exists, @ se of and by reason of Himself, is
to say that God is Being-itself. This is the concept of Brah-
man, as it is formulated in the Upanisads.'*

Radhakrishnan identifies the Being-itself with the Brahman of the
Upanisads.'® He calls this also as Absolute.

(ii) Absolute and God

Radhakrishnan points out that some attempts to rationalise and
translate this inexpressible being into concepts resulted in different
versions. One such attempt has been the two-fold conception of the
Absolute as pure transcendent being, above all relativities and the free
active God, I&vara, functioning in the world.'* Radhakrishnan
attempts to explain the two-fold conception of the Absolutc and God
in relation to the world of multiplicity. He writes :

While the Absolute is pure consciousness, pure freedom and
infinite possibility, it appears to be God from the point of
view of one specific possibility, which has become actualised
(world). While God is organically bound up with the uni-
verse, the universe is not.'”
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Again,
s A

God, who is the creator, sustainer and judge of the world
is not totally unrelated to the Absolute. God is the Absolute
from the human end. While we limit down the Absolute to
its relation to the actual possibility, the Absolute appears as
the Supreme Wisdom, Love and Goodness. We call the
Supreme the Absolute, when we view it apart from the
cosmos, God in relation to the cosmos. The Absoluteis the
pre-cosmic nature of God and God is the Absolute from the
cosmic point of view.'

The above passages affirm that God is not a mere appearance of
the Absolute as in Samkara, but is the very Absolute viewed from
our finite standpoint. The Absolute is the transcendent divine and
God is the cosmic divine. = The Absolute is the ultimate reality, and
God is the Absolute from the cosmic end. Out of the infinite
possibilities or ideal forms imbedded in the thought or mind of the
Absolute, only one specific possibility is actualised into space and
time which is the universe. In other words, the Absolute is the matrix
of infinite possibilities of which one is actualised as the world. When
the Absolute is viewed from this actualised world, it is God. If viewed
apart from this actuality, it is the Absolute. It means that God with
whom the worshipper stands in personal relationship is the very
Absolute in the context of the world and not a mere appearance of
the Absolute. In another place, Radhakrishnan states that God or
Iévara is the best image of truth which is possible to the existent
conditions of the mind and that it is not the highest Reality. To
quote Radhakrishnan :

Brahman (Absolute) cast through the moulds of logic
is T§vara (God). It is not the highest Reality....Yet it is the
best image of truth possible under our present conditions of

knowledge.'’

It is evident from the above that Radhakrishnan is attempting to
reconcile the Absolute, the pure and transcendent being with the God
of theism, without either identifying them or sacrificing one for the
other and at the same time, preserving the ultimacy of the Absolute
and the intimacy and significance of the God of theism, by adopting
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what he calls ‘the balanced view of the Supreme Being’.?* He neither
wants to identify God with the Absolute, nor is he willing to dispense
with either of the two, Absolute and God. This is an attempt to find
a tenable relation between them.

(iii) The Supremacy and the Ultimacy of the Absolute

In the scheme of Radhakrishnan, God or I$vara is not an eternal
reality, because He exists only so long as the universe remains
undissolved. The moment the world reaches its ultimate end or
consummation, the existence of God ceases to be. Since the reality of

God is a derivation from the Absolute, it attains its final dissolution in
the Absolute.

Despite the significant roles ascribed to God as the creator,
sustainer and judge of the universe, Radhakrishnan maintains the
supremacy and ultimacy of the Absolute by ranking the worship of
the Absolute as the highest and by pushing God into the background
of the Absolute, when the end of the universe is completely achieved.
In other words, the God of theism stands only as long as we and our
logic staiid, and fades away into the Absolute soon after the universe,
along with us, is dissolved in its final end. He says, ‘“‘God is a
symbol in which religion cognises the Absolute.”®® The following
passages reflect his views.

The worshippers of the Absolute are the highest in rank ;
second to them are the worshippers of the personal God :

2

then come the worshippers of the incarnations like Rama,
Krishna. ...2?

Again,
There is an unrealised residinum in God, but it vanishes when

we reach the end. God recedes into the background of the
Absolute.”?®

The pre-cosmic nature of God is identical with the Absolute ;
therefore, the post-cosmic God will return to this identity ultimately.

Radhakrishnan does not accept the validity of the proofs for the
existence of God.>* He considers them as results of critical reflections
on the spiritual intuitions. As such, they can only confirm what has

been apprehended through spiritual intuitions and can be taken as
approximations.
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(d) Paul Tillich on T he Nature of Being

(i) God as a being does not exist

For Tillich the being of God is being-itself. The being of God
cannot be understood as the existence of a being alongside of others.
If God is a being, he is subject to categories of finitude, especially
space and substance. Even if God is considered as the highest of all
beings, this situation does not change. Even the superlatives such as
the greatest and the highest, he thinks, will become diminutive when
applied to God. They will place God at the level of other beings,
while elevating him above all of them.?* For Tillich God does not
exist. To argue that God exists is to deny him.** He exposes the
impotency of the traditional arguments for the existence of God and
points to their inadequacy regarding questions relating to God.

God is ‘by Himself’ and possesses ‘aseity’, which means that God
is the power of being and is being-itself.*” He thinks that many con-
fusions can be avoided if God is understood as being-itself or as the
ground of being. The concept of being as being-itself points to the
power inherent in everything and the power of resistance to non-being.
Hence it is possible to say that God is the power of being in
everything and above everything.

(ii) Being-itself

Tillich defines being-itself as “that which is not a special being
or a group of beings, not something concrete or something abstract,
but rather something which is always thought implicitly and
sometimes explicitly, if something is said to be.”** Both positive and
negative judgments only affirm the existence of Being which is Being-

itself. In his words:

You can deny every statement but you cannot deny that
Being is. If you ask what this ‘is” means, you arrive at the
statement that it is the negation of possible Non-Being. ‘Is’
means ‘is not not’ — you can deny anything particular
whatsoever, but not Being, because, even your negative
judgments themselves are acts of being and are only possible

through Being.”’

Being-itself is not a specific entity, since specificity for Tillich is a
mark of limitation. God as being-itself transcends all categories of
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thought and the subject-object scheme.*® Hence, being-itself cannot
be characterised by any set of defining features. God as being-itself
is a non-symbolic statement. Being-itself is beyond essence and

existence.®!

Being-itself cannot also be substituted for God. This would
destroy its status because it would then be brought down to the level
of subject-object relation, which is limited and conditional. Only by
transcending the subject-object relation can we realise that the truly
ultimate cannot be the God of theism.** Tillich rejects the traditional
attributes of God such as omniscience and omnipotence on the basis
that they belong to the level of the subject-object scheme.

Being-itself is the most adequate expression of the dimension of

3 It can become a matter of ultimate concern for

ultimacy for him.?*
man if it appears in a concrete embodiment. This concrete embodi-
ment is what Tillich calls ‘religious symbol’. ‘“Man’s ultimate concern
must be expressed symbolically, because symbolic language alone is
able to express the ultimate.”’”** Faith is the state of being ultimately

concerned.®®

(1i1) Significance of Religious Symbols

Tillich develops systematically a theory of symbols and these
symbols of faith play a significantrole in his theology. He firmly
believes that all religious symbols are linked to what they ultimately
symbolise since every being participates in the truly ultimate (being-
itself). Every symbol, according to him, truly represents the ultimate,
points beyond itself, opens up levels of reality in the depths of our
being, participates in the reality to which it points, grows by
integrating personalities and communities and dies when it loses this
power.”® His theory of symbols allows for the possibility of direct

confrontation with being-itself by means of a symbol or a chain of
symbols.

Symbols are very potential in his scheme, for they not only bring
down the Infinite to the earth, to the level of the finite being, but they
also raise the finite to the level of the Infinite. The divine-human
relationship which they point to is consecrated and possesses sacra-
mental depth. Religious symbols are, therefore, double-edged.®”
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They are directed towards the Infinite which they symbolise and also
towards the finite being (man) through whom they symbolise.

They (symbols) force the Infinite, down to finitude and finite
upto the Infinite. In other words, they open the divine for
the human and the human for divine. For example, if God
is symbolised as ‘Father’ he is brought down to the human
relationship of a father and child. But, at the same time,
this human relationship is consecrated into divine human
relationship. If ‘fatherhood’ is employed as a symbol of
God, fatherhood is seen in itssacramental depth. When we
speak of God as living, it should be done only in symbolic
terms. Yet, every true symbol, participates in the reality
which it symbolises. God lives so far as he is the ground of
life.*®

These anthropomorphic symbols (God-men), Tillich thinks, are
adequate for speaking of God religiously. In his view God can be a
living God for man only in this way.

(iv) Radhakrisknan on ‘‘Religious Symbols’.

It is interesting to find in the writings of Radhakrishnan certain
references to the significance of religious symbols, though he did not
develop a theory of symbols as Tillich did. In his view, a true
religious symbol is not a dream or a shadow, but a living revelation
of the unfathomable.*® He refers to ‘fire’ which was looked upon by
the Vedic Aryans and Zoroastrians as a symbol of the Supreme. *°
The different religious traditions do not create the truth, but “clothe it
in language and symbols for the help of those who do not see it
themselves.””*! They are pointers to the way of spiritual realisation.
The gods of the polytheists are the symbolic representations of the
true God and the God of the monotheists isat bottom a symbol. All
religions are symbols to him; and “God is a symbol in which religion

recognises the Absolute.”*

III KNOWLEDGE OF BEING

(a) Views of Radhakrishnan

Though man is a finite being, says Radhakrishnan, he has the
capacity for self-transcendence and the ability to look at himself
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objectively. Man’s existence includes the power and determination to
stand out of existence and in the truth of being. Hence he can obtain
the knowledge of the true being through his spiritual experience
directly.

Radhakrishnan refers to three kinds of knowledge possessed by
the human mind. They are sensory or perceptual knowledge,
intellectual or logical knowledge*® and intuitive knowledge.** The
latter two are significant in his thought. While Geod is the truth for
our intellect, the Absolute is the truth for our intuition. Yet intuition
is considered as higher than the intellect by him.

(i) Intellect and Intuition

Logical or intellectual knowledge is obtained by the processes of
analysis and synthesis. It analyses the data supplied by the senses
and presents a systematic knowledge of the objects perceived. But
this is indirect knowledge and is symbolic in character; hence it is
inadequate to know the Real.

Different from the intellectual knowledge is intuitive knowledge,
which is non-sensuous and immediate. It is called self-knowledge and
may be referred to as true knowledge or direct knowledge. Tt is not
obtained either through the senses or through symbols, for it is
knowledge by being. This results from an intimate fusion of the mind

45

with reality.*® It is only through the intuitive apprehension that the

deepest things of life can be unravelled.*®

Both intellectual and intuitive kinds of knowledge have their
own specific purposes. While we gain the knowledge relating to the
conditions of the world through the intellect, we obtain the
knowledge of things in their wuniqueness and indefeasible
reality through intuition, by transcending discursive knowledge. But
these two are not unrelated or opposed to each other. Intellectual
knowledge serves as the preparatory ground for intuitive
apprehension. Intuition is neither irrational nor anti-rational, but
supra-rational. Consider the following passages :

Though intuition lies beyond intellect, it is not contrary to

it- Reflective knowledge is a preparation for this integral
experience.¢”
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Intuitive knowledge is not non-rational; it is only non-
conceptual. Itis rational intuition, in which both mediacy
and immediacy are comprehended. Intuition gives us the
object in itself, while intellect detailsits relations... Every
intuition has an intellectual content Even if intuitive truths
cannot be proved to reason, they can be shown to be not

contrary to reason but consistent with it.”**.

Logical knowledge gives us only the structure of being and not
being-itself, but intuition or integral insight puts us in touch with the
cternal being. This intuitive knowledge is the highest which
transcends the distinction of subject and object.

(i) Religious Intuition or Spiritual Experience

Radhakrishnan mentions 2 number of intuitions such as rational
intuition, aesthetic intuition, artistic intuition, ethical intuition,
scientific intuition and religious intuition. Out of these, religious
intuition has been considered by him as an ‘all-comprehending one,
covering the whole of life.” Consciousness is realised completely and
fully in this state.*® Sometimes, he calls this as religious or spiritual
experience. It is a state of ecstasy or complete absorption of our
being,’® where we seem to be standing literally out of our narrow
selves. In this experience one finds oneself transcending limitations of
everykind including the subject-object structure. The experience can
be felt by the individual, but cannot be analysed or examined, veri-
fiedor authenticated by any external standards of logic or laws of
thought. It is a condition of consciousness in which feelings are
fused, ideas melt into one another, boundaries broken and ordinary
distinctions transcended. Thought and reality coalesce and creative
merging of subject and object results. The experience itself is felt to
be sufficient and complete. It does not appeal to external standards
of logic or metaphysics. It isitsown cause and explanation. It is

self-established, self-evidencing.®*

(b) Views of Paul Tillick

Every being, according to Tillich, participates in the structure of
Being, though man alone is immediately aware of this structure. Man
is able to answer ontological questions since he experiences the

structure of being and its elements, directly and immediately. He is a
13
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fully developed and completely centred self, possessing a self-conscious
ego, which can separate itself from everything else and be able to
look beyond. By virtue of this ego-self, man transcends every
possible environment and goes beyond his finitude under the subject-
object structure.

While dealing with the knowledge of being, one can find Tillich
anticipating ideas regarding reason as well as revelation.”* With
regard to the knowledge of being, Tillich maintains a two-level
theory. We find in his scheme two significant and distinct concepts,
which he calls ontological reason*® and technical reason®* belonging
to two levels or dimensions of reality. Technical reason which deals
with objects in detachment does not reach the level on which
religion stands. Questions relating to the relation of reason to
revelation cannot be discussed at the level of technical reason, but
only at the level of ontological reason.

These two levels have been very well brought out by him in his

views regarding the relation of science and faith (religion). He
writes :

Science has no right and no power to interfere with faith
(religion) and faith has no power to interfere with science.
One dimension of meaning is not able to interfere with ano-
ther dimension.  Science can conflict only with science and
faith only with faith ; science which remains science can-
not conflict with faith which remains faith.®

The object of faith is not one which is within the whole of
scientific experience. It cannot be discovered by detached observa-
tions or conclusions derived from such observations. It cannot be
tested by scientific methods of verification. Tillich refers to Pascal’s
statement about the ‘‘reasons of the heart which reason canuot
comprehend,” where reason is used in a double sense. The ‘reasons
of the heart’ here means the structures of the aesthetic experience
and the experience of communion (ontological reason); the

reason ‘which cannot comprehend them’ is technical reason.®®
(i) Technical Reason and Ontological Reason

Technical reason is the term Tillich coined to refer to all modes
of knowledge — perceptual and conceptual — that can be acquired
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through observation and verification. It is used for the ordinary
observation as well as extremely complicated observations (technical)
and theorising that go into scientific statements.

Controlling knowledge is the outstanding example for technical
reason. It is the kind of knowledge which is predominantly determined
by the element of detachment. In order to gain control over the object,
the subject seeks unification with the object.- Controlling knowledge
looks upon its object objectively without expecting a return look from
them.®” It also claims control over every level of reality including
life, spirit, personality, community, meanings, values, even one’s
ultimate concern and treats them in terms of detachment, analysis
and technical knowledge, making man a thing among things, a cog in
the machine and a dehumanised object. However, it disregards the
kind of knowledge which can be known only by participation and
union. Therefore, technical reason is inadequate to know the real
nature of things and man as well as the meaning of life, for this can
be explained only by the ontological reason.

Ontological reason is different from technical reason. It is
defined as the structure of the mind which enables it to grasp and
shape Reality.’® Tt is also understood as depth of reason. Depth of
reason, he says, could be called being-itself, which pours into the
rational structures of mind and reality and actualises and transforms
them.?® Though it is not reason, it precedes reason and manifests
itself through it. When applied to various fields where reason is
actualised it can be described metaphoricaily. In the cognitive
realm it points to truth itself through relative truths; in the aesthetic
realm it points to beauty itself through creation of beauty; and in the
realm of communion, it points to Love itself through every form of
actualised love.

If controlling knowledge is the example of technical reason,
receiving knowledge is the example of ontological reason. ‘Receiving
knowledge’ takes the object into itself, into union with the subject.®’
A truly objective relation to man is determined by the element of
union between the subject and object init. For it there is no
congnitive approach to man without this union of the subject and
the object. Itrejects the methods and approaches of controlling
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knowledge to know human nature, and' considers detachment as

secondary.

This does not mean that ontological reason and technical
reason are two separate entities without any relationship whatever.
The former is always accompanied by the latter. 1In fact technical
reason depends on ontological reason, says Tillich, for the former be-
comes impoverished and corrupted if it is not nourished continually by
the latter.®’ But the true relationship, he points out, between technical
reason (controlling knowledge) and ontological reason (receiving
knowledge) has not been explained properly by philosophers. Some of
them have accepted either of the two and rejected the other. In this
view the true relationship between the two can be explained only in
terms of revelation. It is only in revelation that the claims of both
technical reason and ontological reason can find their fulfilment.
He identifies ontological reason with the content of revelation,
which does not reject the claims of technical reason.®*

(1) Reoelation and Ecstatic Reason

Tillich defines Revelation as an extraordinary manifestation
which removes the veil from something which is hidden and cannot
be approached through ordinary ways of gaining knowledge.
This hiddenness is @ mystery. When this mystery appears subjec-
tively, he says, it is called ‘ecstasy’. The literal meaning of ecstasy
is ‘standing outside oneself.” It points to a state of mind which is
extraordinary in the sense that the mind transcends its ordinary
situation. Ecstasy is a state of mind in which reason goes beyond
itself or its subject-object structure. This does not mean that
reason, in going beyond itself, ceases to be reason. Ecstacy neither
negates nor denies reason but remains as reason. To avoid such
possible confusion Tillich calls it ‘ecstatic reason’.®®* Ecstatic reason
does not receive anything irrational or anti-rational which is self=
destructive, but only transcends the basic condition of finite rationa-
lity which is the subject-object structure. The mystics and the
saints attempt to attain this state through their ascetic and medita-
tive acts. Ecstasy occurs only when the mind is grasped by the
ground of being. Ecstasy is a miracle of reality.
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(iii) Ecstatic Reason and Technical Reason

Technical Reason is limited, and it decides the best means for
achieving certain goals. Since it cannot determine the goals, this
must be done by the ecstatic reason. Technical reason has its own
boundaries beyond which it has no capacity to traverse. These limits
can be transcended by the ecstatic reason. The use of ecstatic reason
uncovers the being-itself. The ecstatic reason involves participa-
tion as in love, but technical reason which operates at the level of

detachment is inadequate for such participation.

IV CONCLUSION

An attempt was made above to discuss the conception of being in
Radhakrishnan and Tillich in the light of the criticisms levelled
against it by Western philosophers and theologians. A brief evaluation

of their views can now be attempted.

Radhakrishnan’s conception of the Absolute and its relation to
God has been criticised by some Western philosophers on the ground
that it is less clear and consistent. In the judgment of C.C.J. Webb,
Radhakrishnan’s use of language in contrasting theism and Absolu-
tism is less clear and consistent than could be wished.®¢ On the
basis of his view that the supreme being must be either the Absolute
or God, Brightman points to Radhakrishnan’s vacillation between

the non-dualism of Satkara and personal theism of Ramanuja.®®

The relationship between the Absolute and God as indicated in
his thought, does not find a parallel cither in the non-dualism of
Samkara or in the personal theism of Ramanuja though there are
some similarities in their doctrines. In asserting the supremacy of
the Absolute (Brahman), Radhakrishnan neither denies the reality of
the world and God (I§vara), ascribing them a phenomenal character
like Samkara nor identifies the Absolute with the personal God
(I8vara) as in Ramanuja. For him God is neither identical with the
Absolute nor independent or separately existent from it. The so-
called ‘inconsistency’ is the result of his attempts to reconcile the God
of theism with the Absolute. There are two significant points to be
noted in his scheme of thought.
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Radhakrishnan looks at the question of God’s relationship to the
Absolute from two different standpoints — one from that of the philo-
sopher and the other from that of the theist or believer. From the
standpoint of the philosopher, God may be considered as different
from the Absolute, but the same when viewed by the believer or
theist through his religious consciousness, has been realised as one
and the same.®® He does not seem to subscribe to the view that
there is a fundamental contradiction between the Absolute of the
philosophers and the God of the theists. While asserting the supre-
macy of the Absolute, he accomodates the God of theism in his
thought in order to provide for the worship of God or gods.

There cannot be a fundamental contradiction between the
philosophical idea of God (Absolute) as an all-embracing
spirit and the devotional idea of a personal God, who arouses
in us the specifically religious emotion. The personal con-
ception develops the aspect of spiritual experience in which
it may be regarded as fulfilling the human needs.®"

For some reasons of his own, Radhakrishnan does not either
identify God with the Absolute and turn them into one Reality or
dispense with cither of them, but attempts to find a tenable relation-
ship between the two. Therefore (1) God is as real as the Absolute
and not phenomenal or illusory. (2) God is one of the poises of the
Absolute. Such a distinction should be preserved in order to have a
balanced view of the Supreme. (3) God with whom the worshipper
stands in personal relationship is the very Absolute in the world
context, i.e., God is the Absolute from the human end.

But at the same time, it may be noted, Radhakrishnan firmly
maintains the supremacy as well as the ultimacy of the Absolute.
This is evident from some of his statements: (1) Though God is as
real as the Absolute, He is not the ultimate or is as eternal as the
Absolute, for God fades away into the Absolute when the final end is
achieved. (2) God (Iévara) is the Absolute cast through the moulds
of logic, and He exists so long as our logic and universe remain.
(3) God and his attributes are symbols of the Absolute, cognised in
religion. (4) The worshippers of God are second in rank, first being
the worshippers of the Absolute (Brahman).
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Thus Radhakrishnan draws a tenable relationship between the
Absolute and God of theism. Though God is real and plays a
significant role in the context of the world, He is not ultimate. The
supremacy as well as ultimacy belongs to the Absolute alone. The
inconsistency that Webb and Brightman find in Radhakrishnan in
this regard is due to the two different view-points he maintains.
Through his scheme or thought he wanted to satisfy the modern
philosopher and the believer.

While maintaining that Being-itself is the ultimate, Tillich rejec-
ted the reality of God, considering Him as a being among beings con-
ditioned and limited by the subject-object structure. God is a sym-
bol through which the believer worships the ultimate. The symbol
of God serves as a means rather than as a goal to reach the ultimate.
Symbols are potent enough to truly participate in the reality, to raise
levels of reality in the being of man and to represent the truly ulti-
mate. Despite such extra-ordinary capacities ascribed by him to
them in his theory of symbols, they remain as dry symbols in the
minds of the believers, without eliciting any emotion, feeling or reli-
gious awe from them. They see nothing substantial in the symbol,
for the very name ‘symbol’ is derogatory and gives the impression
that it is not as real as reality. Once it is called a symbol, its signi-
ficance is reduced considerably. This is detrimental to the faith of
the believers in a historical and concrete God, who has been worship-

ped through the ages.

By emphasising the ontological concept of Being-itself and by
rejecting the God of theism, Tillich attempted to satisfy the rational
mind of the modern man and thereby save himself from the
onslaughts of the modern logician and philosopher. But this has
been done by sacrificing a host of significant Christian doctrines.

Referring to this, Colin Brown remarks :

Tillich starts with his notion of Being and then forces the
gospel of Christ to lie on a procrustean bed of pre-conceived
ideas, lopping off any item, which does not quite fit.®*

However, Tillich does not think that he has sacrificed anything signi-
ficant in the Christian religion. In his view, this anthropomorphic
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God of the theists, duly supported by organised religion, is only
an idol, but not the truly ultimate, which alone is the cause of this
world, ‘and hence it should be rejected.

Being-itself is the most comprehensive concept and an adequate
expression of the ultimate according to both Radhakrishnan and
Tillich. However, we find certain significant differences in their
explanations concerning the relationship "between the ultimate Being
and the God of theism. Whereas Radhakrishnan attempts to recon-
cile the God of theism with the supreme Being, Tillich rejects the god
of theism and considers Him as a symbol. But the functions he
ascribes to the symbol of God make it as potential as the God of theism.
If Tillich is ready to sacrifice a host of creeds and myths of religion
in the name of rational religion, acceptable to the logician and
the rational mind of the modern man, Radhakrishnan is unwilling
to do the same. On the other hand, he finds a significant place for
God of theism in his system, with all the paraphernalia of myths and
cults of religion, despite the threat of criticism of it from the logician
and the philosopher as logically inconsistent. The different positions
taken by these two thinkers in this respect truly represent the funda-
mental character of the religious and philosophical traditions to
which they belong.

If Radhakrishnan considers intellect and intuition as the two
sources for obtaining the knowledge of the creator-God and of the
Absolute beyond respectively, Tillich holds technical reason and
ecstatic reason asthe two sources for obtaining the knowledge of
the things within the subject-object structure and of the ultimate.
However, there is a difference between them regarding worship.
While Radhakrishnan ranks the worship of the Absolute as the highest
and the worship of God as the second, Tillich does not seem to draw
such a distinction. The worship of the ultimate Divine, he thinks,
is possible through the symbol of God (faith), the latter serving only
as a means to reach the former.
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RADHAKRISHNAN'S AESTHETIGS

V. RAGHAVAN

I chose the subject of Radhakrishnan’s aesthetics in consultation
with the Director as none of the other participants of this Seminar
have offered to reflect about it. That none have taken it up appears
natural. The burden of Radhakrishnan’s writings has been on religion
and philosophy and the need for them, on the Spirit in man, on the idea-
list view of life, on the comparative study of religions, their interlinks
and the fundamental unity underlying the diverse forms of religion.
In his extensive writings, aesthetics does not figure mainly. Even the
brief attention devoted to it is as part of his treatment of intuition and
its contrast with Reason. Apart from its brevity, the treatment is
full of epigramatic utterances which leave one often in perplexity.
That the subject is difficult has also been the feeling of the only pre-
decessor, known to me, who deals with it, Robert W. Browing.'
Explaining the difficulty, Browing says: “A number of expressions
and concepts (e.g., fusion, oneness, absorption, vision, creation, inspi-
ration, truth, reality, etc.) leave us quite uncertain as to how literally
or how figuratively they are to be taken...... .. Radhakrisknan's meta-
physics of aesthetics is obscure.”” 1 would not call it obscure; it is
not certainly full ; it has some apparently divergent propositions but
a connected account can be made out of it. 1 shall add my own to
Browing’s effort and piece together Radhakrishnan’s ideas on the sub-
ject and tailor them into a fabric.

On this subject, as on other main subjects of his, religion, philoso-
phy. intuition, etc., Radhakrishnan, in his own inimitable style and in
modern terms, expounds and emphasizes the Indian conception of
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these. He quotes from English poets and critics, Wordsworth, Keats,
Bridges and others and philosophers like Kant, Hegel, Croce and others,
citing parallels which substantiate the Indian ideas. It will therefore
be proper to use in my task the aid of the Indian tradition and views
of the Sanskrit aesthetics on this subject. Indeed Radhakrishnan’s
citations of Sanskrit terms and texts in his treatment make this method
of interpreting or understanding him quite legitimate.

In his discussions of this subject, Radhakrishnan uses mainly the
art of poetry. Historically, his earliest observations on the subject
occur in his exposition of the philosophy of Rabindranath Tagore.
There are passing references to and stray statements on the subject in
some of his other writings like The Hindu View of Life. In his speeches,
as Vice-President and President of India at the Award Functions of the
Sahitya and Sangeet Natak Akademies, he hasspoken on literature and
art. Besides, in his An Idealist View of Life* and Contemporary Indian
Philosophy® he devotes a little over two pages to aesthetics.

Radhakrishnan’s conception of a poet arises out of hisidea of
poetry as a product of intuition. When he says, “A poet is a seer, a
revealer of hidden truths,””¢ he is affirming the Indian conception
that none who is not a rs¢ is ever a kavi (Na anrsih kavir ityuktah).
In his “Spirt in Man”, the heightened level from which the poet func-
tions is described as a divine afflatus. He says:

In these highest moments, the masters of human expression
feel within themselves a spark of the divine fire and seem
to think and feel as if God were in them and were revealing
fragments of the secret plan of the universe. Mathew Arnold
said that when Wordsworth and Byron were really inspired,
Nature took the pen from their hands and wrote for them.®

We are told in our literary tradition about some beautiful lines in
the Gitagovinda that they were written by Lord Krsna himself who
came as Jayadeva when the poet had left a line incomplete and gone
out. The visitation of a divine power gives the poeta greater being,
whereby what he utters becomes great, Brahman. The radical mean-
ing of Brahman is ‘becoming greater’ and it is one of the names of the
Vedic hymn or poem or Mantra. On this Radhakrishnan says:
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The authors of the Vedic hymns regarded themselves as chan-
nels of something greater than they knew, instruments of a
higher soul beyond themselves.®

Between their vision and expression there is a simultaneity where-
by they are said, not to compose but to see the hymns (manira-drastarah).

It is this power that is called inspiration which is needed for great
art and he quotes here one of the early Sanskrit aesthetes, Dandin
who considers the innate or natural genius (naisargiki pratibha), as one
of the conditions that produce poetry.”

Concentration and deep absorption are necessary conditions of
an artistic creation, even as of the perception of truth. Radhakrishnan
cites more than once a passage from Kalidasa’s play Malavikagnimitra
which speaks of samadhi as a prerequisite for artistic creation. He relates
this samadhi to what Theodor Lipps calls Empathy, a ‘feeling into’.*
In the Bhagavata, Narada asks Vyasa torecapitulate the latter’s sacred
theme through samadhi (samadhinanusmara). After Brahma’s com-
mand to him to compose the story of Rama, Valmiki sits on sacred
grass and facing east, seeks the course of his work through concentra-
tion (dharmenaveksate gatim). The critic Vamana says in his Sutras
on poetics that the seed of poetry is in the inspiration and genius
(pratibhana) and for things to flash in that state, concentration (ava-
dhana, which he later calls samadhi) is needed.® It is in samadhi that
the genius of the artist perceives the things. Radhakrishnan defines
genius as extreme sensibility to truth'® and it is in semadki that this
sensibility becomes steady, intense and pregnant. And for this
Vamana prescribes solitude and the still pre-dawn hours.'! In
his speech on Literature, Radhakrishnan gives the following stages
of the artist’s creative process : solitude, concentration, vision, then
shaping with emotion and carving with words.'”? Elsewhere, he des—
cribes this process in the following words :

The mind concentrates on the material, becomes thoroughly
possessed by it, gets as it were fused to it, absorbs it and
remoulds it according to its own ideals and thus creates a
work of art... It is a state in which all our energies are
heightened, tautened and sublimated.??
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Samadhi or concentration naturally means contemplation over
the idea or idcas scen in a flash. When expounding Tagore,
he quotes with approval Wordsworth’s observation that poetry is
what is recollected in tranquillity. In ‘The Spirit of Man’ also, he
says, ‘‘we must allow the intellect to lie fallow and let the object soak
into the subsoil of our mental life...””** *“The vision, however, is not
operative, for so long as it continues, its very stress acts as a check on
expression.””* But immediately he also observes that experience is
recollected but not in tranquillity.

The description of poetry as a product of intuition brings him
into some disagreement with Croce. To Croce, the artistic creation
has already taken place in intuition, and expression is either external
to it or identical with it. ~ Radhakrishnan agrees that it is difficult
to draw the line between intuition and expression, but he points out
that the unexpressed or ‘‘the purely formless cannot be known or
conceived,” and that poetry is not the vision itself but the image of
it.'* Radhakrishnan adds that although the form is émplicitly present
in the experience itself, “‘the great poet is he who senature it is to repre-
sent experience through words winged with magic, capable of evo-
king his experience. The experience has its full share in the words
and phrases which clothe it. The strongest argument against Croce’s
view which he points out is this: ‘“‘Croce seems to ignore the problem
of artistic communication.”

But he meets Croce half way when he writes that the poet at-
tempts a translation of the ineffable experience into words :

While poetry is in the soul, the poem is a pale reflection of
the original, an attempt to register in words an impression
which has become an image in memory. There is something
incommensurable, eluding expression in words.""

The Indian view on this question finds its best enunciation in
Bhatta Tota, in his Kagya Kautuka. There are two phases intuition
and expression, darsana and varnana. All seers (rsis) are poets (kavis)
and all poets are seers; but the name r§i emphasises darsana, the
vision, and kavi, varnana, the expression. Asa seer Valmiki had
already the pure vision but he did not become a poet until expression
came to him (nodita kavita loke yavaj jata na varnana).



RADHAKRISHNAN’S AESTHETICS 113

Another idea in Croce’s thesis is that poetry is essentially “‘self-
expression.”” Radhakrishnan finds it difficult to accept this, as on
this basis, it cannot be explained how the expression of one man’s
self could be valid or significant to another.!® The real answer to this
problem is however what Bhatta Nayaka offered as the ‘universalisa-
tion’ (sadharanikarana), which poetic expression effects when it is trans-
mitted or received by the reader or spectator. This universalisation
of the concrete is tied up with the process of the worldly becoming
non-worldly (alaukika), the real becoming ideal. This answers the
question why, out of decency, we cannot keep staring at a couple in
love in the park but can look on, contemplate and enjoy witnessing
a love-scene between Dusyanta and Sakuntala on the stage.

While we are on the expression aspect, we may also see what
Radhakrishnan has to say of the elements which compose the expres-
sion and contribute to its appeal. He maintains that the music and
rhythm of words, the images they suggest, the choice of apt words and
the proper order in which they are set,—are all there in poetry but,
“they are not all.”” “Its essential quality is the emotional fervour.”’'?
That is, in terms of the Sanskrit critics rasa is the essence; all the rest,
the stylistic qualities (gunas) and figures and imageries (alaikaras)
are subsidiary and are useful only to bring out the rasa more power-
fully. All this, with rasa at its apex,is one whole. Summing up
this section he says : “In the last analysis, the essentially poetic

character is derived from creative intuition.”’2°

The Indian theory at its best holds ‘that in the realm of poetry
as also in other arts, it is the process of suggestion - (dhovani) that is
supreme. When Radhakrishnan observes ‘“‘Arts do not so much

represent as suggest,”’?' he has in mind the sovereign principle of dhvani.

If the emphasis is on expression, a question naturally arises re-
garding the things which expression embodies. There is the
well-known line according to which the poet gives shape to airy
nothings. Radhakrishnan refers to this : “It hardly matters on what
subjects he speaks, a night wind or a love fancy, a flower or a fleeting
memory’’ and opines ‘“‘But this does not mean that all themes are
equally good for poetry . . . only great themes can give great
222

15

poetry.
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Although art is a product of intuition and “‘is not wholly rational’
and ‘‘oversteps the limits of the rational”® and ‘‘aesthetic creation
and enjoyment are both non-intellectual actions,’”’** it should not be
considered that they are totally opposed to each oter. For, Radha-
krishnan defines “intuitive power’” as ‘“a riper reason’’—the nexus
between appearance and reality. He says here that for great art, what
is needed is inspiration and not intellectual power. He also observes:
“‘Aesthetic perception or appreciation is different from intellectual
discrimination and analysis.””*® But he balances all these statements
by pointing out that it should not be forgotten that the work of art
is charged with thought. He writes:

A good deal of system and symmetry, of reflective determi-
nateness is involved in the unfolding of the artist’s experience.
A Beethoven symphony or a Shakespearean play has one
indivisible inspiration but its expression involves elaborate
labour on the intellectual plane.?®

Now on the well-known definition of art as imitation, Bharata also.
speaks of this anukrti, calls it also anu-kirtana, and Abhinavagupta
clarifies it more precisely in metaphysical terms as anuyyavasaya. It is
a re-presentation, a re-creation. Let us look at Radhakrishnan’s
comments on this idea of imitation. He observes that poetry is crea-
tion, not copying; it is vision, not imitation.?*

In An Idealist View of Life he writes:

It is imitation, as Aristotle said, but not of outward nature
but of inner reality...He (the artist) discerns within ‘the visi-
ble world something more real than its outward appearance,
some idea or form of the true, the good and the beautiful...
this idea or form, this meaning or value is not an added
grace or refinement, but the very heart of the object itself 2*

He therefore considers art not so much as creation, i.e., of some-
thing not existing, but a discovery, i.e., ofthe thing that is already
there as the decper reality. According Mahima Bhatta, the author
of the Vyaktiviveka, even when the poet describes things as they are, he
contributes his own interpertation. There are two aspects in things,
the common and the apparent, which figure in the ordinary verbal
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descriptions and the visisfa, the special or primal, the saksma-svabhava
as another calls it, which is beyond the parlance in vogue and which
is the object of direct or pure perception. It is this that is dealt with
by great poets of genius. This poetic imagination, Mahima Bhatta
likens to the third eye of Siva, which penetrates appearance and
exposes the inner reality and brings into its cognisance things trans-
cending limitations of space and time.

On aesthetic appreciation, we may notice two ideas expressed by
Radhakrishnan. In ‘“The Spirit in Man’, he says, “The enjoyer be-
comes a secret sharer of the creator’s mind’’*® and again that “we can-
not appreciate if we are not aided by a higher insight. We must share
the world which the artist presents to us. The reader of poetry is one
of a similar heart and temperament”® and uses here the Sanskrit
equivalent sakrdaya or samana-hrdaya. And following this we may
suggest that when he says “appreciation requires sympathy’’, he is
referring to hrdaya-samovada. 1In An Idealist View of Life, he charac-
terises appreciation itself as creative. Later, in the same book, he
endorses Croce’s view that aesthetic experience is active creation®!
and that ““even when we enjoy poetfy, our mind is actively creating
an intuition and finding its expression though we may not be consci-
ous of it at all.*®> Rajadekhara holds that the same creative imagina-
tion (pratibha) has two phases, the active and productive (k@rayiéri) and
passive and appreciative (bhd@vayitri). And, in the words of Abhinava-
gupta, the kavi and the sahrdaya together form the true nature of the
Muse (sarasvatyas tattvam).

We have again his statement: “Deepest poetry has widest
appeal.”?®* In the Indian conception of rasasvada, the element of
universality is basic ; everybody is liable innately to have this aesthetic
rapport but actually one should possess the necessary cultivation to
have this response and hence the sakrdayas are not all and sundry.
Therefore Robert Browning is correct when hesays that the above
statement of Radhakrishnan requires the qualification “‘potentially”’,
because one must have the developed artistic sensibility. Radha-
krishnan’s statement here has to be read with or understood in the
light of his other statements on the need for being a sahrdaya.

On the relation between art and religion, he makes some state-
ments which may appear to be contradictory. In his An Idealist View
of Life, he refers to art as one such substitute and observes:
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Art provides ‘imaginary satisfaction’ for our unfulfilled
desires and plays in infancy the roles which we have missed
in life. Art becomes a sort of mental self-indulgence, a
distraction that takes away the horrid taste of the real.®

But this is evidently meant as an arthavada, for here he is emphasising
the importance of religion. For him, as he later says here, ‘“The cogni-
tive, the aesthetic and the ethical sides of our life are only sides, how-
ever vital and significant. The religious include them all.”’®® In other
places, wherever he touches upon this aspect of artistic activity, he
generally integrates art and religion or art and spiritual experience.
In his short lecture on Art, he says: “The purpose of all art is
sacramental,...an accessory of worship ..made in temples and in
honour of gods.””** He also writes that the arts ‘‘purge the soul of
its defect and lead to a vision of the eternal.”’®” This is the traditional
Indian view of art as a sadhana.

The ultimate nature of the experience of artistic activity and the
enjoyment of art also brings the two approaches of art and religion
as close as possible. He quotes the Vedic definition of art (Silpa) as
atma-samskrti, refinement of the soul, and explains: ‘“he who attains
to the vision of beauty is from himself set free.”*®  Quoting Tagore
on ‘Poetry and Philosophy” and on the true function of poetry as a
path-way to freedom, he says: *The artist helps us to forget the
bonds with the world and reveals to us the invisible connections by
which we are bound up with the eternity.””*® “The aesthetic emotion
is a spiritual experience and not a mere subjective feeling.”’*° Again
“Instead, therefore, of saying that philosophy and poetry are incom-
patible, we should say that poetry to be poetry must essentially be philo-
sophical, in the sense here indicated.”*' In the sequel here, he explains
that the traditional opposition between the two, religion and philo-
sophy, applies to the lower forms of the two, not the two at their
highest. *“The poet worships God as the spirit of beauty, while the
philosopher pays his homage to God as the ideal of truth.”** “The
two are not opposed, as truth is beauty and beauty is truth.”’** The
two aim at the same end; their starting points differ ;¢ but

they go on converging ultimately to the same fountain and goal of
Intuition.**
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The Indian aesthetes hold that the higher or ultimate end of
poetry is ananda, the ineffable, supra-mundane bliss and it is only at a
lower level or secondary stage that poetry instructs us. The ananda is
of a category different from pleasure of any gain or enjoyment heres
a distinction which Radhakrishnan also makes.*® This joy is there-
fore spiritual, as it is disinterested. This joy is really that of peace and
repose, an easing of the heart or a falling off of its knots, which is
called in Sanskrit, krdaya-visranti. This is perhaps what Radha-
krishnan has in mind when he observes: “The greatest gifts of art are
peace and reconciliation and every great poem conveys a sense of
peace.”’*” Art stills the restlessness and brings on a serenity, prasada
more commonly, Santi. All named rasas shed their particular com-
plexions and partake of the nature of the fundamental rasa, Santa.
This is perhaps what he has in his mind when he maintains that in
the disinterestedness of aesthetic perception or appreciation, one “rises
to the calm of the Universal Spirit>’*® It is thus akin to the realisa-
tion of the Supreme Brahman, Brakmasvadasodara. It is akin to or an
i mitation of the actual bliss of Brahman-realisation because when the
artistic stimulus is withdrawn, there is a lapse into the mundane state:

Radhakrishnan observes :

The greatest gifts of art are peace and reconciliation. In
those rare moments when we are moved by some beautiful
poem or a great work of art, we are not only absorbed by it
but our mind israised to a higher altitude when it beholds
the vision of things far above sense knowledge or discursive
reasoning.*®

It is apt to state here that he has also maintained that “‘the poetic
experience is but momentary for the veil is redrawn and the mood of
exaltation passes.”®® In another place also he has expressed the same
idea, viz., that the disinterestedness of aesthetic contemplation makes
the human spirit free from the...confusions of temporal life, but this
is momentary.®'

The two ends of poetry, the primary and the secondary, of joy
and edification, @randa, and gputpatti, are also reconciled in the Indian
theory by explaining the process of edification or instruction or
improvement of man as spontaneous, imperceptible and inevitable.
The A(aﬁk&rikas use the analogy of the beloved, who even as she is
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unfolding her charms, beguiles her lover into wholesome conduct:
kanta-sammitataya upadesa-yuje. The elixir carries its innate reforming
and sublimating power. It is thisidea that Radhakrishnan gives

‘expression to when he observes:

The function of art is to stir the spirit in us, humanize our
nature, refine life and produce profoundly satisfying states of
mind which gradually become persistent attitudes. The
light of knowledge commends itself by its own sweetness. °?

One other topic touched upon by Radhakrishnan is the place
of tragedy in artistic presentations. He voices forth the Indian view
when he observes: “In all'true poetry, as in alltrue philosophy, the

>3 But he adds that this does not mean

end must be reconciliation.
that drama should conventionally end in a marriage or a benediction.
The poet cannot skip the misery and imperfection in the world but,
according to Radhakrishnan, a tragedy which leaves in the mind an
impression of disgust and dissatisfaction is a failure as a work of art.
He does not expressly cite and discuss Greek Tragedy but appears
indirectly to administer a correction to it and underline the Indian
conception at its best, when he adds that the ultimate feeling in true
art should be one of triumph and satisfaction. Without mentioning
catharsis, he offers his interpretation of it that the conclusion of the
tumult of the soul is the settled peace underneath.

There are some epigrams of Radhakrishnan on literature and
poetry which could not be woven into the fabric but which may be
stitched on like tassels to its borders. For instance, he writes:
“Literature is the channel between spiritual vision and human beings.
The poet is a priest of the invisible world.”’* ““The aim of literature
is the good of the world, (viSvasSreyah kagyam). Its purpose is not to
reflect the world but to redeem the world.”®® “Poetry then is a
form of life, a realisation of the meaning of common life by living it
more intensely. It is a ripe nature as organic as life itself. Tt is life
come to utterance.’’**

Where are we now after all this exercise of our minds and words?
Are the inherent paradoxes resolved ? Art is the product of intuition
and vision, not of reason, but the role of the intellect cannot be elimi-
nated. Its aim is not didactic, it is the revelation of the inner bliss.
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But its educative value cannot be minimised when we see the moral
and social function it has always had. It is the form, the way of
expression, that constitutes art, not the mere content or thought;
without the latter, however, art cannot exist, nor can it communicate.
Technique is required to shape it, technical elements go into the
make-up of its charm and appeal but it is not exhausted by technique
which is after all its device. = Its appeal is based on universality, yet
the connoisseurs (sahrdayas) are rare souls of developed sensibilities.
The verbal expression is inadequate to convey the vision in its
fulness and vividness; even so, all of our critical analysis and termino-
logy can but grope to reach or touch some of the aspects which strike
us. The thing of beauty, mysterious in its origins and near-mystic in
its end, is verily a thing of magic. Its enthralling delight and eleva-
ting effect are a fact of experience, but this, as well as all thatis
behind it, can only be called anirvacaniya. Let us then sit back,

expose ourselves to it and get exalted !
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INDIAN POLITICAL TRADITION AND
RADHAKRISHNAN

Paur YouncGer

Was Radhakrishnan a philosopher-king as many have argued?
Was he the fulfilment of Plato’s long unfulfilled ideal? If he was a
philosopher-king, would he not have been a living refutation of the
Indian political tradition which had so carefully differentiated the
functions of philosopher and king? Plato had complex philosophical
reasons for believing that the ideal state would be one ruled over by
a philosopher-king. But Manu, Kautilya and others had equally
clear reasons for distinguishing and separating philosophy and religion
from politics; dharma from artha; the role of the brahmanas from that
of the ksatriyas. Radhakrishnan, of course, was not the only
brahmana to participate in politics in twentieth century India, for as
everyone knows, most of the leaders of the Freedom Struggle were
brahmagas, but he is the best example of someone who truly fulfilled
the philosophical ideal of the brahmanical tradition and yet served in
a distinguished way as Vice-President and later President of India.
We propose then in this paper to re-examine the structure of the Indian
political tradition and to ask whether the career of Radhakrishnan
serves as a refutation or a confirmation of that structure.

In spite of prolonged periods of foreign rule the rhythm of the
Indian political tradition is not very difficult to recognize. Indian
history is a rhythmic alternation of periods in which there is a longing
for local roots followed by periods in which there is a search for a

unifying vision. The complexlocal traditions of the traditional sixteen
16
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Jjanapadas were, for example, followed by the unifying vision of the
Mauryans and the great Buddhist emperor, Afoka. The Mauryans
were in turn thrown out by the “localist’” Sufigas, but they were then
followed by another “‘visionary”” Kanigka, the great Kugana.

Something of these two tendencies can, of course, be seen in all
political traditions, for they are tendencies which are rooted in man’s
basic situation in the world. On the one hand man emerges from the
womb much more dependent than' other animals and longs for the
warmth and love of his mother for many years. On the other hand man
is also a creature who anticipates his own death and he therefore
longs for some kind of universal significance, meaning or salvation.
What is unique about the Indian tradition is the way in which these
two human tendencies have been identified with their extreme forms
and have been held in what one might call a polar tension. On the
one hand, India has glorified that which is warm and loving and
maternal so that the family, the caste, the region or even the nation
are seen as motherly. On the other hand, the position of the philoso-
phical schools and religious sects'is a severely universalistic one in
which no significance is attached to family, caste and nation at all.

The way in which the Indian political tradition has handled the
polar tension between these two extremes is not to call for modera-
tion, but to establish a three point dialectic in which the longing for
warm rootedness (samsara) and the longing for a unifying vision
(moksa) are followed by a firm affirmation of order (dharma). As many
scholars have said, the quest of the Indian political tradition, of the
heroes of the Mahabkarata and Ramayana for instance, is a quest for
order or dharma. This statement is correct as far as it goes, but it is
only properly understood if dharma is seen as the product of a dialectic,
is seen as a balancing point where the tendency toward rootedness,
local loyalties and the tendency toward universal vision periodically
meet. The stable regimes of the Indian political scene have been
those such as of the Guptas and the Cholas which have recognized the
claims of a visionary order and yet have insisted on utilizing that
vision to re-establish local loyalties and thus in the end to gain a
reputation for dharma or order. The Guptas clearly imitated Afoka
and the Mauryans, but also wisely erected temples to locally popular
avataras of Visgu. In a similar way the Cholas continued the Pallava
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tradition of bringing in brahmana priests, but they built their
temples on the old sacred sites and thus provided a sense of dkarma or
order to the whole.

We might describe this structure from another angle if we point
out that from the point of view of the individual these three point in
the dialectic are seen in terms of three loyalties: that to his family and
caste (the local tradition), that to the brahmana teacher or religious
leader (the universal vision), and that to the king (the enforcer of
dharma). The balancing of these three loyalties wasalways a delicate
matter. The loyalty to family and caste was naturally reinforced
through ritual activities and was in many ways the strongest of the
three. The texts find it necessary to frequently reiterate the impor-
tance of respect for the brahmana and recognition of the central role
of the king. The king’s role, while greatly exalted in the texts, was in
some ways dependent both on the cooperation of those holding the
caste and regional loyalties and on the visionary leaders who had to
create an atmosphere which made people feel that it was worthwhile
to reach out beyond their local loyalties. When the system worked
well, it was the philosophical appeal to a universal visionary purpose
which renewed the opportunity for a strong dynasty to come forward
and reestablish the king’s role as custodian of dkarma. Theoretically
the ultimate loyalty of the visionary,—whether he be a Buddhist, an
orthodox Vedic brahmana or a sectarian brahmaga, was universal
and apolitical. The ultimate loyalty of the dominant castes and the
local rulers was on the other hand essentially that of political power.
These were two separate principles and on the theoretical plane
one could not be incorporated into the other. But in working out a
modus vivendi between them the brahmanas recognised the importance
of establishing the king as a median point who, even while he represen-
ted “power”, could be made to serve the principles of “vision” and
the system of dkarma. The king in turn did not challenge the supre-
macy of the brahmana for it was only with the help of the brahmana
that his vulnerability to the ever present claims of the local loyalties
could be overcome.

With the coming of foreign rule one might have expected this
political tradition to be lost altogether. Muslim rule was, of course,
disruptive in many ways for it not only set aside most of the Hindu
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kings but it also held on to the political theory that there was a near
identity between religion and politics.  Some Indians such as Kabir
and Nanak attempted to see the Muslim rulers as being within the
framework of the Indian tradition. But in general the tradition did
not attempt to absorb Islamic ideas. The major structural adjust-
ment which the tradition made to the disappearance of most of the
Hindu kings was to recognize the brahmanas as the sole leaders in
Hindu society and to allow the distinction between the roles of
brahmanas and ksatriyas to become obscured. It was during this
period that Tulsidas in rewriting the Ramayana made Rama a moral
teacher as well as a king ; that the Vijayanagar kings felt it neces-
sary to become directly involved with religious matters; and the

Maratha peshwas took over the running of that state.

With the arrival of the British, the foreign rulers chose a new role
and the Indian political tradition was forced to respond in a rather
different way. While the Muslim challenge had been directed at the
Hindu kings, the British challenge was directed at the brahmanas for
they attempted to introduce a new philosophical initiative. After the
debates of the early decades of the nineteenth century, the philosophy
of Utilitarianism was agreed upon and the British set about trying to
create in India a class of liberal gentlemen who would implement the
new philosophy of ‘‘the greatest happiness of the greatest number .
Ram Mohan Roy and others accepted this philosophical initiative in a
general way and it eventually became a new ‘‘visionary”’ element in
the dialecticof the tradition. The philosophy of Mahatma Gandhi
eventually served as the third point in this dialectic so that by the
time of Independence, the Western democratic vision had been accep
ted into the tradition in so far as it could be incorporated along with
the local traditions and in so far as it could be made part of Gandhi’s
sense of order or dharma. Many political parties can claim that they
total follow the philesophy of Gandhi, for that philosophy is understood
notas a rigid set of principles but as a three-part dialectic in which
the Western democratic vision is combined with caste and regional
loyalties in an overall sense of order or dharma. Prime Minister Nehru
may have emphasized the Western democratic vision, evidence of caste
and regional loyalty may be more of a factor in certain sections of
the Janata, and Prime Minister Desai may have an unambiguous
perception of dharma. Nevertheless all three can legitimately claim
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to be Gandhian in that they work out their political philosophy in
terms of the total three-point dialectic.

What was Radhakrishnan’s role in theadjustments which the
Indian political tradition has had to make? Was he a brahmana
from the South who felt he had to fulfil the dual role of philosopher
and king to fill the vacuum created by the Muslim destruction of
Hindu kingship? Was he a Westernized philosopher who was
attempting in the spirit of Plato, Bentham or Mill to reform seciety ?
Or was he a traditional brahmana serving as a r@jaguru to the ruler ?
In a way his career had all three of these elements, but we are going
to argue that whatever his own intentions, he was understood by the
public to be a r@jaguru and therefore to be a confirmation of the
validity of the traditional political system. In other words I am
going to argue that it was Radhakrishnan’s function to bring philo-
sophical vision back into its traditional role in Indian political life.

The Indian public has attributed two accomplishments to Radha-
krishnan. They have seen him as one who ‘“‘mastered” the Western
philosophical vision, and they have seen him as an able rajaguru to
Prime Minister Nehru. He was seen as having ““mastered’’ the Western
philosophical vision : (1) because he had participated in the internal
debates of that philosophical world and his arguments had won recog
nition in that context, and (2) because he had redefined the Indian
tradition in such a way as to protect it against what was perceived as
the greatest thre at from the Western world of thought. He was seen
as a rajaguru of Prime Minister Nehru : (1) because he had become
a close confidant of the Prime Minister and could, it was thought,
influence the latter’s actions, and (2) because his speeches while
supportive of government policy had taken on an air of detachment
as if they were defining the general structure of dharma rather than
advocating particular courses of action. Let us then look at each
of these four accomplishments of Radhakrishnan in closer detail-

Radhakrishnan was seen as someone capable of full participation
within the debates of Western philosophy. He became a champion
of the ““idealist view of life” over against the empiricist emphasis then
prevailing in British philosophy. In retrospect onec might wonder
whether this “accomplishment’’ was as philosophically sound as it
appeared at the time, for the similarities between European idealism
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and Indian thought now seem a bit superficial and it is now possible
to see that there were other philosophical currents in the West with
which an Indian philosopher might have established links. But
whatever our retrospective view might be, the public was correct in
its assessment that Radhakrishnan had entered into the heart of the
philosophical vision which nineteenth century Britain had left as its
legacy to the Indian tradition.

Radhakrishnan’s credentials as a ““master” of the Western phile-
sophical vision are related not only to his positive accomplishments as
a participant in that philosophical world, but also as the creator of a
philosophical boundary or limit for the participation of that vision in
the Indian tradition. In setting forth the “Hindu view of life’’
Radhakrishnan gently but definitively eliminated an anxiety which
had been troubling the Indian tradition from the time of Ram Mohan
Roy. The British philosophical challenge was led by the Utilitaria—
nism of Bentham and Mill with their emphasis on ‘‘the greatest happi-
ness of the greatest number’”’ through an administration aimed at
Jjustice, equality before the law, liberty, tolerance and the like.  But
in close support of these rather fragmented Utilitarian principles was
the philesophical thrust of Christian missions which was to be seen on
a day by day basis in the schools and hospitals of British India.
From the time of Roy on, one can sece a deep vacillation on the part
of India’s leaders toward this Christian dimension of the Western
philosophical vision. Some, such as K.C. Sen felt that Christianity
was the purest and the best part of that vision; others such as Tilak
thought that ultimately Utilitarianism was only a front for Christia-
nity and that the Western philosophical vision was indeed a threat to
Hinduism and hence to the Indian tradition as a whole; still others such
as Vivekananda and Aurcbindo quickly dismissed Christianity itself
but recognized that Utilitarianism needed a more profoundly
religious base and set about to fill that need with their own contribu-
tions. Tilak’s fear of the underlying Christian presence in Western
thought was probably the most widespread of these three attitudes,
and it was that kind of fear which Radhakrishnan allayed when he
set forth the ‘““Hindu view of life’’ for his Western colleagues.

Implicit in Radhakrishnan’s ability to set forth the “ Hindu view
of life” are three hidden assumptions. On the one hand he speaks
on the understanding that there is a distinction between the scheme of
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Utilitarian values, which he accepts as the Western philosophical
vision and Christianity, which he is then free to praise as a separate
school of thought from which good ideas can be derived. Secondly, he
accepts the essential structure of Utilitariaism which says that a “view
of life’’ consists of the set of values a given culture has arrived at
through the historical process. And thirdly, he reinterprets Hinduism
in such a way that its basic tenets are seen as values which Indian
culture happened to arrive at over the centuries. In retrospect one
might wonder whether he has not made too great a concession to the
liberal tendencies of the Utilitarians when he defined Hinduism in
terms of a system of human “values”, but the important point remains
that what he was perceived to have done in defining the ‘“Hindu view
of life” was, to once and for all, put Christianity in its place as a
religious system which was not coextensive with the Western philoso-
phical vision which India had accepted from the West.

We have argued that the public perception of Radhakrishnan’s
twin philosophical accomplishment was that he “mastered’’ the
Western philosophical world by entering into its internal disputes on
the side of Idealism, and he defined the Western philosophical vision
in such a way that it no longer included the possibility of a hidden
Christian presence. The fact that he was given a chair of philosophy
in Oxford confirmed for the Indian public Radhakrishnan’s role as
a master of the Western philosophical vision and set the stage for his
second role as the agent of that philosophical vision within the politi-

cal tradition of India.

Radhakrishnan’s role in the politics of twentieth century India is
unique. There were many other brahmanas on the political scene and
there were plenty of political activists who were philosophers at heart.
But Radhakrishnan is not remembered for his political activity
during the freedom struggle, but for the unusual role he played as a
confidant of Prime Minister Nehru during the early years of Inde-
pendence. What was the nature of the relationship between these
two men and how was Radhakrishnan able to extend that relation-
ship into a more formal institutionalization of the rajaguru relationship
when he became Vice-President and later President?

Prime Minister Nehru, though described as arrogant by many,
was in fact usually very close to the popular sentiment of the people.
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He accepted the role which the leadership from Roy to Gandhi had
given to the Western philosophical vision. He had none of Tilak’s
fear about the dangers that might be entailed for Hinduism nor did
he even share some of the hesitation one can still see in Gandhi.
Nehru’s personal inclination had been to follow this vision even fur-
ther in its Marxist direction, but his instinct for remaining with the
people held him back when Subhash Chandra Bose as early as 1929
sought his cooperation and when Jaya Prakash and others formed the
Congress Socialist Party in 1934. On becoming Prime Minister he
recognized in Radhakrishnan what the people had already seen,
namely someone who had ‘“‘mastered” the various philosophical
opportunities and dangers associated with an Indian appropriation of
the Western philosophical vision. Recognizing that his own accep-
tance of labels such as “democracy’” and ‘socialism’ were essen-
tially instinctive and pollitical in nature, he honestly sought out the
friendship of someone who had thought through these issues more
thoroughly but was also committed, as he was, to using the Western
vision to again set in motiou the Indian political tradition. To put it
in another way, Prime Minister Nehru saw in Radhakrishnan first of
all a more able and accomplished philosophical friend, but also one
who shared with him (as against Vallabhai Patel, Rajendra Prasad
and others) the view that the Western philosophical vision had a
valid place within the Indian political tradition. What he came to
realize only slowly (and perhaps never in all its fullness) was that the
people saw in Radhakrishnan a great figure who towered above the
particular philosophical vision he served at the moment and stood as

a symbol of the eventual harmonious order of the whole Indian
political tradition.

The fourth, and, the last accomplishment of Radhakrishnan in the
minds of the Indian people was that through his dignified perfor-
mance of his role as r@jaguru he reassured them that the Indian
political tradition was in order and that the integration of the
Western philosophical vision had been accomplished without losing
anything essential from that tradition. When one reads Radhakrish-
nan’s speeches as Vice-President and President one might be tempted
at first to think of them as echoes of Prime Minister Nehru’s ideas.
But an important difference is discernible, and it grows much stronger
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in the later years, in that Radhakrishnan’s advocacy of democracy
and socialism has an important note of “detachment’” about it. He
is advocating these policies not as a member of the political order but
of the ideological order, not as a ksatriya but as a brahmana.
Although he himself gradually became conscious of his special
brahmanical role, it was the people who had thought of him in this
role even in the days of his closest association with Prime Minister
Nehru. Radhakrishnan was never looked on by the people as the
liberal, radical, or Westernized successor to the conservative Rajendra
Prasad (although to Prime Minister Nehru that was precisely the
difference). He was rather looked on as a great philosopher who
could explain and maintain the moral structure in which political
life had to be lived.

In the final analysis Radhakrishnan was seen as a symbol of the
tradition. While the substance of his philosophical task had involved
him in winning a place within the Western philosophical world, and
the substance of his political activity had involved him supporting the
most vigourous advocate of the Western vision which the Indian
political scene has known, nevertheless the form in which he carried
out both of these tasks was one which brought about the renewal of
the Indian tradition. Radhakrishnan worked in a Western philoso-
phical context, but he did so on behalf of the Indian tradition which
had taken the ‘“‘vision” of the West unto itself and needed to
“‘master” that vision if it was to fully incorporate it even as it had
{mastered) thc various Vedic, Buddhist and Vaignava visions of old.
Most of the philosophical categories he used were Western, but the
ultimate function to which that philosophical accomplishment was
put was defined by the Indian tradition. Radhakrishnan also served as
rajaguru to a non-traditionalist politician, but the dignity with which
he conducted himself in the guru role allowed the tradition to believe
that all political developments were still in the long run governed by

the principles of dharma.

Since Radhakrishnan’s time the course of India’s political life
has taken its usual quota of twists and turns, but few would doubt
that these two great areas of accomplishment have become a permanent
part of India’s political heritage: On the one hand the Western
philosophical vision has been absorbed into the tradition and taken

17
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its place in that old dialectical pattern. On the other hand the old
distinction between political power (danda) and moral order (dharma)
remains strong. However one interprets the election of 1977 these
two truths are evident. While the Janata is clearly closer to local
loyalties and less apt to talk of universal vision than Nehru was, it is
still generous in the role it gives the Western democratic and socialist
vision within its conception of dharma. And nothing could have more
eloquently demonstrated the interdependence but separateness of the
domains of danda and dharma than the role Jaya Prakash has played
during the past year. Radhakrishnan was too much of an Indian
and too wise 2 man to have tried to dabble in politics and experiment
with the untested role of philosopher-king. He was a good philoso-
pher and a wise guru to his friend Jawaharlal Nehru. Because he
played these roles well, the Indian people have been able to see in him
a symbol of the traditional political structure; they have therefore

renewed their confidence in that structure and restored it to its true
vitality.
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RADHAKRISHNAN’S INTERPRETA-
TION OF REBIRTH®

C. T. K. CHARI

During the long years in which Sarvepalli Radhakrishnan exerci-
sed his potent influence in more than one sphere of Indian national
life, he was acknowledged as the doyen of those recent Indian philoso-
phers who addressed themselves to the task of reinterpreting the anci-
ent Hindu wisdom in the greatly changed context of modern know-
ledge. He was one of those very few thinkers who attempted a daring
re-rendering of the Hindu belief in rebirth.

(1)

Two features of the reinterpreted doctrine of reincarnation, as set
forth in Radhakrishnan’s Hibbert Lectures, are noteworthy.' Radha-
krishnan flatly denies the juridical and hedonistic theories of karma for
which popular support can be found in India as elsewhere. The hu-
man demand for justice associates wickedness with future suffering
and pain. Even Kant and Hegel advocated retributive theories of
punishment. Radhakrishnan dismisses all questions about the expe-
diency of virtue as trivializations of a great issue. Goodness is self-
sufficient ; it is its own reward. Evil-doing is itself a punishment.
The moral government of the world should not be confused with any
systematic distribution of rewards and punishments. If we follow
Radhakrishnan, it is possible that even in India the belief in £arma
assumed crude and questionable forms. The abiding Hindu wisdom,
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however, is not to be found in these popular misconceptions. Says
Radhakrishnan:

Karma is not so much a principle of retribution as one of
continuity. Good produces good, evil evil. Love increases
our power of love, hatred our power of hatred. The reward
for virtue is not a life of pleasure nor is punishment for sin
pain. Pleasure and pain may govern the animal nature of
man but not his human ... Good and evil are not to be con-
fused with material well-being and physical suffering.?

In my opinion, Radhakrishnan has given a brilliant answer to
critics like A. Seth Pringle-Pattison and R.A. Tsanoff who, in the
twenties of this century, dwelt on the weakness of all juridical theo—
ries of karma. Pringle-Pattison argues® that the doctrine of karma only
extends the notion of punishment as a legalized revenge. It is but a
glorification of talon law, lex talionis. If the essential business of the
world is punishment, then naturally for every shade of guilt, there
must be an appropriate punishment. The brutish man must be re-
born as an animal and the oppressor as a slave. Tsanoff, fears* that
if the karmic mechanism of necessity is universal and inevitable, a
‘sullen helplessness’ is all that is left to us. Radhakrishnan has ans-
wered these critics once for all.  Karma is no principle of reward and
punishment. It is quite compatible with creative freedom. In a
world of frail human beings, sympathy and charity are the essence of
spirituality.®

I turn to the second liberating feature of Radhakrishnan’s doc-
trine of karma. Pringle-Pattison remarks that punishment in the juri-
dical sense can be justified, suffering can have a remedial effect, only
if the evil doer can consciously connect the punishment with the
crime. The complete absence of ‘memories of previous lives’ stultifies
the Hindu theory. It is little consolation to say with Edmond Holmes
that every ‘mysterious error’ has been somehow atoned for. Radha-
krishnan trenchantly replies that on Pringle-Pattison’s own admissions,
memory isnecessary only for a retributive theory of karma. He who
is punished must, of course, know the why and the wherefore of it.
But £arma as a principle of spiritual continuity can dispense with con-
scious memory. Rebirth in animal forms, found in some Hindu sour-
ces, may be a figure of speech. The self of man is not an abstract
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identity. It is a perpetual going and remewal. We carry the past
with us and weave new patterns out of it, thereby preparing ourselves
for the future.® Continuity in this new context cannot be assimilated
to the more familiar types of empirically established continuity. Even
this life is not all memory.

(2)

Radhakrishnan realizes clearly that almost all theories of rebirth
must postulate that the habits, the skills, the tastes, the preferences, the
inclinations for good and evil acquired by anindividual through practice
in one generation must be transmitted, however unconsciously, to an
individual born in a later generation. Radhakrishnan saw that this,
in effect, was a form of the Lamarckian doctrine. He suggests a rap-
prochement between the Lamarckian and Bergsonian theories of evolu-
tion as providing reasonable foundations for biology as well as rein-
carnation. In the sixth Hibbert lecture on ‘Matter, Life and Mind’.
Radhakrishnan notes that for Lamarck changes in habits in changed
environments operated through the use of some organs and the disuse
of other organs. Cumulative changes in structure and function, with
the inheritance of acquired characteristics, are supposed to result.
Radhakrishnan hints that Lamarck’s needs and necessities must be
supplemented by a deeper urge common to all life, a vital impetus
creatively experimenting with its material environment and striving
after higher forms.” He finds that psychical research investigating
survival, although vitiated by fraud and error, affords some support
for the ancient Hindu belief in a subtle body or sazksma Sarira regard-

ed as the Lamarckian mechanism operating in rebirth.®

Some critics may demur to Radhakrishnan’s empirical and quasi-
empirical arguments for reincarnation. In the letters exchanged by
Julian Huxley and Swami Ranganathananda and subsequently pub-
lished®, Huxley said that even after rejecting materialism and ac-
cepting the emergence of consciousness in higher vertebrates, he
found reincarnation impossible on genetic grounds. Swami Ranga-
nathananda retorted that reincarnation went far beyond the pur-
view of the physical sciences, singly and jointly considered- The
Swami holds that reincarnation will ‘ever remain a mystery to every
human being till he or she realizes his or her true spiritual nature.’
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I must confess that I have greater respect for Radhakrishnan’s quasi-
empirical defence of reincarnation than for Swami Ranganathanan-
da’s sanctification of a sheer mystery. The reduction of all scicnce to
sense perception and physics will not do at all. Radhakrishnan un-
folds wider vistas for science.

(3)

Perhaps some issues about Lamarck’s theory deserve to be re-
stated in the context of a debate on reincarnation. Lamarck’s theo-
ry is opposed to Weismann’s much later thesis about the continuity
of the germ-plasm. Weismann maintained that once the body or the
somatoplasm has arisen from the germ-plasm, there could be no im-
pact of the former on the latter. The continuity of the germ-plasm is
uninterrupted and unaffected by the vicissitudes of the somatoplasm.
Weismann cut off the tails of mice through twenty-two genera-
tions and found that the tails did not become progressively shorter.
I understand that formely in the Freiburg Institute of Zoology the
mutilated remains of some 1592 rodent martyrs to science could be
found, neatly labelled in bottles.

It should be obvious that mutilations are not inherited any more
than the effects of circumcision among the Jews in 4,000 years, or the
effects of tattooing among the Red Indian braves or of the squeezing
of feet among the high-born Chinese ladies of yore or of the flattened
heads and distended lips among certain African races. Radhakrish-
nan argues that the discussion need not, and cannot, end here. Muti-
lations are passive and arbitrary effects inflicted on organisms. On
Lamarck’s theory, organic adaptations to the environment arise from
a deep need (Lamarck used the French term besoin), a wilful struggle
and effort. In Lamarck’s celebrated illustration of the giraffe, the
ancestors of the present-day animals by stretching their necks to reach
the higher leaves on trees left their marks on successors with accom—
panying changes or co-adaptations in the general build of the body
and the shortened legs. In the ancestors of the horse, gradually all
the toes except the median atrophied. Even the metacarpals became
vestiges. Horny layers appeared on the remaining digit. The hind
legs of the whale ancestors declined when they took to swimming.
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Radhakrishnan submits that the absence of experimental proof of
the Lamarckian doctrine does not entail the rejection of it. There is
some positive evidence for it.'* At the time when Radhakrishnan deli-
vered the Hibbert Lecturesin 1929-1930, there were distinguished Neo-
Lamarckian spokesmen like Cope, Packard, Le Dantec, Giard and
Pauly. General Smuts adopted a sympathetic approach to Neo-La-
marckism.”! He pointed out how a certain kind of light-coloured
moth (¥psipetes trifasciata), after exposure over a decade to the smoke
and allied conditions prevailing in the industrial areas of Great Britain,
France, Belgium, Germany and USA, turned black. The descendants
were visibly and permanently affected by the environment. Towers
by exposing the Colorado beetle (Leptinotarsa), the potato pest, to
high and low temperatures, and Sumner in similar experiments with

mice, produced permanent modifications in the off-spring.

Unfortunately for Lamarckism, many of these cases are exam-
ples of parallel induction, of simultaneous changes produced in the
body and in the germ cells. The latter change alone was effective
over the generations. Melanism in mothsis not like the artificial col-
our imparted to eggs by the use of external agents like aniline dye.
Harrison, by feeding the caterpillars of the moth with heavy metals
like lead and manganese, produced a black mutant which persisted.
The change was not an adaptation but rather a response knocked out
of the resources of the germ cell. Mutation in a simple Mendelian
gene sufficed. Mark Baldwin, and later Lloyd Morgan and Osborn,
proposed the theory of organic selection according to which a somatic
modification, e.g., appearance of fur in an animal living in the polar
regions, might shield and reinforce an analogous germinal mutation.
But the two kinds of changes are not always in the same kind Del-
age and Goldschmidt questioned the selective value of ontogenetic
modifications if they occurred generally. The callosities on the knees
of the camel and the warthog were described as true Lamarckian in-
herited adaptations produced by kneeling and continued friction with
the ground. But Patrick has pointed out that in the ‘mud-poppy’, an
aquatic salamander (Necturus maculatus), a thickening of the sole could
be seen in a cross-section of the foot. The ancestors of the animals
could not have walked on the ground at all to produce the change.
Pavlov and McDougall (Radhakrishnan refers to the latter)'® in some
learning experiments found that the effects of learning were transmit-
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ted to successive generations. The animals seemed to learn quickeT
and quicker over the generations. It transpired that the improvement
was in the experimenter’s set-up and not in the animals at all. C.H.
Waddington, in his discussion in the symposium'* observes that, how-
ever open we keep our minds, Lamarckism and Neo-Lamarckism are
highly unlikely hypotheses. Evidence for the genetic assimilation
of what are, in the first instance, environmental modifications, has
steadily declined. @ The Neo-Lamarckian experiments of Kammerer
producing in the midwife toad pigmented nuptial pads and of Lysenko
producing hazelnut on hornbeam were tainted with more than a suspi-
cion of fraud.'® Even Soviet geneticists questioned Lysenko’s environ-
mentalism in its claims to oppose bourgeois Mendelism.!®

Several strands of the Lamarckian theory may be disentangled in
examining reincarnationist claims. Cope designates as physiogenesis
the effects on the organism of environmental factors like temperature,
pressure, air currents, water and metals. The effects arising from the
activation of organs he calls kinetogenesis. Mechano-Lamarckists
take a physico-chemical view of physiogenesis while Vitalistic Lamarc-
kists adopt a hormic view of it. Psycho-Lamarckists stress kinetoge-
nesis. Pauly postulates conscious and subconscious needs and explo-
rations. Cope invokes a generalized energy or ‘bathmism’ (the Greek
bathmos signifies a threshold or step) promoting growth in germ cells.
Lysenko denied that he was a Neo-Lamarckian because he favoured
physiogenesis rather than kinetogenesis.

That reincarnation is in the main a specialized psycho-Lamarc-
kism must be evident not only from Radhakrishnan’s speculation but
also from the reasoning of the French reincarnationist and medical psy-
chologist Gustave Geley. He claimed that the doctrine to be reasonable
needs a dynamo-psychism operating in all living forms, interacting
with the environment, transmitting the modifications in structure and
function to the later generations, and rising from the unconscious to
the conscious."” More recently the Scandinavian reincarnationist
Lasse Laine has invoked Lamarckism to account for the transmission

of mental, moral and spiritual traits during reincarnation.

(4)
Is reincarnation viewed as a special kind of psycho-Lamarckism
plausible in the light of more recent research? I shall distinguish
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three types of biological informational systems. First, there is the
genetic informational system which does not have a feedback into the
individual organism but is passed on from generation to generation.
Second, there is the environmental information arising from experience
and learning which has profound feedback into the individual orga-
nism but is not passed on to later generations. Lastly, there is, at the
human level, the cultural information system based on language and
recorded symbols which is passed on to individuals as well as to suc-
ceeding generations. I shall conveniently call the three informational
systems the primary, secondary and tertiary systems. They correspond
roughly to, even if they are not identical with, the Alpha, the Beta
and the Gamma, codes described by J.G. Miller in his paper.'®

Reincarnation is basically the claim that the environmental in-
formation arising from the experience and learning of a specified in-
dividual in one generation can modify the genetic or primary infor-
mation system of a subsequent generation and thereby the secondary
and tertiary information systems of a specified individual in that later
generation. On theoretical and empirical grounds, the suggestion
appears inadmissible. The three stages in the elaboration of genetic
information are replication, transcription and translation. Repli-
cation is the transfer of genetic information from deoxiribonucleic
acid or DNA to DNA. Transcription is the transfer of genetic infor-
mation from DNA to ribonucleic acid or RNA. Translation is the
transfer of genetic information from RNA to protein. The binding of
the codon to the anticodon with complementary bases must take
place on the transfer RNA. Crick’s ‘Central Dogma of Molecular
Biology’ states that the flow of biological information can be only
from the DNA of one generation to the DNA of another generation
or from the DNA 2ia RNA to protein. Pattee and Frdlich have
extrapolated various quantum-mechanical analogues of coding theo-
rems to preserve the asymmetrical flow of biological information.

Reincarnation seems to reverse the direction of flow of biological
information. On its premises, information flows first from DNA oia
RNA to protein in one generation and then, after the death of the in-
dividual, from the protein of the deceased to the DNA of a newly-
born individual in another generation. The formidable difficulty re-
mains even if a subtle or astral body carries the ‘memory traces’ of

18
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the deceased. The subtle body must perform the essential functions
of a secondary informational storage in order to influence directly the
DNA of a newly-born individual and thereby the secondary and ter-
tiary informational systems of that individual. How and when does
the subtle or astral body interact with the various informational sys-
tems ? An answer along general lines at least must be given by the
reincarnationist even if no explicit and detailed solution is offered.

Recent research on learning and memory, as reported, for in-
stance, in two symposia,’® points to bioelectric activity as well as to
changes in RNA, changesin its quantity as well as in the proportion
of its bases. Specific proteins, too, must be produced; for substances
which block protein syntheses seem to affect memory storage. There
may not be a localized area of the brain for memory storage. The
hippocampus may figure in its bio-electric and bio-chemical roles.
Long-term memory presupposes complex molecular patterns, a whole
constellation of factors as argued by Hyden, Dixon and others: DNA
in the genome, regulator genes, complementary RNA, synthesis of
proteins, de-repression and release of specific proteins in the neural
synapses. How does the saksma Sarira, I ask, produce changes in the
secondary and tertiary informational systems without first acting
directly on the primary genetic system ? The indications are that the
unfertilized egg, although it contains a wide assortment of RNA,
the messenger, ribosomal, and transfer forms, restricts RNA transla-
tion into proteins until fertilization occurs. Even after fertilization,
considerable differentiation can proceed without the new RNA syn-
thesis so basic to all memory and learning.”” There is little or rio
evidence of accumulated results of experience and learning associated
in a cryptic fashion with the fertilized egg and waiting to be triggered
off. Nor is there a shadow of such evidence in the studies of infantile
amnesia conducted with animals and beings, for instance in the recent
work of Xenia Coulter. There seems to be a real immaturity of in-
formation storage systems, in structure and function, in the newly
born which is very hard to reconcile with accumulated long-term
memories presupposed in reincarnation.

Suppose the subtle or astral body carrying the ‘memory traces of
earlier lives’ interacts in some bizarre way with the genetic informa-
tion system on the analogy, say, of modern genetic engineering.
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How can it selectively transmit memories and habits to one individual
and avoid passing them on to other members of later generations ?
Let us consider the so-called allophenic mice produced from vastly
different paired combinations of cellular genotypes, in plain English,
mice of multiembryonic origin. The allophenic embryos can be
shifted from in vitro to in vivo states in order to produce a pseudo-
pregnancy. Throughout the development, the allophenic mice are
unique; they do not resemble at all the experimental ‘chimeras’ pro-
duced by introducing a limited tissue graft into a host.** Reincarna-
tion is not even a coherent Lamarckism; it is an inconsistent Larmarc-
kism requiring a selective and higly non-uniform transmission of
acquired traits to later generations. The assumption would seem to
render biological information systems highly unreliable and evolution

a veritable chaos.

There is an added difficulty. Suppose ‘genius’, as Radhakrishnan
maintains, is but the ripe fruit of countless earlier efforts and trials;
then there would seem to be no room at all for genuine novelties or
truly creative advances. A theorem about the constancy of gene fre-
quencies was given independently by G.H. Hardy and W. Weinberg.
But the Hardy-Weinberg theorem is true only if gene frequencies in
a Mendelian population remain constant from generation to genera-
tion and the carriers of different genes are adaptatively equivalent.
Fluctuations of mutation rates cannot be ruled out in practice. The
Hindu theory of rebirth, in its usual formulations, reflects the inhe-
rent weakness of a cyclical or repetitive theory of all time and history.
The spiral s of Spengler, Marx, Toynbee and Sorokin are far diffe-
rent and raise issues of a different erder altogether.

Radhakrishnan’s restatement of the doctrine of rebirth is
challenging even if it is inconclusive. Can we grapple today with his
questions seeking insights from the newer research in order to offer
more constructive and comprehensive suggestions? In my opinion,
Indian philosophy, to be truly productive in the modern climate,
must make strenuous efforts both at revision and synthesis.

Postscript
Dr Ian Stevenson of the Virginia University, one of the chief in-
vestigators of alleged cases of reincarnation, has suggested that parti-
sans of heredity orly and of environment only may well have to reckon
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with reincarnation as a third possible factor. I have argued that
reincarnation is but a disguised form of environmentalism. The
possibility of a reincarnating theta factor influencing biological infor-
mation systems must first be supported by available evidence in the
new bids for human embryo transplants, the new recombinant DNA’s
the artificially created ‘synthetic genes’ and the plans for producing a
‘clone man’.
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PHILOSOPHY OF SOCIETY:
RADHAKRISHNAN’S APPROACH

S. GOPALAN

It is perhaps a truism to state that the most significant feature of
Radhakrishnan’s philosophy is that it attempts a blending of the
empirical and the transcendental analyses of human life. But, this
very synthesis that Radhakrishnan seems to be emphatic about—both
in regard to the analysis of man as a person and with regard to an
identification of the ideals of human life—creates difficulties in under-
standing his thought-system. On the one hand, we find him being
interpreted as a philosopher whose main concern is to emphasize that
man ought to realize his transcendent potentialities and achieve a
total transformation of being. On the other, his interpreting Hindu
thought to the West, his reiterating that Hindu philosophy is not other-
worldly but is a significant guide for righteous living, is understand-
ably held to offer his readers an insight into his basic position in the
world of philosophy. It seems to me that the difficulty in interpre-
ting Radhakrishnan’s view-point stems from the notion that the trans-
cendental and the empirical ‘realms of human existence’ are incompa-
tible with each other such that the acceptance of the one entails the

rejection of the other.

I wish to submit in this paper, that while the compatibility of
these two elements in Radhakrishnan’s philosophy may perhaps be
argued for in more ways than one (thus dismissing attempts to read
away the one or the other aspects of his philosophy), the area of social
philosophy offers certain clues to the idealistically-oriented ‘worldly
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philosophy’ of Radhakrishnan. Since however, there is a lot of
debate in regard to the meaning of social philosophy itself, I would
like to spell out three aspects of philosophizing about society which
may be helpful in understanding the basic methodology adopted by
Radhakrishnan in his approach to the problem of man and interpre-
ting the deeper aspects of human living. I wish also to avoid com-
mitting the mistake of reading all our debates into Radhakrishnan’s
philosophy. For one thing, that would clearly be a case of ‘finding
what we want to find’ and for another, it needs to be conceded that
Radhakrishnan was not a philosopher of society, primarily.

It seems to me that a philosophy of society can be built by analys-
ing fully and interpreting carefully the system of valuesin a given tradi-
tion. The procedure requires not merely that the various values are
noted down and studied for getting at their implications and signifi-
cance, but more importantly, it involves the difficult task of mapping
out the pattern—the gestalt—they offer. This may be referred to as the
axiological approach. Though in a sense, the individual as against
soclety receives the focus of attention in this approach, it should not be
thought that the significance of 'slociety‘ is Pvérlooked completely here.

The second way of ‘doing’ a philosophy of society seems to be by
taking up for consideration, the various social institutions and attemp-
ting to understand the value-orientations they sustain and the ideals
they stand for. The structuralist approach (which consists in descri-
bing the social structure, as some contemporary sociologists would
call it) as well as the functionalistic standpoint (which more clearly
reveals the philosophical perspective) are equally significant here.
This may be described as the institutional approach. Though the shift-
ing of attention in this approach is clearly towards inter-personal
relationships and away from the personal aspects of human life, it
needs to be noted that the personal aspects merely recede to the back-
ground, but never totally disappear from the scene of investigation.

The third approach to philosophizing about society is in terms of
interpreting the significance of the social sciences vis-a-vis the philoso-
phy of the social sciences- Here again, the analytical approach of
the various sciences of society (and, consequently their having to
circumscribe their scope of discussion) is clearly contrastible with the



PHILOSOPHY OF SOCIETY: RADHAKRISHNAN’S APPROACH 143

synthetic-synoptic approach of the philosophy of the social sciences ;
but, the contrast itself is meaningful in the context of appreciating
the peculiarity of the subject-matter (viz., man) of these disciplines.
The fact that the purely objective method which characterizes the
physical and the natural sciences is not applicable to the social scien-
ces points to the peculiarity of the human situation which refuses to
succumb to the reductionistic methods of understanding. This can be
described as the meta-social method of doing social philosophy.

For the purposes of this paper we need not concern ourselves with
the details of the three approaches. What requires to be stated, how-
ever, is that these three are not opposed in principle but are together
indicative of the complexity of the human personality and hence also
of the difficulties involved in philosophizing about man and society.
The axiological analysis is primarily aimed at reflecting about the
significance of man’s pursuit of values from the point of view of
understanding the ‘great potential’ they hold for personal transforma-
tion of human life. The institutional approach is concerned more
with the social dimension of the transformation than with the subjec-
tive aspects of individual development. The social-scientific and the
meta-social methods of analysis lay bare the empirical and the extra-
empirical dimensions of human life and consequently leave open the

possibility of other approaches to an understanding of man.

I would like to suggest here that while it is possible for us to visua-
lize, with a fair amount of certainty, what Radhakrishnan would
have written (had he analysed them specifically and deliberately as
fundamental questions in the philosophy of society) on the axiologi-
cal and the institutionalistic methods of philosophizing about society,
it is extremely difficult for usto get at his ideas in terms of the social
sciences—philosophy question. What is significant here is that certain
trends in sociology and discussions in the social sciences seem to con-
cede what Radhakrishnan has been stressing, viz., the uniqueness of
man. In the context of the discussion in this paper it is not necessary
to dilate upon the dominant reason for the social sciences pleading for
the uniqueness of man, viz., that human nature is such that the phy-
sical and the natural science methods are not wholly useful in under-
standing it. What needs to be noted is that both the analyses—Radha-
krishnan’s as well as (some) social scientists’—point to an irreducible
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core in man. I am particularly concerned to indicate the philosophi-
cal use which Radhakrishnan makes of the ‘irreducible core’.

Reflecting about the distinctiveness of human life, Radhakrish-
nan observes :

The uniqueness of man among all the products of nature
lies in this, that in him nature seeks to exceed itself conscio-
usly, no longer by an automatic or unconscious activity,
but by a mental and spiritual effort. Man is not a plant
or an animal, but a thinking and spiritual being set to shape
his nature for higher purposes. He seeks to establish order
and harmony among the different parts of his nature and
strives after an integrated life. He is unhappy so long as he
does not succeed in his attempt at reaching an organic
wholeness of life. There is always a mental and moral fer-
ment in him, a tension between what he wishes to become,
between the matter which offers the possibility of existence
and the spirit which moulds it into significant being.'

The emphasis he lays on the uniqueness of man is thus designed
to diagnose the human crisis. For he writes:

The present crisis in human affairs is due to a profound cri-
sis in human consciousness, a lapse from the organic whole-
ness of life. There is a tendency to overlook the spiritual
and exalt the intellectual.®

The critical approach he takes to the attitude of elevating the
intellectual aspect above that of the spiritual is clearly seen to be born
not out of hisimproper appreciation of the intellectual aspects of the
human personality but out of his grave concern at the complacent
attitude of looking upon the product of intellection as revealing the
true nature of man. He observes :

If we think that our nature is limited by the -little wave of
our being which is our conscious waking self, we are ignor-
ant of our true being. The relation of our life to a larger
spiritual world betrays itself even in the waking conscious-
ness through our intellectual ideas, our moral aspirations,
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our cravings for beauty, and our longing for perfection. Be-
hind our conscious self is our secret being without which the
superficial consciousness cannot exist or act.?

Though terms like ‘conscious activity’ and ‘unconscious activity’
are used here, it needs to be reiterated that Radhakrishnan is here in-
tent on emphasizing the fact that only by transcending the rational
can transformation of personality be effected. Terms like ‘conscious
waking self’ seems to be used by Radhakrishnan to make the point
that the spiritual aspect of man isthe one which ultimately lends
meaning to human life itself and is thus helpful in getting over the
crisis of man. In so far as the spirit in man is not revealed to thought
at the first instance it could best be described as being a potentiality
merely, — a potentiality which is waiting to be actualized by ‘thought
deepening itself’ or by the ‘intellect transcending itself’. Paradoxi-
cally, this typeof ‘spiritual introversion’ is instrumental to getting
over the limitations imposed by individuality. The introversion ‘to
find the spirit’ in fact results in a simultaneous widening of concern
which in turn leads to an integration of the various aspects of man’s
being, the physical, the mental and the spiritual, — an integration
characterized by the physical and mental aspects subserving the
‘interests’ of the spiritual. In his own words :

Consciousness in us is partly manifest and partly hidden. We
can enlarge the waking part of it by bringing into play ran-
ges of our being which are now hidden. It is our duty to
become aware of ourselves as spiritual beings instead of fal-
sely identifying ourselves with the body, life or mind. While
we start with the immediate and the actual, our limited self-
consciousness, we can constantly increase and enrichit, ga-
thering into it all that we can realize of the seen and the un-
seen, of the world around us and above us. This is the goal
of man. His evolution is a constant self-transcending until
he reaches his potential and ultimate nature which the ap-
pearances of life conceal or inadequately express. We are not
through this process, abolishing our individuality but trans-
forming it into a conscious term of the universal being, an
utterance of the transcendent divine. The instinctive and

the intellectual both attain their fruition in the spiritual
19
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personality. The flesh is sanctified and harmonized with the
spirit; the intellect is illumined and harnessed to the realm of
ends. Body and mind, instinct and intellect become the

willing servants of spirit and not its tyrannical masters.*

It seems certain that Radhakrishnan does not accept 2 compart-
mentalised treatment of the various aspects of the human personality.
Understanding man requires, as a preliminary, the recognition of
the fact that man can be reduced neither to the more obviously ob-
servable aspects of his life nor to the less clearly perceptible aspects,
that human life is one organic whole in which it is extremely difficult
to discern the dividing lines between the domains of the different
parts. Rather than drawing the conclusion that the uniqueness of
man points to the unpredictability of human behaviour (and hence
also to the futility of the philosophic activity itself) he seems to un-
derline the inapplicability of the either-or approach.

In more traditional philosophical terms, the question at issuc is
whether man is free or determined, for, ultimately it is the answer to
this basic question that should give us an insight into the role of
values vis-a-ois the institutions in human life. We are thus to consi-
der the axiological and institutional aspects as not being unrelated to
the uniqueness of man but as being based on it. The value-pursuit
that man is capable of is seen to be indicative of the unpredictability
of human life while the institutional aspects are interpreted as poin-
ters to certain deterministic elements in human life. The indetermi-
nistic and the deterministic aspects of human life, however, should
not be baldly identified respectively with man’ svalue-pursuit and ins-
titutional life. For, not only do they admit of elements of determi-
nism and indeterminism but both of them are clearly grounded in
man’s uniqueness, viz , the possession of a free-will. Vehemently ar-

_guing for the freedom of the individual (and hence for the creativity
that man is endowed with), Radhakrishnan points out :

Man is not a mere mechanism of instincts. The spirit in man
can triumph over the automatic forces that try to enslave
him ... We can use the material with which we are endowed
to promote our ideals ... What the individual will be cannot
be predicted beforehand, though there is no caprice. We can
predict an individual’s acts so far as they are governed by
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habit, thatis, to the extent his actions are mechanical and
not effected by choice. But choice is not a caprice. Free-
will in the sense of an undetermined, unrelated, uncaused
factor in human action is not admitted, (for) such a will de-
fies all analysis. It has nothing to do with the general stream
of cause and effect...If human actions are determined...
there is no meaning in punishment or training of charac-
ter... Man controls the uniformities in nature, his own mind
and society- There is thus scope for genuine rational freedom
while indeterminism and chance lead to false fatalism.®

Itis obvious from the above that Radhakrishnan is careful
enough to point to the blending of the clements of determinism and
indeterminism in human life by bringing into focus the meaning of
freedom itself. It is necessary to note that as the term ‘human life’
connotes not merely the personal but also the social aspects, whatever
has been said above in regard to the personal aspects of life can be
said also in regard to its institutional side. In termsof the axiologi-
cal and the institutional approaches to the philosophy of society, spelt
out at the commencement of this paper: it can be maintained that
since they are reflective of the value-pursuing characteristic of man
and of the institutional orientation inherent in human life, they can-
not be equated with the indeterministic and the deterministic aspects
of man’s social living either. Thisis perhaps what Radhakrishnan

has in mind when he writes :

The universe is not one in which every detail is decreed.
We do not have a mere unfolding of a pre-arranged plan.
There is no such thing as absolute prescience...... The divine
in us can, if utilised, bring about ... sudden conversions.
Evolution in the sense of epigenesis is not impossible. For
the real is an active developing life and not a mechanical

routine.®

In terms of the values-institutions question : it follows that
human values have their institutional significance and institutions are
ultimately based on certain core-values cherished by man. Radha-
krishnan seems to be appreciative of this as he has taken pains to
argue both for the institutional significance of the wvalue of dharma
and for the deep values that an institution like religion stands for.
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The reference here to Radhakrishnan’s according importance to
the institutional aspects of dkarma is not meant to ignore his writings
on the other values of artha, kama and moksa, just as pinpointing to
his views on the institution of religion is not born out of our over-
looking his deep analyses of other institutions like education, pro-
perty, family and the state. -For the purposes of this paper which is
designed to argue that a proper understanding of Radhakrishnan’s
philosophy of society is possible only when his views on the value-
institution question are understood, it is deemed sufficient to make
passing references to his views on dkarma and religion alone.

To indicate the way he approaches the concept of dharma first :
While interpreting the traditional four-fold values (accepted in the
Indian tradition, the purusartha-scheme) in general and dkarma in parti-
cular, Radhakrishnan pleads for an approach in which the social
relevance of this core value of Hindu ethics is accorded a place of
importance. It may perhaps be objected here that Radhakrishnan’s
stress on the social, even in preference to the personal dimension of
the question may best be accounted for by his concern for ‘““talking to
the West in its own language” and, as such, it is symptomatic more
of an earnest desire to establish communication-channels with them
rather than of an enduring value he attached to the social meaning of
dharma. Though the objection seems to be unanswerable and unassail-
able, the fact that Radhakrishnan, in interpreting dharma, was as much
concerned with “resolving the tension between dharma and moksa” as
he was in underlining social concern, would, it is hoped, add consi-
derable significance to the interpretation attempted here, viz., that
a prominent role is assigned by Radhakrishnan to the institutional
aspects of man’s ethical living. The ‘‘tension” that is referred to
here is between morality which is admittedly contextual to the
workaday world of empirical experience and spirituality which is
indicative of a transcendent level of being. The complex nature of
the question clearly precludes the choice of one of them in preference
to or “‘as against” the other and thus leaves open the possibility of the
one suffusing deeper meaning into the other. Itis only in this light
that Radhakrishnan’s analysis and interpretation of the deeper institu-
tional significance of dkarma can be understood.

It is hence not surprising to note that even while referring to the
general characteristics of Indian thought, Radhakrishnan points to
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the prominent place accorded to dkarma in it. He is seen to be
deeply concerned to contest the criticism that Indian philosophy is
non-ethical in character, that ““there is practically no ethical philoso-

297

phy within the frontiers of Hindu thinking”* and maintains :

The charge, however, cannot be sustained. Attempts to fill
the whole of life with the power of spirit are common. Next
to the category of reality, that of dharma is the most impor-
tant concept in Indian thought. So far as the actual ethical
content is concerned, Buddhism. Jainism and Hinduism are
not inferior to others. Ethical perfection is the first step to-
wards divine knowledge.®

The significance of this ‘element of defence’ of Indian tradition
is that in so far as dharma as an ethical value, is accorded a place of
importance, the institutional context of human life is given due
recognition by the Hindu philosophers. No doubt, Radhakrishnan
does not belittle the significance of mokga, the ultimate spiritual
value to be attained by man, but there is no contradiction involved
in his taking the stance that neither of the values should be over-
looked. Ethical values get their deeper meaning only when they are
related to spiritual values; consequently, institutionalization of ethi-
cal values, far from ‘diffusing’ them actually helps intensifying
social concern which result from them.

Such an interpretation, by Radhakrishnan, of the relationship
between the ethical and the spiritual makes for an easier access to
his ideas on religion. If religion is not merely a belief-system but is
something more, if its significance is not considered to have been ex-
hausted by a study of its inter-personal aspects, notwithstanding its
institutional characteristics, the implication clearly is that its impor-
tance arises from the deeper-personal, multi-dimensional nature of
the individual for whom it provides anchorage. In Radhakrishnan’s

own words :

Religious life does not consist in the acceptance of acade-
mic abstractions or the celebration of ceremonies. It is not
sentimental adoration or cringing petition. It is not confes-
sion of faith or a vague social idealism. It is spiritual certain-
ty offering us strength and solace in the hour of need and
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sorrow. It is the conviction that love and justice are at the
heart of the universe, that the spirit which gave rise to man
will further his perfection...Itis a deep acceptance of life
and death and an unyielding determination to refashion
existence in conformity with the dreams of heaven. It works
for the welfare of the world, not for the sake of personal
gain or private advantage, but because highest love (which
is the highest wisdom as well) has for its natural outcome
this highest duty.

In the light of these statements of Radhakrishnan, it may be
observed that the institutionalization of religion can be considered
to be ultimately traceable to a three-fold potential it has. - First and
foremost, it provides a meaning-structure to man and shapes his
view and way of life. The correlation between the theoretical for-
mulation and the practical aspects of true religion can thus be
accounted for. Secondly, religion is seen also to be a system of
values which provide both the ground and the grist for the more
specifically subjective-developmental aspects of man in search of his
soul, this not at the cost of, but in addition to the objective-social
structures it provides. Thirdly, it reveals a theory of Reality, which is
at the basis of both the meaningfulness of life and the system of
values suggested therein. Though Radhakrishnan himself does not
spell out these aspects of religion, it is quite apparent from his ana-
lysis of the spiritualistic aspects of religion that he would, in effect
contribute to the three-fold analysis. For, he writes:

Self-perfection is the aim of religion, but until this aim takes
hold of society as a whole, the world is not safe for civiliza-
tion and humanity... The religious soul must seek for divine
fulfilment not only in heaven above but on earth below.
Each individual must strive to spiritualize himself so as to
become a fit member of the kingdom of spirit. If the king-
dom of God on earth is the ideal destiny of mankind, it can-
not be reconciled with a gladiatorial theory of human life
which assumes that the weak must go to the wall for the
benefit of the strong or which requires man to slay brother-
man. ‘On earth one family’ is the rule of the righteous ...
The feuds and agitations which sow seeds of hatred among
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different nations and impel them to fly at each other’s throats
in fratricidal strife are the substance of irreligion... Religion
is not simple spiritual state of the individual. It is the prac-
tice of the divine rule among men. The believer in God
loves his fellowmen as he loves himself, seeking their highest
good as he seeks his own, by redemptive service and self-

sacrifice.’®

The ultimate seriousness that religion stands for and the abiding
concern for attaining transcendence that naturally evolves can be
explained only in terms of the deeper ethical and spiritual values that
sustain the institution of religion, Radhakrishnan seems to maintain.

The result, from the point of view of formulating a philosophy
of society, is that the axiological and the institutional approaches
seem to be necessary correlates which need to be constantly attended
to and balanced at each stage of development, both of the individual
and society. How the correlation can be effectively attained and
similarly the precise way in which the process of balancing the claims
and counter-claims of the two factors can be effectuated it is diffi-
cult to anticipate and would account for the uniquenesss of man
himself. This seems to be the basis of Radhakrishnan’s reiteration of

the uniqueness of man as a person and as a social being.

From the side of the social sciences, the method of verstehen
(understanding) which is suggested as a possibility of getting over the
debate whether natural science methods are wholly applicable to the
sacial sciences seem to ‘corroborate’ Radhakrishnan’s basic thesis in
regard to the complexity of man and, as I maintained at the begin-
ning, I do not want to take the position that Radhakrishnan’s philo-
sophy of society is also traceable to this aspect of the methodology of
social philosophy.

Adopting the terminology of Karl Popper, I wish to conclude
that in approaching Radhakrishnan’s philosophy of society, we cannot
help adopting the method of “‘conjectures and refutations” for the
simple reason that Radhakrishnan was no¢ a philosopher of society
in the same sense in which some sociologists who acknowledge the
normative orientations of the study of human society deserve that

title.
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HINDU DHARMA:
RADHAKRISHNAN’S VIEW

T. S. DEvADOSS

In this paper an attempt is made to analyse briefly the function
of dharma as a comprehensive concept of social regulation in relation
to patterns of ethics in the Hindu tradition especially in the light
of Radhakrishnan’s interpretation. The concept of dharma is an ex-
tremely complicated one, offering many diversified though related
meanings, and extending to a wide range of referents. Dharma is theo-
retically rooted in and derived from the sacred Vedic texts. How-
ever, we should note that the formulation of the concept of dkarma as
an effective social code and its justification appear subsequent to the
Vedic age. In the context of this paper Radhakrishnan’s interpre-

tations are considered extremely significant.

In the Vedas, the concept of dharma is used merely to denote reli-
gious rites. The Chandogya Upanisad indicates three branches of dharma
—relating to the duties of the brakmacarin, grhastha and samnyasin.
The Vaisesika Sttra views dharma as that from which happiness and
beautitude occur. Sarikara emphasizes the universal aspect of the
Vedic dharma as exemplified in the Gita thus: “Two fold, verily is
Vedic dkarma, of the nature of action (pravréti) and withdrawal
(niortti), together constituting the world’s stabilizing factor, being pro-
ductive of true social welfare and spiritual perfection of all beings.””
According to Manu, dharma is that which will give satisfaction to the
inner self (antaratman). Yajiavalkya states that what is agreeable
to oneself, and desire born of careful thought is dharma. The Brhadi-
ranyaka Upanisad states that self-control (dama) charity (dama) and

20
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compassion (daya) constitute dharma. Thus we find that the concept
of dharma was of paramount importance in ancient Hindu thought.

It may be noted that in spite of the various uses of dharma onc
underlying feature is its normative value. Basically, dharma is a rule of
action. For example, rajadharma refers to the rule of the kingdom by
the king based on ethical code of conduct. Sam@ja-dharma refers to
the dharmic principle underlying the regulation of communities.
Manus ya-dharma refers to that apsect of dharma meant for human
beings. WNitya-dharma (daily dharma), naimitiika-dharmae (occasional
dharma), kula-dharma (family dharma), stri-dharma (woman's dharma),
puruga-dharma (man’s dharma), sadharana-dharma (common-dharma),
guna-dharma (dharma according to one’s characteristic qualities), varna-
dharma (the duties prescribed for members belonging to the various
social orders), asrama-dharma (duties pertaining to the various stations
of life), apad-dharma (dharma in times of calamity), desa-kala-dharma
(dharma according to the place and time of action), yuddha-dharma
(dharma for fighting of war), mok$a-dharma (dharma pertaining to the
realisation of ultimate freedom). These varied actions of life have a
common normative feature which involves the notion of regulation

and are therefore essentially rules of action.

The understanding of dkarma as a normative concept warrants
two considerations : first, the content of dharma viz., the specific rules
that constitute each of the particular kind of dkarma and secondly,
the justification of the rules. It is primarily with the latter aspect that
this paper deals with, although both the questions are tied together.
It is in the light of Radhakrishnan’s thought that these two apsects
will be analysed and discussed.

Man’s life, individual as well as collective, would be impossible
but for a certain measure of morality. In this sense dharma, accord-
ing to Radhakrishnan, is ‘man’s inner nature’. The greater the appro-
ximation to the moral standard, the more truly does man realize his
own nature. Each man’s dharma— what the Gita calls sva-dharma — is
to perform the duties that pertain to hisstation in life. True, it is con-
sidered that dharma assumes the role of an instrumental value, but it
is instrumental not to the realisation of any secular ends, however
purely they may be conceived, but for achieving what is regarded as
the supreme spiritual ideal. As Radhakrishnan observes:
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The principle of dharma rouses us to a recognition of spiri-
tual realities not by abstention from the world, but by bring-
ing to its life, its business (artka) and its pleasures (kama), the
controlling point of spiritual faith.!

He further states:

Dharma is the whole duty of man in relation to the four-fold
purposes of life (dharma, artha, kama, and moksa) by mem-
bers of the four groups (caturvarpya) and the four stages

(caturasrama).®

Thus dharma helps an individual to gain self-knowledge that cons-
titutes the supreme cnd for man.* While itis true that moksa, and
not dkarma, is the paramapuru§artha, it is accepted by all Indian thin-
kers that, without dharma, moksa cannot be attained. If moksais the

end, dharma is the means.

Dharma, the moral value, and mok§a or spiritual freedom, are
not opposed to each other, and the pursuit of these is possible for man
who alone is endowed with the power to discriminate value from dis-
value. Disvalue may be taken as that which is shunned or avoided.
Artha, the economic good and kama, the hedonistic good are of empiri-
cal value. Hence, they are not ends properly so called. Yet they
find their place in the Indian scheme of values, for man after all, has

to live before he could live spiritually.

Let us try to analyse the relation of dkarma to kama. Radhakrish-
nan points out that it is in helping us to discriminate between good
and bad kama that the superiority of dharma comes to be realised. The
Kathopanisad declares: “Both the good and the pleasing come to
man. One who is wise considers the two all round and discriminates
them. He chooses the good in preference to the pleasing. One who
is stupid chooses the pleasing for the sake of acquisition and pros-
perity.””?

Radhakrishnan contends that ¢life is one, and in it there isno
distinction of sacred and secular...... Dharma, artha and kama go to-
gether.”® Pleasure is indeed a part of the good life. It is both
sensuous and spiritual. The needs of the body and the mind were
too insistent to be completely suppressed and Radhakrishnan recogni-
ses the fact that such a suppression would lead to serious disorder in
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the pattern of organised social life. We therefore find that the
inclusion of koma as an ideal of life was a sign of this significant
development. Thus under the concept of dharma, the Hindu brings
the forms and activities which shape and sustain human life. Radha-
krishnan’s interpretation of the concept of k@ma as an instrumental
value is humanistic in its approach. The Lord of the Git@ emphasises
the relation of kama to dharma thus: “I am kama, not at strife with
dharma.””” Commenting on this verse, Radhakrishnan observes: “Our
desires and activities, if they are expressive of the spirit in us and
derive from the true spiritual personality, become a pure overflowing

of the divine will.”*

Dharma and artha are the two levels on which Indian thought
dwells and action is pursued. The two traditions interpenetrate at
all levels of human existence. They stand in a certain sense for the
spirit of sacerdotalism and anti-sacerdotalism and phases of economic

growth and social and economic depression.

The Sanskrit term for wealth is artha which means what is sought
after as good. True, man has his desires and he seeks pleasures in
the objects of sense. Indian thought does not attempt to suppress
the desires and emotions that spiring from the human heart. On the
contrary, its purpose is to make them flow within bounds and so
canalise them that through them one may reach higher levels of
experience. Radhakrishnan rightly contends that the economic fac-
tor is an essential element in human life. He observes: “There is no
It is true that
wealth and enjoyment are not opposed to righteousness and spiritual

sin in wealth, just as there is no virtue in poverty.””®

perfection provided they are pursued as a means to spiritual well-

being and welfare of all.

Mahatma Gandhi, being influenced by the idealism of the Iso-
panigad which inculcated that things of the world should be enjoyed by
renunciation and wanted the rich men to hold their wealth in trust
for the poor or give it up for them. He wanted that the rich should
become trustees of their surplus wealth for the good of society.
Therefore, Gandhi put forth his doctrine of trusteeship. His basic
belief was that everything belonged to God and was from God, and
that therefore, it was for His people as a whole, not a particular
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individual. Radhakrishnan upholds Gandhi’s doctrine of trusteeship
and says : ‘‘Let not people imagine that the one main interest in life
is to acquire wealth, protect it, retain it ... An acquisitive mind has
produced a sick society. Men should not therefore be satisfied with
wealth. They should share their surplus for the welfare of all ..
What shall it profit a man, says Jesus, if he gains the whole world
but loses his own soul ?”’'° Therefore, Radhakrishnan pleaded for a
dharmic way of acquiring wealth. Wealth acquired by wrong means

is undesirable.

The ordering of life to secure these four aims for each individual
connotes the entire range of Hindu dkarma. The dharma of a being
is evident from its participation in the ultimate reality of which it is
a manifestation. It should be noted that itis not something added
on to the being of the individual in question in order that certain
aims be achieved. Radhakrishnan contends that it is this basic
conception of reality that must be understood if we are to appre-
ciate the relationship between moksa-dharma and sadharana-dharma.
It is a misnomer to look for justification of dharma in terms of
the agreement of certain propositions about reality, with the kinds of
aims, the rules of action are intended to achieve. On the contrary,
one must look to the agreement of life with its source. It should be
noted that dkarma is rooted in something much more basic and funda-
mental to ultimate reality than merely the manifestations of human

action and reason.

The full significance of the normative character of dkarma can be
clearly seen in the relation between dharma and rta as conceived in
the Vedas. The concept of rta is used in the Rg-veda to signify the
unchanging order of the highest reality. Rta is rectitude, the
straight path leading man to perfection. According to Radhakrish-
nan, it is the cosmic order that envelopes the whole world and sustains
it. It is also the law thatregulates the punctilious performance of
Vedic sacrifices. The starry heavens above and the moral law within
man are both the manifestations of a supreme law which is the quest
of the sages. Radhakrishnan interprets r¢z as that which manifests
itself in the moral consciousness of man and comes to be called satya
or Truth. It is satya that is socialised and becomes dharma which
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stands for a perfect social order where everything is in place and

where every individual takes in accordance with his needs.

The proximity of the concept of dharma to rta is seen in the fact
that in this world, the chief duty of man is to engage in sacrifice
(yajia). Engaging in sacrifice is the means for securing the order and
function (r¢a) of the highest reality in this world. Since the effect of
sacrifice is maintenance of order, and rtais the highest order of reality,
these concepts are closely related and are clearly normative. Butit
is wrong to infer, as Radhakrishnan puts it, that, since dharma and
rta are normative, they are ontological. There is no difference bet-
ween the being (sat) of reality and its function (r¢a). Just asin the
Upanisads, truth isidentified with dharma soin the Vedas, truth is identi-
fied with rta. Radhakrishnan’s contention, however that the identity
of being and function (sat and rta) is one of the profoundest aspects of
the Vedic vision is acceptable. Dkarma as the effect of sacrifice repre-
sents the order and function of this world, for sacrifice establishes the
connection with the rta of the higher unmanifest reality from which
this world has evolved. It is not surprising to note that the later
concepts of dkarma and karma should replace the concept of rta, with
karma referring to the connectednesss of events, and dkharma referring
to the normative dimension of this connectedness of events.

The law of karma guarantees the relatedness of all events in the
world, but does not provide for the regulation of events. The orde-
ring of regulation of relations between events is accomplished by
dharma. Because the idea of kerma points to the progression of the
Self through time, it becomes a link between dharma and moksa. The
notion of dkarma points to the integrity of the individual as also of
society. In its close bearing on ethics and social philosophy, we must
take note of the fact that the word dharma is used in a variety of senses
ranging from customary observances of caste to the qualities of
the soul—the righteousness that exalts individuals and nations.

The concept of dharma understood in its collective aspect is the
foundation of the Hindu ideas of progress and social order. The
Gita doctrine of niskama-karma has definitely set its face against utili-
tarianmorality.  Ethical perfection is a condition precedent to the
achievement of liberation, and ethical perfection can be achieved by
the individual only in and through society. Radhakrishnan speaks
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of svadharma as a law of one’s being, reflecting one’s capacities, tempe-
rament and endowment. He also appeals to the natural hierarchy
of society as a justification for varna. In the natural hierarchy of the
social order, there cannot be one moral standard for all; rather there
will be different norms or patterns of duty which express both indivi-

dual capacity and social need."

Radhakrishnan speaks of the organic character of society which
is expressed in the description of varnas as parts of the body of the
creator, and he says that “there isa profound integration of the social
destiny with that of the individual.””* Being influenced by Mahatma
Gandhi, he championed the cause of the Harijans. He observes:
“Any discrimination against the Harijans is unjustified.”” He argues
that for “the development of a degree of organic wholeness and a
sense of common obligation, the caste spirit must go.”’”® He accepts
the principle of oneness of humanity and insists on the blending of

the past with modernity : He observes:

From a study of the imperishable principles that have been
evolved in our past history, we must develop new institu-
tional safeguards for the protection of human dignity, free-
dom and justice. The genuine forces of the new must be
woven with the valid principles of the past into a new unity."*

The wheel of dharma moves on in the trackless jungle of infinite
possibilities. Good men (sresthas) are the path-makers who set the
direction for the wheel to move. What gives them moral authority
over others is not physical might, but strength of character and right-
eousness. By recognising the role played by them., Hindu dharma has
proved that itis progressive, rational, adaptable and elastic. The
whole structure of society depends on the foundation of dharma as
thus conceived. “To follow the lineslaid down by the good men who
have the competence and insight to interpret the meaning of dharma,

is the ‘‘safest way’’ for the ordinary man.

1t follows from our analysis of Radhakrishnan’s thought that, if
dharma is determined by the inner being of the individual, regulating
his multifarious activities to provide a harmonious blending of out-
ward empirical manifestation and the inner reality, conflicts between
the social and the extra-social aspects of human life can be avoided.
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Radhakrishnan has contributed significantly to an understanding of

dharma by reinterpreting it.

Radhakrishnan has been a distinguished champion of mystical
idealism, the Gandhian ideal of ahimsa, universal religion and world
unity. His familiarity with Western intellectual style and technique
is abundantly evident in books like Eastern Religions and Western T hought
and An Idealist View of Life. Radhakrishnan’s life-task has been a
search for universal religious principles, and his chiefinstrument of
enquiry has been a powerfully developed historical consciousness.
In the midst of expounding absolute idealism and extolling timeless
verities, Radhakrishnan manifests an extraordinary attachment to the
assumption that human experience must be understood in a historical
context. Radhakrishnan goes so far as to say that ‘“mankind is
still in the making” and calls for a new world order based on the
Gandhian principles of truth and ahimsa and mutual respect between
cultural traditions. His universalisation of the principle of dharma
is of significant relevance inthe context of the changing modern world.
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THE POLITICAL IDEALS OF
RADHAKRISHNAN

R. BALASUBRAMANIAN

In his political thinking Radhakrishnan is an idealist, a liberal,
an individualist and a democrat. The idealist tradition in philosophy
in the West as well as in India in which he got his training and to
which he is committed provides the base for his political philosophy
which is idealistic in the best sense of the term. ‘“An idealist view of
life,”” Radhakrishnan holds, “‘is not expressed in any one pattern. It
is many coloured and its forms are varied.”' Underlying the different
variations in which it appears, there is a basic belief. Radhakrish-

nan explains it as follows:

An idealist view finds that the universe has meaning, has
value. Ideal values are the dynamic, the driving power of
the universe. The world is intelligible only as a system of ends
...It finds life significant and purposeful. = It endows man
with a destiny that is not limited to the sensible world...

Idealism today has to reckon with our problems and help

us to face them.?

Radhakrishnan’s political philosophy is the outcome of his conception
of man and of the world. There are not only organic but also hyper-
organic values such as truth, beauty, and goodness. Without neglec-
ting the former kind of values, man pursues the latter kind of values
and aims at perfection. The world in which he lives—the society of
which he is 2 member—is conducive to the attainment of the higher
values by him. In the course of the analysis of “the world we live
21
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in”’, Radhakrishnan mentions six characteristics. The world, first of
all, is an ordered whole. Secondly, every existent in the world is an
organization. Thirdly, the organisms tend towards greater harmony
with the environment. Fourthly, there is the emergence of new
qualities which can never be predicted from the lower level. Fifthly,
the changes that take place in the world are not meaningless. Finally,
the highest kind of experience we have seems to be all-inclusive, and
to produce personalities possessing such experience seems to be the
end of the cosmic process.®

According te Radhakrishnan, there is an organic relation between
man and the world. Man can develop his personality and attain the
highest he is capable of only by being a member of a society, and the
world which is the training ground subserves the purpose of man.
Radhakrishnan observes :

However self-conscious or self-determining, the human being
is not absolutely individual. From the first his world is
equally real with himself and his interactions with it in-
fluence the growth of his individuality. The individual and
the world co-exist and subsist together.*

In another passage he says :

No one can stand in proud isolation with contempt for the
common herd. We can rise in the scale of being only by
drawing all into ourselves. While the individual has to
cultivate his own garden and integrate his own self, the self
is not sharply marked off from the world, the garden is not
fenced off from the rest of the universe. The world is our
garden and we cannot become self-sufficient until the world
is so.?

Radhakrishnan is a political idealist for two important reasons.
In his explanation of the nature and function of the state, he is not
coneerned with any particular state as it is. He is rather concerned
with the ideal state, with the state as it ought to be. He looks upon
the state, as Aristotle would do, from the standpoint of its fully
developed condition. It isin terms of the ideal of the state that we
have to judge the acutal functioning of any particular state. This is
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an important feature of the idealistic political philosophy which
Radhakrishnan shares with the Greek political thinkers in ancient
times and with T.H. Green and other idealists in modern times.
Radhakrishnan says:

... the importance of any nation is estimated not by its
territory, population, or commerce, but by the values it has
brought to the world and the degree to which they have
been embodied in its life.®

There is another reason to show why Radhakrishnan is an idealist in
political philosophy. Politics can never be severed from morals,
though it is necessary to distinguish the one from the other. Like
other idealists Radhakrishnan is concerned with the moral questions
involved in politics. The state has to serve a moral end. Tt does not
matter how the end is described. One may think of it as Sarvodaya,
as the common good of society with which the good of every indivi-
dual is inseparably connected. Or, one may think of it, as Green
does, in terms of the attainment of “self-perfection by acting as a
member of a social organization in which each contributes to the
better being of all the rest.”’” Or, one may characterize it, as Radha-
krishnan does, as ‘‘spiritual freedom’’. To quote Radhakrishnan:

Freedom has many implications, the chief one being to
provide scope for the expression and development of the
individual human being...All other freedoms—political, *
economic and social—are an indispensable means to this
spiritual freedom...Man is not completely a social being,
there is also a solitary side to him. It is by the way in which
one handles his solitariness that man becomes truly human.
Democracy is a faith in the spiritual possibilities of not a
privileged few but of every human being.*®

1t is the business of the state to help man realize his spiritual freedom
by enforcing a system of rights and obligations, which is applicable
to all men in society. It means that the ground or justification for
political obligation of the citizen is based on the function of the
state—what it does and what it abstains from doing for the purpose
of achieving the common good with which the good of the individual
is connected. In other words, just as the citizen has obligation to
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the state, the state also, in its turn, has obligation to the citizen.
This, indeed, is the unwritten political contract between the state and
the citizen. It is wrong to speak of obligation in a one-sided way.
A state which insists on the performance of duties and obedience to
law by the citizen, while it does not serve the moral end for which it
exists, will become totalitarian. Citizens who expect that the state
should do everything for them will not only lose the initiative and
the advantage of self-help, but also pave the way for paternal
government. We must, therefore, understand obligation in a recipro-
cal way, i.e.as the obligation of the state to the citizen and as the
obligation of the citizen to the state. This is what Radhakrishnan
calls ““the law of co-operation.”” He observes:

A nation as an experiment in social living with its graces
and values has a place, but as an instrument of power and
exploitation it has been ruinous...A nation will endure only
if it conforms to the law of love, of co-operation.’

It is wrong to think that Radhakrishnanis hopelessly ‘‘idealistic’’
(which is only another way of saying that he is unrealistic) when he
speaks of ‘‘spiritual freedom’’ as the end to be served by the state.
Spiritual freedom is the highest value to be attained through political,
social, and economic freedoms. The state has to provide the neces-
sary climate, through guaranteeing political, social, and economic
freedoms, in the presence of which alone the individual can realize
spiritual freedom. It has to maintain conditions of life in
which spiritual freedom shall be possible. It is impossible for the
state to promote spiritual freedom directly. Just as it cannot make
men moral through the network of laws which it enforces, even
so it cannot make them spiritually free through legislation. Radha-
krishnan is aware of the limitation of state action in this regard.
Thatis why he says that the state has to provide “scope for the expres-
sion and development of the individual human being”’. It should
not do anything more than this positively. The relation of the state
both to morality and spiritual freedom is ancillary, not creative.

It does not mean that the individual will attain spiritual
freedom when political, economic, and social freedoms are guaran-
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teed to him by the state. In addition to the help of the state, self-
help on the part of the individual is needed to achieve this goal; and
it may be noted that this is possible only in the case of a limited few.
While the majority may remain satisfied with the other freedoms—
political, economic, and social—which are external, a few not being
satisfied with them may aim at the highest, »iz., spiritual free-
dom. To quote Radhakrishnan: “In any society a small minority
overcomes spiritual inertia and asserts the force of spirit which is
unconquerable. It resists the status quo ..”"° The state is concerned
only with the minimum, i.e. the indispensable conditions conducive
to spiritual freedom. The rest is left to the individual. “Each of us,”’
Radhakrishnan says, ‘thas the right to explore the universe for him-
self. Each individual has to blaze out his own trail into the unknown.
And however much others may assist, the achievement is an indivi-

dual one.”"!

Radhakrishnan is not only a political idealist, but a liberal as
well. As a liberal he does not think in terms of restricted state
function. He is not a votary of the doctrine of laissez-faire. Increase
in state activity does not necessarily mean loss of the liberty of the
individual.  Functions which were considered to be outside the
sphere of state are now admitted to be legitimate state functions.
Consider, for example, the role of the state and the new assignments
it has assumed with regard to education, housing, and health, labour
and industrial dispute. The new functions which a state performs in
the context of rapidly changing circumstances brought in by science
and technology might not have been thought of in earlier times. The
functions of the state, it must be emphasized, is not just negatize—to
prevent interference with the liberty of the individual. The state
should not be viewed merely as “a hindrance of hindrances”, “a
force that repels force opposed to freedom™. The state, no doubt, has
to do this function. There is also a positive side to the work of the
state which is equally important. The modern state has to be a
welfare state. It has to undertake several measures for the purpose
of promoting the welfare of the people without, however, encroaching
upon the true freedom of the individual. Elucidating democracy

as a political arrangement, Radhakrishnan says :

We must help to bring up the buried treasure in each indivi-
dual without breaking any of it. For this, certain minimum
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cultural and economic conditions must be provided. That
is why we have universal education as a target in our Con-
stitution. We talk often of a socialistic pattern of society.
This does not mean regimentation of the individual. In the
drama of human evolution, the chief actors are the indivi-
duals, the individuals of genius. We should not allow the
individuality of human beings to be crushed or even dimini-
shed by the assaults of science and technology, by the mecha-
nization of life.'* :

The concern for the individual is the basis and sustaining force of
political liberalism. Individualism and liberalism go together; and this
is borne out by the passage quoted above in support of the new role
which the state has to play in the modern society. Radhakrishnan will
not assign to the state any function which will be detrimental to the
value and dignity of the individual. = The individual is the maker of
history, though, of course, in a given environment. He is capable of
changing the environment; he could alter the course of events, achieve
the impossible and obstruct the possible. “Man, the subject, can
control his inward distortions and shape the world to the pattern of
his ideal.”® The human factor is the most unpredictable. Radha-
krishnan says:

The absence of any preconceived pattern in history, the con-
tingency, the unforeseeability, the haphazardness of history
point to the intervention of the free spirit of man. The
future of mankind is wide open. There is nothing inevitable
about it.'* ;

We no longer speak, as Ernest Barker put it, of man versus the
state; on the contrary, we speak of man in the state and the state for
man. As a political liberal and individualist, Radhakrishnan does
not accept the view of the political absolutist who holds that the
state is an end in itself. ~ The state cannot have any end or goal of
its own apart from the goal of the individuals for whose sake it
exists and functions. However important the state may be as an
institution which sustains, secures, and extends the rights of the
individual, it cannot override the individual- It makes no sense to
speak of the state as having an end of its own, a personality of its
own, rights of its own, a morality of its own, as totalitarians do.
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After all, the state as an association or institution comes into the
picture only in the context of other institutions or forms of community,
families and individuals. It should not, therfore, be allowed to
supersede the individual. To Radhakrishnan, the claims of the

individual are ultimate. He says:

Our suffering is not due to the poverty of our inward lives
but to the utter absence of any inward life. We have ceased
to be individuals and have become statistical units. The
meaning of democracy consists largely in the ability to live
purposefully apart from the bickerings and manoeuvres of
our political or economic lives. The regaining of the sense
of the value of the individual is the only way to save the

neurosis of the soul now so widely rampant.'?

Radhakrishnan is a champion of democracy. Analysing the
nature of democracy, he says that there are different aspects in
democracy. ‘“Democracy,”’ he observes, “has different sides to it. It is
a polical arrangement. It is an economic approach; itis an ethical
way of life.””* As a political arrangement it involves equality and
liberty of all human beings, popular representation, representative
government, rule of law, and the right to dissent. Radhakrishnan says:

Today political democracy cuts across the differences of
class, caste, race and religion. Whatever these differences
may be, they are irrelevant to the sanctity, the dignity of
man as man. We should respect the human individual for
his human nature, for his possibilities. Each human being

is a potential candidate for the highest life."

In another context he says:
Democracy is rule of law. It is rule of reason. It is
rule by consent ..Violence in any form is betrayal of the
spirit and letter of democracy.'*
Democracy as a political arrangement for the purpose of governing a
nation requires constant vigil and frequent self-examination of the
public issues by the people. =~ Radhakrishnan stresses the importance
of a strong, enlightened public opinion for keeping democracy in good
shape. He says:
Democracy means a temper of mind, a sense of humility...A
true democrat must subject himself to frequent self-examina-
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tion. It is only such self-scrutiny that will make us avoid a
sense of infallibility utterly inconsistent with the democratic
spirit and mood...In the ultimate analysis that which can
keep a democracy healthy and growing is a strong, instruc-
ted, enlightened public opinion.**

On the economic side, the state must attend to the basic needs of
the individual such as food, shelter, and clothing. Though every
individual is not a producer, every one is a consumer. Differences
among people arise not at the minimum level of consumers, but only
when we go beyond it. So long as a man is not guaranteed the
basic necessities of life, he cannot function as a citizen in a state.
Political freedom will not be of any use in the absence of economic
freedom. To quote Radhakrishnan :

When we say that it is necessary for us to feed, clothe and
shelter all human beings, we are emphasizing what may be
called the economic aspect of the democratic ideal. We
wish to diminish wealth and poverty and to raise the living
standards of the ordinary man. So long as there are people
in our country who do not get a square meal a day, who
sometimes do not have a roof over their heads, who sleep
on the pavements of our cities, it is a challenge to us...We
should combat them, abolish them, if our country is to be
called democratic.*

Radhakrishnan points out that economic democracy can be
achieved only if we increase our national wealth, agricultural output,
and industrial products.®*

The ethical side of democracy is equally important. Radha-
krishnan invites our attention to persuasion, restraint, consent in the
settlement of our problems, application of reason and acceptance of
human frailty as the important features of the ethical aspect of
democracy. In the ultimate analysis, ‘“democracy,” Radhakrishnan
holds, “‘is a faith.”** In his own characteristic way he elucidates
the ethical aspect of democracy as follows :

When we emphasize the ethical character of democracy we
mean that every human being has an element of rationality,
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that it is possible for us to appeal to it. We must believe
that we may not always be right, our opponents may some-
times be right. We should be modest enough to believe that
there may be some virtue in our opponents also. It is this
sense of humility, the sense of restraint, that democracy im-
poses on us ... Dissent is not treason; opposition is not
rebellion. We must try to settle our problems with reason,
without bitterness. Democracy and violent action are incon-

sistent with each other.®

One has to be careful in interpreting the principle of equality
which is cardinal to democracy. ‘““Equality’”’ means ‘‘equality of
opportunites’; i.c. ‘‘equal opportunities for all.” It means that
every man has an equal right to develop his potentialities and to
realize all that he has it in him to be and that he must, therefore, be
provided with the necessary facilities for achieving his aim. There
are functional differences among individuals; and in this respect, as
in some others, all men are equal. The work of a judge is different
from that of a labourer; the work of a doctor is different from that
of a barber; the work of an administrator is different from that of an
agriculturist. Instances which point to functional differences among
human beings can be multiplied. In the name of the principle of
equality it is wrong to treat a judge and a labourer, a doctor and a
barber; as equal and provide them with the same opportunities in
disregard of the differences in their vocations. Lenin remarked that
any demand for equality which goes beyond the demand for aboli-
tion of classes is a stupid and absurd prejudice. Stalin was much
more pungent in his denunciation of the wrong interpretation of the
principle of equality. Socialism, he said, does not mean levelling of
members of society, levelling of their tastes and personal lives; and
he further maintained that to say that according to Marxism everyone
must walk in the same type of suit, and eat the same dishes, and the
same amount of food, is to talk rubbish and slander Marxism.
Radhakrishnan explains what the principle of equality means as well
as what it does not mean in the following passage :

Socialism does not mean equalization of the abilities of all
individuals. It is impossible. ~All men are not equal.

Socialism means only the provision of equal opportunites for
22
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all. We do not say that all men are equal, but we do say
tbat all men must be given equal opportunities for expressing
whatever possibilities they have.**

It may be noted that what A.D. Lindsay says of Green and his
fellow idealists is equally true of Radhakrishnan. Lindsay observes
that in the ultimate analysis democracy is, and must be, based on
religion and that the doctrine of human equality is a religious
doctrine.?® Radhakrishnan is a political democrat, because he is a
religious democrat. There is no way of justifying this principle of
equality excepting on the religious basis. All men are equal, because
in everyone the same divine principle is present. Radhakrishnan
says:  “We thus affirm the equality of all human beings. This
principle is a part of our heritage. Each indiuidval is a spark of the
divine. deho devalayo nama. The body is the temple of God."”*®

As a political idealist the outlook of Radhakrishnan is not nar-
rowly confined to the concept of ‘“‘nation” and ‘national interests”.
The term “nation” means something more than the state. Ramsay
Muir defines “‘nation’’ as ‘‘a body of people who feel themselves to be
actually linked together by certain affinities which are so strong and
real for them that they can live happily together, are dissatisfied when
disunited, and cannot tolerate subjection to peoples who do not share
these ties.”” Awareness of belonging to a nation and a strong motiva-
tion to preserve its interests are absolutely necessary on the part of the
people. Radhakrishnan will not discount or underestimate the advan-
tages which a society will derive when its members who are poli-
tically organized are aware of the several ties which unite them as a
nation. Nationalism was one of the strongest and greatest forces of
the 19th century Europe. It continues to be so in some states out-
side Europe even now. It has played a significant role by uniting
the people in India against the British rule in the first half of this cen-
tury. Whatever may be the merits of nationalism as seen particu-
larly in those countries which are developing, it produces several un-
desirable consequences such as seclusion at the national level, autho-
ritarian rule and international conflicts. It is, therefore, no wonder
that Radhakrishnan looks upon nationalism asan outdated concept,
particularly in a world of interdependent nations. To quote Radha-
krishnan:
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Nationalism is not the highest concept. The highest concept
is world community to which we have to attach ourselves.
It is unfortunate that we are still the victims of concepts
which are outmoded, which are outdated, so to say. We
are living in anew world, and in a new world a new type of
man is necessary; and unless we are to change our minds, to
change our hearts, it will not be possible for us to survive in
this world.*

If individuals have to cooperate with one another as members of a
state for the purpose of achieving a common good, nation-states, too,
have to work together in harmony for the purpose of achieving the
common good—the good of humanity, the good of the international
community. Itis wrong to think that national interests are more im-
portant than those of the international community. National interests
such as peace and prosperity, growth and welfare of the people will
suffer when the interests of the international community are in jeo-
pardy, forin the long run national interests are inseparably connec-

ted with those of the international community.

Radhakrishnan says that the conflict between two nation-states
arises because of the double standard in behaviour of the people—one
kind of behaviour as individuals and another kind of behaviour as
citizens of a state. To quote Radhakrishnan:

Human beings who are civilized as indiziduals behave diffe-
rently as citizens of states. They fear and suspect members of
other states and are on their guard in their behaviour towards
them. We do not judge them by their character but by their
belonging to a particular state.*®

Economic factors also contribute to the conflict among nation-states.

Radhakrishnan observes:

The uneven distribution of wealth as between different coun-
tries, and the widening gap between the living standards of
the rich countriesand the poor two-thirds of the world, cons-
titute the greatest threat to orderly international relations.
Peace, it has been said, is indivisible; so is international pros-

perity.*
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According to Radhakrishnan, the principles which we follow in a
state for ensuring order, peace, and harmony among the people can
also be followed mutatis mutandis in inter-state relations. A state
functions through rule of law. It maintains the framework of justice
for settling disputes. It has police force for enforcing the system of
rights and obligations. It maintains conditions of human welfare
which do not encourge unrest, disorder, and strife. In other words,
the forces of social passion, humane concern, and compassion as well
as the influence of the common end are at work within the state.
Radhakrishnan pleads for the extension of these principles to inter—
state relations for achieving world peace through building an inter-
national society.’* We have already moved from the stage of the
tribal state to that of the nation-state. Radhakrishnan thinks that
change from the stage of the nation-state to that of the international
state is not impossible. There are many factors which will help us to
move towards this ideal. Radhakrishnan says:

An appreciation of the common heritage of all peoples, an
awareness of the growing interdependence of the world, a
sense of the indivisibility of the freedom and well-being of all
people, and an abandonment of the faith in the unqualified
freedom of nations, will help to build up an international
society.®!

There is the urgent need to transcend the narrow ideal of nationalism
and affirm our faith in the world community. “Our fundamental
loyalty,” declares Radhakrishnan, ““is to the world community.” He
justifies this on the ground that ‘‘humanity is above all nations...
national groupings or administrative conveniences which have deve-
loped on account of geographical and historical conditions.’*® It is no
argument to say that Radhakrishnan is unrealistic when he thinks in
terms of ‘‘the world community”, ‘‘international society’’, ‘‘a world
without fear and war’”’ and so on. Rabindranath Tagore argued
that the growth of freedom will result in the perfection of human rela-
tionship. And this perfection of human relationship cannot stop at
the national level. It has to be comprehensive enough to embrace
the entire humanity. Tagore envisaged a world ‘‘where the mind is
without fear and the head is held high; where knowledge is free; where
the world has not been broken up into fragments by narrow domestic
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walls...” This is Tagore’s ‘‘religion of man” which is indistinguish-

able from Radhakrishnan’s “political ideal of man. To quote
Radhakrishnan :

A world without fear, without anger, may seem to be imprac-
ticable. But all historical experience confirms the view
that man would not have attained the possible unless time
and again he had reached out for the impossible. What man
has achieved so far is immense, yet it is very small compared

to what he may [have] yet to achieve. History has many

surprises in store for us.*
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FORMULATION OF ETHICAL NORMS:
RADHAKRISHNAN’S APPROACH TO
THE PROBLEM IN HINDU ETHICS*

A. MICHAEL

Indian philosophers did not write treatises on ethics as Aristotle
did and the reason for this phenomenon is obvious. Ethics is this-
worldly and the pursuit of our sages was other-worldly. They were
concerned about moral behaviour only in so far as it entered into the
total framework of liberation. Morality is essentially a means to the
attainment of mukti. Because morality has a value relative to the
absolute Good of liberation, we cannot make morality the end of life.
Moral action has value only when it is subsumed by the transcendental
intentionality. Buddhism and Jainism, according to Radhakrishnan,
failed precisely because they did not look beyond the ethical to the
transcendental. Man’s needs as man and as a spiritual, transcending

being must be taken into account.’

Morality, then, is not devalued but rather placed in its proper
perspective. The single-minded pursuit of the transcendental did
take into account the ethical. This is evident when we consider the
content of moral life as portrayed in Hindu scriptures. The ethical
imperatives found in them have a value for man not because the
scriptures are infallible and inerrant—Radhakrishnan does not
attribute such qualities to them—but because they are derived from

the lived experience of the sages.”

From Radhakrishnan’s non-dualistic viewpoint, the hymns of the
Rg-veda cannot be accepted in tolo since they contain naturalistic,
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and monistic strands of thought.®> They also contain “wild imagina-
tion and fancy’’.* But their great contribution was the notion of rta
which is a law that is all-pervasive, that gods and mortals must obey,
that expresses the truth of things (satya) and the universal essence of
beings.® The unique contribution of the Upanisads for ethics is the
idea of dharma which has a vital relationship with the concept of
Brahman. Dharma seems to be the ethical counterpart of Brahman.
Because He is sat, satya, cit, anantam and ananda, He is said to be the
ground of beings, the truth of things and bliss of man not only on the
ontological level but also on the moral level.® Brahman is said to
exist as ‘law-abidingness’ (B.U. II, 5, 11-14). This implies that He is
in the law, and thus dharma and Brahman are intimately linked toge-
ther. But this is too general alaw to serve as a norm of moral
action in practical life.

The Gita proposes models of morality,” puts forward an impres-
sive catalogue of virtues (B.G. XVI, 1-3) and stresses the necessity of
avoiding the three deadly sins of anger, lust and greed. But all these
virtues can be summed up in the golden rule: “Do unto others what
you would like to be done unto you.” In most cases the injunction of
the Gita: ““ Do your duty ”’ could be a uscful guide for action. The
epistemological problem regarding one’s duty is solved by varnadkarma
which is normally determined by birth. But then Radhakrishnan
avers that what counts is not birth but right conduct.® Hence the
answer to the question ‘“How do I act morally?”” is not svadharma as
determined by caste but right moral behaviour. To say that one is
moral by being moral is to indulge in tautology. Hence “Do ybur
duty’” cannot serve as a norm of action. Besides, in modern India
there is the factual breakdown of varnadharma.

Of all the ethical concepts in Hinduism, it is the concept of
dharma that can serve as the first and unifying principle in the Hindu
system of morality. The idea of Vedic ria is taken up into the com-
plex concept of dharma which has lasted up to the present day.
Dharma is used in a variety of ways in the Hindu tradition and by
Radhakrishnan. One usage that is pertinent to our discussion is
dharma expressing itself as non-arbitrariness and law-abidingness of
human nature which reflects the mind and will of God.® This con-
ception of dharma must be translated into specific modes of moral
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action and to do this we must have recourse to the sources of dharma:
the scriptures, tradition, the example of virtuous men and the voice
of conscience. The Veda contains eternal truths but does not spell
out the implications of dharma into ethical norms. The example of
holy men can be a safe guide but it cannot have a normative func-
tion in itself since the norm should be objective and non-arbitrary.
With regard to conscience, Radhakrishnan says that its dictates must
be guided by objectivity and right reason and should be in accord
with the voice of the inner self. This, however, needs to be studied

in greater detail.

Radhakrishnan is aware of the difficulties in spelling out the
content of dharma and of the exceptions to the moral principles as
found in the four sources of dharma. He is also couscious of the com-
plexity of the human situation and the changing times. Even amid
the vast change, dharma which contains the scale of values and
principles of conduct must be maintained. But to hold on to
“‘sanatana-dharma is not to stand still. It is to seize the valid principles
and use them in modern life.””’® Radhakrishnan does not elaborate
what these enduring principles are but affirms the absoluteness of
dharma which, however, does not have an absolute content valid for
all times. Moral codes and rules are relative to social situations and
times and therefore not absolute. ““There is no positive human
action that can be pronounced a priori to be absolutely right or
wrong, wholly without regard to the circumstances in which it is
done.”"" The law-abidingness of dharma, however, is absolutely bind-
ing on all in spite of the fact that its content depends on the factors
of time and situation and knowledge.”® ‘“While the truths of the
spirit are permanent, the rules change from age to age.””"” Hence,
there is need for accommodation when translating the absolute dharma
into practical rules. Dkarma ‘‘should not be too far behind, or too
far ahead of, intelligent public opinion.”’** This statement is sociologi-
cal in content but does not tell us how to derive norms from the con-
cept of dharma. Again, the statement seems to advocate a spirit of
compromise and to upbold the golden mean of Aristotle. ~ But then,
Radhakrishnan has labelled it as 2 humanist’s position which advoca-
tes a balance between pleasures and virtue. How can we find a
balance between ‘ascetic purity’ and ‘sensual indulgence’? Besides,
one cannot be a moral hero on “a judicious compromise. The

23
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saints aim at righteousness, not respectability.”'®> Radhakrishnan is
against the idea of the golden mean in An Idealist View of Life
whereas he advocates a similar position in Religion and Saociety.  But
he is consistent in pressing for the change in the content of dharma,
though he fears that his position may be accepted neither by the con-
servative Hindus nor by the radicals.'®

On what grounds, then, can we proceed to establish the change
of the content of dharma and to formulate moral norms in accord-
ance with the law-abidingness and reasonableness of dharma?
Can we solve the problem as the moral hero does through the
intuitive apperception? The way Radhakrishnan exalts the moral
hero, his inner rhythm and skill in grasping the situation, his capacity
to choose the right and the good with sure insight, we get the
impression that he is proposing the way of the hero as the norm of
action.’” If by supposition we are all moral heroes, then we do not
need norms, since the intuition we have will guide us into all things,
moral and supra-moral. In such a case the formulation of norms
would be a meaningless exercise. But then by his own admission,
even saints have faltered and therefore they cannot be the norms for
the unliberated.’® J.G. Arapura rightly points out the impractica-
bility of the intuitive ethics of the moral superman for the ordinary
man: '°

Either (a) he must relax the rigour of his ethical idealism or

(b) he must insist less on the power of intuition. If he

follows the second course then he will be forced to do one of

the two things: either (i) reducing ethics to a matter of

faith—at least as far as the unperfected are concerned, or (ii)

submitting ethics to a deductive and inductive method...*

Arapura grants that Radhakrishnan speaks of the second possibility
but dismisses it as not representing his definitive viewpoint on the
matter. The second possibility must, however, be pursued and if
Radhakrishnan did not pursue it, it is because he did not undertake a
systematic study of ethics in Hinduism in his mature years. Logically
he should have no difficulty in accepting the rationally valid method
of deduction and induction. He says that the creative moral decisions
of the liberated man cannot be foreseen but they are thoroughly
rational. If they are based on reason, their rationality can be isolated
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and studied by the intellect. Hence arises the possibility of having
moral principles and norms founded on the rational faculty of man.
The creative decisions of the moral hero cannot be normative for the
ordinary man, but the rationality enshrined in them and isolated by
man can be of help in the formulation of norms. “Whatever is based
on sound reasoning ought to be accepted...Whatever is not so based
ought to be rejected, even if it is uttered by...Suka himself.”** Scrip-
tures and moral codes of all societies are ascribed to the gods, but
according to our philosopher “they all originated in the discordant
passions and the groping reason of human beings.””** When the
scriptures of Christians and Moslems contradict each other, we cannot
appeal to their conflicting authority and therefore he proposes a
criterion common to all: the rationality of the content of scriptures.®

When Radhakrishnan takes a critical attitude to the Upanisadic
opposition of the Vedic rites and terms it as exaggerated, he uses rea-
son as a criterion to judge what is exaggerated.** He is in favour of
the spirit of inquiry which is obviously based on rational models of in-
vestigation.*® The scriptures must be clarified by the use of reason’’
and thus we have a ‘‘reasoned faith.”’*® The spiritual and the mysti-~
cal cannot be adequately perceived by reason, but they are certainly
grounded inreason.”” The mystics are acutely aware of ‘the rational
aspect of existence’ and hence Radhakrishnan emphasizes ......the
continuity of reason and intuition and the predominantly rational
character of religious insight. He writes: ‘“As experience has a cog-
nitive quality about it, the judgments based on it should be subjected
to logical analysis. Logical scrutiny is the one safe-guard against mere
caprice.””?® But for the glaring exception of Karl Barth, he finds that
Catholic and Protestant theologians accept the legitimate role of rea-
son in the ficld of religious faith.?®°

If reason plays such a vital role in the religious sphere and the
mystical plane, then a fortiori it has to play an even greater role in
the area of morality. Radhakrishnan pleads for rational changes in
the rules of dkarma, since they ‘‘are the mortal flesh of immortal ideas
and so are mutable.””*® “Though dharma is absolute, it has no abso-
lute and timeless content.”®" That is why every action should be jud-
ged in ‘the bar of reason’ and against the background of the trans-
cendental intentionality of his faith.?® The absolute dharma must be
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framed into moralrules and principles; but there can be no rules valid
for all times, since dharma itself is dependent on those variable factors.’®
But when we formulate moral principles, they ‘“must approximate to
the ideal, which is the holy more than the adequate, love more than
law.”’%* Yet it is man’s task to formulate correct, just, and adequate
moral laws because the moral ideal stretches to infinity and hence
cannot determine the minimum demands of morality. The ‘fallen’
man in any religious tradition needs to know the limits of what makes
an action moral or immoral. Lack of clarity in the past in these
matters has led and can still lead to absurd and immoral practices.
The ethics of the Pharisees at the time of Christ is a case in point
(Mt. 23:16-22).

Lack of clarity regarding the minimum demands of morality and
the absence of the distinction between moral laws and societal laws lead
to a mockery of morality itself. Radhakrishnan’s contention that the
Hindu social order (zarnadharma) in its pristine purity was noble and
according to right reason, is supported by Mahatma Gandhi himself.
But that an actual transition took place from zarna to jati proves that
the distinction between ethics and social convention was not suffici-
ently emphasized in course of time. Radhakrishnan says that much
“‘of current morality is unsound and conventional. Qur codes have

stagnated into mechanical habits ... ’*°

The conventional morality
can be replaced only when the rational element is introduced into the
ethical aspect of life. This is what a@paddharma actually suggests.
Eating dog’s meat was net permitted in the Hindu tradition and by
this man-made law the people must have wanted to safeguard a
value. When Viévamitra faced a conflict between the value of sav-
ing his life by eating dog’s meat and the value of not eating such
meat, he chose the value of life.** By this ethical judgment he was
implicitly affirming the hierarchy of values and the relativity of man-
made laws. This hasrelevance not only in the abstract field of ethics
but may have a positive bearing in case of a famine. Vijiane§vara
proposed “that society has the right to reject unsuitable laws, even

if they are permitted by scriptures.’”"

Are the laws unsuitable on
the grounds of morality or because of other considerations such as
economics, sociology, culture, and hygiene ? Iflaws are suitable on
moral grounds, then they can be termed ethical norms. They are

moral (i) directly as in the case of saving one’s own life by eating the
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meat of an animal, and (ii) indirectly as in the case of the law for-
bidding meat to be eaten. The one stresses the hierarchy of values
and the other a value enshrined in a symbolic non-action. Hindusim
like any other religion or system is called upon to make more distinc-
tions in the ethical field. Morality is essentially man’s task, and
Apastamba recognized this long ago when he said:

Right and wrong do not go about proclaiming ‘here we
are’; nor do gods, angels and the manes say ‘this is right and
that is wrong,” but right is what the Aryans praise and wrong
is what they blame.*®

Right is what the Aryanspraise because it was founded on right rea-
son and not on arbitrary affirmation. ;

Let us see how Radhakrishnan himself deals with some ethical
problems. One of the cardinal principles of Hindu morality is aheriisa
which is not merely non-injury but includes positive love of human
and non-human beings. Non-resistance is the ideal, but in this imper-
fect world where men touched by ‘‘sinful ambition, pride, lust, and
greed,”” do not follow the ideal, the state has to use violence for the
sake of maintaining the rule of law. Even those who practise ahimsa
are able to do so “‘only because they owe their security to the main-
tenance by others of the principles which they repudiate.”’** The use
of force, then, is not the ideal, but is ethically permissible when there
is no other alternative and it is used primarily for the sake of esta-
blishing a social order in which moral values can be preserved and
practised. The use of violence must not only have an “‘ethical aim”’,
but it must be used in “an ecthical way.”’*® By ethical aim Radha-
krishnan means right intention and the ethical way seems to refer to
the means employed. The means too should be morally permissible.
Hence, for example, in a war the king should not permit the use of
poisoned arrows, the destruction of architecture or the killing of the
family of the defeated. The motive of war is justice and not revenge

or vindictiveness.*!

In the case of marriage, Radhakrishnan does not accept polyan-
dry and polygamy, though both were prevalent in India at some time
or the other, but proposes monogamy as the ideal because only mo-
nogamy takes seriously the equality and dignity of the man and the
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woman whereas the other two forms of marriage set up a dou-
ble standard of morality.** Monogamy is in accord with the true
humanum to which man is called through the process of ethical evolu-
tion. Marriage is not merely a contract but a ‘sacrament’, and there
must be seriousness of purpose when a man and a woman enter upon
it. But there can be exceptions to this monogamous ideal. “‘If
love without marriage is illegal, marriage without love is immoral.”’**
Not only is marriage without love immoral at the initial stage but
also after it has been consummated and lasted for a period of time.
Radhakrishnan does not favour divorce; nor does he hold “the dogma
of indissolubility of marriage.”** He allows divorce and remarriage
when love has been dead, when there is misery and unhappiness in a
family with the attendant effects on children.** ‘‘Desertion, habitual
cruelty, adultery, insanity and incurable disease should be the only
grounds for the dissolution of marriage, at the option of either
party.”¢® Though such a procedure may not be in accord with the
ideal, it would not seriously militate against the spirit of Hinduism.

In advancing a solution to the problem of population and birth-
control, Radhakrishnan again resorts to his distinction of the ideal
and the permissible. In Religion and Society which was delivered as
lecturesin 1942, he says that population-growth is not the cause of
poverty and that there are enough natural resources for the increasing
population. Coming to the ethical problem, he approvingly quotes
Lord Dawson who says that young couples who want to limit the
number of children because of economic reasons cannot do so by
merely abstaining from intercourse. Such a celibate life is impossible
for the masses and would lead to grave dangers both in health and
in morals.* ” So birth-control by abstention is the ideal, but contra-
ception is permissible.*®* Marriage is for the perpetuation of the hu-
man race and hence it isthe duty of the parents to have children.
But it is also for the growth of the spirit. The married couple have
intercourse not only for the sake of children but also for theirown
sake. Contraception is not permissible when sexual pleasure becomes
an end initself and when people evade the responsibilities of married
life. To the argument that contréccption is unnatural and therefore
immoral, he says that we have always interfered with the proces-
ses of nature. The natural is not to be identified with the savage, the

ancientand the primitive. Polygamy, for example, grew ‘naturally’
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in certain cultures but we have advanced from the ‘natural’
polygamy to the ‘rational® monogamy. Another objection that is
raised against birth-control is its abuse. His pithy answer is that the
abuse does not nullify the claims of ‘its proper use.”’

What emerges from this discussion is the vital role that right rea-
son has to play in the formulation of ethical norms and principles
based on the absoluteness of dharma. Man is called upon to incarnate
the ideal values enshrined in it but it is his task to draw the line bet-
ween what is ethical and what is not. While mysticism is groun-
ded in reason, morality is shaped by it. Radhakrishnan constantly
uses the categories ‘the ideal’ and ‘the permissible’ when discussing
particular moral problems.. In a similar context moral theologians
make the distinction between the theoretical and the practical norms;**
Bernard Haring makes the distinction between goal-oriented norms
which are to be found, for example, in the Sermon on the Mount (ziel-

gebote) and limitative norms like the Ten Commandments.®®

The ideal norms of Radhakrishnan, such as akimsa (love and
non-violence), are actually principlessince they point to the general
stand that Hindus should take in their morallife. Goal-oriented
norms of Hiring are similar to the ideal ones. Permissible norms, on
the other hand, are norms that are arrived at by right reason which
takes into consideration the ideal norm and the existential situation of
man. These are not arbitrary but are grounded in reason and for-
mulated in the ambiance of the transcendental intentionality of one’s
faith.

Space does not permit me to make a study of other religious tradi-
tions for the sake of comparative analysis; but [ am strongly persua-
ded that the problems encountered in Hinduism with regard to norms
will be the same in every system of thought. Historically and psycho-
logically morality was always related to religion; but through analy-
sis we can separate one from the other.** It is possible to be ethical
without being religious. Morality in union with religion assumes a
sacred character and we can see how réa and diarma, the Koranic
sharia and the revealed Will of God, came to be viewed in the context
ofone’s beliefs. But an ethician for the purpose of analysis can con-
sider morality in isolation from its religious roots. Morality, then,
gets desacralized and comes to possess a value in itself. When we
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secularize the notions like Divine Law, sharia and dharma, we arrive
at the majesty, objectivity, and non-arbitrariness of values. This
discovery of the autonomous ethical value is incidentally one of the

outcomes in the process of the formulation of ethical norms.
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RADHAKRISHNAN’S INTERPRETA-
TION OF RABINDRANATH TAGORE

Amiva Kumar SEN

I

In his condolence message after the demise of the poet Rabin=
dranath Tagore, Radhakrishnan said:

He was the greatest figure of the modern Indian Renais-
sance. A poet of his qualities we have not had for some
generations. He is in the grand line from Valmiki and
Kalidasa. His versatality was remarkable. As a poet and
prose writer, as a singer and composer, his achievements
were of the first quality. Besides, he was a great prophet
and wise councellor and a guide of our future destiny.
Millions outside India respected our country and its culture
on account of his writings. I have lost a very dear friend;
that he was born in our country means that God is not
disappointed with us. The greatest respect that we can
render to his memory would be to stand for the spiritual
ideals of this great man and fight for them against every

attempt to subjugate the country.

This tribute itself is an interpretation of Rabindranath in a nutshell.
Radhakrishnan characterises Rabindranath as the greatest figure of
the modern Indian Renaissance. He regards Rabindranath as one of
the great poets of India. He mentions Rabindranath’s versatality
in different spheres of creative activity. He acknowledges the poet as
a prophet and a sustainer of spiritual ideals of India.
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Radhakrishnan was, however, conscious of the shortcomings on
his part when he first came out with his book which interpreted
Rabindranath’s philosophy. He had not then met the poet and
talked to him. He had access to the writings of the poet only in
translations and that too of a very insignificant segment of his total
output. But what surprises especially a Bengali reader about Radha-
krishnan’s book is that with inadequate materials at his disposal he
intuitively paints a picture of the poet which was not only relevant
at that time but also for later times. In 1919 when the interpretation
was tried, the post had only come out with half of his works, his
versatile genius in many fields was yet to express itself. In the years
following, Radhakrishnan came to know the poet personally and met
him both inside and outside of Santiniketan. Personal acquaintance
deepened the impressions that the philosopher had about the poet.
From 1921 onwards Radhakrishnan was Professor of Philosophy in
the Calcutta University and had the opportunities of meeting the
poet off and on. At his initiative the Indian Philosophical Congress
was established; and Rabindranath was persuaded to preside over
the first session in December 1925. The subject of his lecture was
“Philosophy of the People”. In 1928 the poet was invited to deliver the
Hibbert lectures at the Oxford University. But as the poet was ill at
that time, the lectures were not delivered till march 1930. Radha-
krishnan was present at the lectures. He records his impressions of
the lectures entitled Religion of Man as follows:

...He emphasised the validity of the ancient wisdom of India.

‘“My religion isin the reconciliation of the super-personal

man, the universal human spirit, in my individual being.”

He taught us a religion of love of humanity, beauty and

laughter. Record house listened to him. Though many

did not understand him, all were impressed by the magic of

his poetry and the music of his voice. His aged face was

worn deep with the lines of thought and struggle but on his

rapt countenance seemed to glow the radiance of an unrisen

day.

And of the yet unrisen day did Rabindranath sing till the end of his
being.

Radhakrishnan presided over the public meeting in Calcutta for
the celebration of' the 70th birthday of the poet in 1931. Felicitation
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and homage poured in from far and near. He was eulogized for his
artistic creation, and in the words of Radhakrishnan for ““his effective
work in promoting spiritual freedom, national self-respect and
material progress.”

In 1933, as the Vice-Chancellor of the Andhra University,
Radhakrishnan invited Rabindranath to deliver a few lectures under
the endowment created by Sri Alladi Krishnaswamy. The poet gave
three lectures in December 1934. These were published with the
title Man.

A volume called Gontemporary Indian Philosophy was contemplated
to be published from Oxford under the joint sponsorship of Radha-
krishnan and J.H. Muirhead. Rabindranath was requested to con-
tribute an article which he did after much hesitation at the insistence
of Radhakrishnan. The poet wrote:

I have received...a copy of the Philosophy compilation and
the poet in me feels painfully ill at ease in the company of
the philosophers who, I am sure, will find it difficult to
tolerate the intruder.

Radhakrishnan’s first visit to Santiniketan came about in 1938.
The poet took personal care for arranging a fitting welcome to him.
A dance-drama was also staged by the students. Radhakrishnan in
his address made a fresh bid to assess Rabindranath in the context of
modern India and the world. He said that though he had known
personally the poet for a number of years he was looking forward to
meeting him there at Santiniketan, in his own setting, from where he
was radiating sweetness and light, strength and joy to his countrymen
and others. At a time when the country was smarting under politi-
cal subjugation and economic breakdown, he gave us hope by
revealing that the greatness of a nation was to be judged by other
qualities than economic power and political efficiency. At that time
Japan was trying to occupy a portion of China in the name of
cultural unity. Rabindranath sent letters of protest to the greatest
living poet of Japan, Yone Noguchi. Rabindranath’s deprecation of
the policy of Japan drew angry protest even from Noguchi. Referring
to the correspondence, Radhakrishnan remarked that the Poet of
India was the voice of the whole civilization even as Gandhi was the
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conscience of the whole country. He was one with the poet when he
said that if after so many centuries of energetic enlightenment, women
and children were being trained in the use of gas-masks and streets
were being provided with underground refugees, it shows that there is
something radically wrong about our society. Through the centuries
wars have been a persistent feature of civilized states and they cannot
be superseded until the slave basis of society and the attitude of
exploitation were got over. Radhakrishnan said that man should
also feel like these two great Indians that the human mind could not
be satisfied with a mere sufficiency of material goods. He appealed
for adoption of a religion based not on dogma or revelation but
rooted in personal experience which would have for its effect the
spirit of inner freedom and universal love, abhaya and ahimsa.

The poet thanked Radhakrishnan in a beautiful letter which
concluded thus:

My only claim is that of an artist who is amply rewarded if
he is assured by a visitor like yourself, whose praise is
precious, that he has been able to please you.

Radhakrishnan’s last visit to Santiniketan during the life-time of the
poet was during 1950 in the company of Sir Maurice Gwayer both of
whom were authorised by the Oxford University to hold a convoca-
tion at Santiniketan and confer the degree of Doctor of Letters
(honoris causa). The conferment address was delivered in Latin and
Rabindranath read his acceptance in Sanskrit. Extracts from the
speech was of particular interest to Radhakrishnan. The poet said
in a paragraph of his speech:

In an era of mounting anguish and vanishing worth, when
disaster is fast overtaking countries and continents with
savagery let loose and brutal thirst for  ossession augmented
by science, it may sound merely poetic to speak of any
emerging principle of worldwide relationship. But Time's
violence, however immediately threatening, is circumscribed,
and we who live beyond it and dwell also in larger reality of
Times must renew our faith in the perenial growth of civili-
zation toward an ultimate purpose.

This passage is reminiscent of a small poem which the poet
wrote under the shadow of the impending second world war.
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“The serpants are hissing venom on all sides ;
Charming words of peace
Will sound like useless mockery
But before I leave, send away my call for those
Who are preparing for an all-out war

With demons everywhere”

After the death of the poet Radhakrishnan visited Santiniketan twice.
During the first visit as the Chairman of the University Education
Commission in 1948, he observed in one of his speeches that Santi-
niketan was truly Indian both in its spirit and tradition, and was in-
deed the first of institutions till then visited by the members of the
Commission. ““Beautiful, it was wrougt by the hands of a great
poet ... Education here had become a part of life.” ‘Deliverance is
not for me in renunciation’ sang the poet and heralded a great cultu-
ral renaissance in the great land of ours. In another speech the

next day he said :

As an emblem of India’s cultural tradition we may refer to
the terracota seals of Mohenjadaro wherein one finds the
image of Siva wrapped in meditation and surrounded by spe-
cies of animals. This indeed symbolizes the conquest of the
self, the triumph of truth and love. Another such symbol
would be the image of the Buddha seated under the Bodhi
tree representing wisdom and compassion ... Then again we
have the tradition of the Gita which shows a harmonization
of the centralities for our religion, — energy on the one hand
and the idea of the Supreme on the other, the dhanus of
Arjuna and the yoga of Krsna. Nor have our ancient tradi-
tions grown obsolete. Even in recent years they have lived
again in persons like Ramakrishna, Rabindranath and
Mahatma Gandhi.

Radhakrishnan’s last visit to Santiniketan was in 1961 during the
convocation of Visva-Bharati, newly elevated to the status of a Cen-
tral University. It was the Centenary year of the poet. Radha-
krishnan was one of the eminent admirers of the poet. He was ad-
orned with the conferment of ‘“De$ikottama’® — the highest honour
the Visva-Bharati Samsad could offer to one whose ideal of life was
similar to those of the great founder. By this act Visva-Bharati
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honoured one of the first interpretors of the poet and one of the ex-
ponents of the culture of India. Radhakrishnan himself was also one
of the brightest products of the cultural renaissance of India in mo-
dern times and perhaps he was also the last of the stalwarts India had
produced during her cultural resurgence.

In the same year (1961) the Sahitya Akademy came out with a
centenary volume to pay homage to the poet Radhakrishnan con-
tributed a very illuminating article entitled ‘“Most dear to all the
Muses”. He borrowed this phrase from the citation of the Oxford
University which was presented to Rabindranath in 1940 during the
conferment of the honorary degree. From the foregoing paragraphs,
it will be evident that whenever the poet was asked to write on any
philosophical topic including his own reflections on philosophy he
chose the subject in relation to man or human problems. He had no
claims that he had produced an original interpretation of philoso-
phy much less an original philosophy. But he showed the relevance
of the age-old philosophy of India in the modern context. That,
according to Radhakrishnan, was itself a creation. Radhakrishnan
remarked : “Rabindranath as a dreamer and an artist was an ex-
ponent of it.”  The Times Literary Supplement observed about him:
“Perhaps no living poet was more religious and no man of religion
was more poetical than this great Indian.”

In one poem of Gitaiijali Rabindranath says, “Obstinate are
trammels, but my heart aches when I try to break them ... The
shroud that covers me is a shroud of dust and death : I hate it, yet
I hug it in love.”” *“This passage,” Radhakrishnan asserts, ‘““affirms
the reality of an Eternal behind the world.” Tagore also confirms,
“If ever I have somehow come to realize God, or if the vision of God
was ever granted to me, I must have received the vision through this

world, through man, through trees and birds and beasts, the dust and
the soil.”

The poet’s anxiety was to travel away in all discourses about reli-
gion and God to man and his yearnings to outgrow the physical ex-
istence. ““At one pole-of my being,”” says he, “I am one with stocks
and stones ... butat the other pole of my being I am separate from
all.’” (Sadhana). This feeling of separateness the poet calls the ‘‘thirst
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after light”’ which is to be quenched, according to him, through the
world of forms. In oneof his songs he prays on behalf of all men,

Those that are lost to themselves

Seeking for the loadstar

Hidden in the depth of night

Bring back their sight

To the world of forms

To the paths of the celestial light, my Lord.

II

Radhakrishnan broadly divided his interpretation of the poet
under several heads like “Spiritual philosophy and Ideal,” ‘“‘Aesthetic
Philosophy,”” “Social Philosophy,” “Message to India’’ and “Message
to the World.” We would follow his pattern and his observations

and very often his language.

Spiritual Philosophy and Ideal

As has already been said, the first interpretation of Rabindra-
nath by Radhakrishnan was made under the deepening shadow of
the devastating world war that threatened all potential values of hu-
man existence. Tagore like a prophet had apprehended this In his
younger days Rabindranath like many others was an admirer of the
French Revolution and the ideals of liberty, equality and fraternity
brought in its wake. But he was soon disillusioned. He saw that
the mightier nations were exploiting the weaker ones for their own
selfish ends. On the last day of the 19th century, when the atrocities
of the Boer war were still making every conscience bleed, he wrote a

poem which reads :

The last sun of the century sets amidst the blood-red clouds of
The West and the whirlwind of hatred,

The naked passion of self-love of Nations, in its drunken
Delirium of greed, is dancing to the clash of steel and the

Howling verses of vengence,
25
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The crimson glow of light on the horizon is not the light of
Thy dawn of peace, my Motherland,
It is the glimmer of the funeral pyre burning to ashes

The vast flesh, the self-love of the Nation—dead under its own

€XCEesS.

This “delirium of hatred’, soon turned into a war that engulfed all
nations. Radhakrishnan thought that Rabindranath Tagore’s teach-
ings with their “vital faith” in the redeeming power of spiritual for-
ces was of particular value for the time in purging the national pride,
hatred for others’ culture, and the gaping greed for gold and an un-
athomable lust for power.

Rabindranath Tagore’s spiritual philosophy more or less follow-
ed the ways of life laid down in the Vedanta. But his advocacy of
theism almost verged on the western ideal. Rabindranath Tagore
himself thought that he had his roots in the philosophy of the Upani-
sads. Said he :

To me the verses of the Upanisads and the teachings of the
Buddha have been ever things of the spirit, and therefore endo-
wed with boundless vital growth; and I have used them, both
in my own life and in my preaching ... (Sadhana).

Tagore was, however, not to be regarded as an academic interpreter
of the Upanisads. He seldom indulged in didactic discussions. It
was a sigh of the soul rather than an argumentative discourse that
went to make his spiritual philosophy.

He was also essentially an Indian in his exhibiting a deep love for
Nature. He did not belive in forcibly wresting treasures from Nature.
His ideal was to live with her and in her company in a spirit of kin-
ship. This, he thought, enriched human life and ennobled it. The
earth, water and light, fruits and flowers were not to be regarded
merely as physical phenomena but were essentially necessary to give
life a completeness and a purifying sympathy and kinship. He was
one of the foremost poets of nature the world has ever produced. In
his school at Santiniketan he discarded religious instruction but made
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adequate provision for a touch of spirituality and a harmony of the
diffused emotion of the soul through intimate contact with Nature.

Rabindranath did not decry machines and mechanical devices
as such, but was very much opposed to these gaining supremacy
over the soul of man. Dull mechanical work and too much reliance
on machine degrades and brutalizes the individual while intimacy
with nature elevates and purifies. The samelight dwells in the world
outside and the world within. The music of the sphere and the song
of the soul are both expressions of the divine harmony. A feel of this
harmony gave Rabindranath a sense of unity among all living beings

and all phenomena of creation. Sang he:

My heart sings at the wonder of my place in the world
of light of life; at the feel in my pulse of the rhythm of
creation cadenced by the swing of endless time.

1 feel the tenderness of the grass in my forest walk, the
wayside flowers startle me; that the gifts of the infinite
strewn in the dust waken my song in wonder.

I have seen, have heard, have lived; in the depth of the
known have felt the truth, that exceeds all knowledge
which fills my heart with wonder and I sing.

Rabindranath, true to Indian tradition, considered that God himself
gave birth to the world through a creative joy and that man had in-
herited the same joy- The joy of self-expression is the better part of
human existence; mere intellect can only read the manifestations of
creation but misses the unity of intellect and emotion. Wisdom born
of emotion and love transcends the way of knowledge. It is in this
concept that Rabindranath is one with the bkakti cult of the Bhagavad
Gita.

Rabindranath did not advocate asceticism and renunciation of the
world and shutting out of the senses to achieve the touch of the Abso-
lute we call God. He also despised inaction.

Deliverance is not for me in renunciation,

I feel the embrace of freedom in a thousand bonds of delight.
No, I will never shut the doors of my senses,

The delight of sight and hearing and touch will bear the delight.



196 INDIAN PHILOSOPHICAL ANNUAL

His God was also a person and not an impersonal Absolute of some

schools of philosophy.

He is there where the tiller is tilling the hard ground, and
where the path-maker isbreaking stones. He is with them
insun and in shower, and his garment is covered with dust.
Put off the holy mantle and even like him come down on the

dusty soil !

Agaius,
Let who so will, with shut and brooding eyes,
If earth be real or more than dream surmise !
Meanwhile let me with thirsty vision drink
Its beauty, ere my sun of life shall sink.

Rabindranath believed that the human individual is a unity of intel-
lect, emotion and will and the supreme ideal is to statisfy sentiment,
will, and reason. The Absolute appeared as supreme Beauty, supreme
Good and supreme Truth. “‘Art, philosophy and religion are differ-
ent forms and expressions of worship and different ways of reaching the
Absolute or the God.” In Rabindranath, the, Art form predominated.
His idea of sin was not akin to that of Christianity. Sin, according to
him, was the detachment and the failure to harmonize ourselves with
the whole. Radhakrishnan regards him as one of the last of the
Vedantins and places him in the hierarchy of the great rsis of the
Vedas and Upanisads, of the Buddha, and the saints and religious
leaders of the middle ages like Kabir, Nanak, Caitanya, Tukaram
and others.

Aesthetic Philosophy

Rabindranath, according to his own admission and the interpre-
tation of Radhakrishnan, was primarily a poet and an artist in life.
The poet worships God as the spirit of Beauty, while the philosopher
pays homage to Him as an ideal of truth. They have both the same
end, but the starting points are different.

Rabindranath perceived the hands of truth in every little beauty
that adorned creation, the living world. Through things beautiful he
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approached and contemplated truth, and in communion with truth
he entered the realm of bliss. Not that he denied the existence of
sorrow and pain. These were manifestations of the pangs of separa-
tion from the Absolute and the cry of the soul to merge ultimately in
Him.

Far as I gaze at the depth of Thy immensity

I find no trace there of sorrow or death or separation.

Death assumes its aspect of sorrow, and sorrow its pain,

Only when away from Thee

I turn my face towards my own limited self.

Beauty, Truth and Bliss not unmixed with deeper pangs for ultimate
realisation, were the aesthetic steps of the growth of Tagore’s person-
ality. As an aesthetic idealist and artist, Radhakrishnan placed
Tagore in the line of the great poets like Valmiki and Kalidasa.

Social Philosophy

The social philosophy of Rabindranath is the outcome of his
spiritual and aesthetic philosophy. Great philosophers always try to
elevate the existence around them. They work for a better world
order and social structure based on justice and equity to all living
beings. They dream of a better earthly existence than the one in
which they are destined to have been born. Rabindranath was no

exception. Said he in one of his Gitafijali poems:

Here is thy foot-stool and there rest thy feet where live the
poorest, lowliest and lost. When I try to bow to thee, my
obeisance cannot reach down to the depth where thy feet rest
among the poorest and the lowliest and lost. Pride can never
approach to where thou walkest in the clothes of the humble
among the poorest and lowliest and lost. My heart can
never find its way to where thou keepest company with the
companionless, among the poorest, the lowliest and the lost.

This yearning of the soul prompted Tagore to formulate hisown social
philosophy and leave political activities to devote more comprehen-
sively to the social upliftment work. He was one of the initiators of
the cooperative movement in India. He prepared schemes of agricul-
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tural expansion and removal of agricultural indebtedness. He was
one of the pioneers of the movement for the eradication of untouch-
ability, illiteracy and other social evils.

The Santiniketan school and the village upliftment work at Sri-
niketan were the handiwork of his social philosophy. He held that
social injustice was a more potent enemy of civilization than political
dependence.

Message to India

Tagore wished that modern resurgent India did not turn away
from her age-old moorings while trying to incorporate in her frame
the vigourous spirit that the West had brought to her doors. She
should borrow scientific knowledge from the West, for knowledge
has no stamp of any region. But the pride of knowledge which was
evident in some countries of the West was to be mellowed with Indian
wisdom. He wanted India to shed the inferiority complex for being
poor in material wealth. But she had wealth of the soul.

Be not ashamed, my brothers, to stand before the proud and
the powerful with your white robe of simpleness.

Let your crown be humility, your freedom the freedom of the
soul.

Build God’s throne daily upcn the ample barrenness of your
poverty

And know that what is huge is not great and pride is not
ever-lasting.

He was for rebuilding India on no narrow bias of creed, caste or
language, but with the help of universal love. He did not view the
modern social and economic problems from the narrow ephemeral
utilitarian point of view. He thought that India should meet the
world on equal terms with the wealth of her genius which had sustai-
ned her through the ages. He discarded imitation in the name of
quick progress. India’s ideals, he thought, should be spiritual rather
than material. He, however, did not approve the Indian type
of inertia in the name of spiritual superiority. True modernism, he
maintained, was the freedom of the mind and not taste. He had laid
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down an all-time ideal for regeneration of India in one of his eleva-
ting poems beginning with “Where the mind is without fear and head
is held high.” This ideal is true of any country of the world at any

time.

Message to the world

Rabindranath was of the opinion that the modern Western civi-
lization which was dominating the world at the present time was more
mechanical than spiritual, more political than religious, more
mindful of power than peace. This had given many powerful nations
a sense of self-idolatry. The unbridled national pride and prestige
becomes a curse which ends in wars. He considered the world war
as the “bleeding body of God.”” He advocated not the commerce of
commodities, but an exchange of hearts. He thought that one devas-
tating war would bring humanity to its senses. But he had to see the
beginning of another war more devastating. While this great crisis
pained him, he still had faith in humanity which would derive benefits
out of the crisis. He was a nationalist to the core, but not one of a
wrong type. He knew that one day humanity would regain its lost
empire. He said it wasa sin to lose faith in man, and sang of a new

dawn :

The Great one comes,

Sending sivers across the dust of the Earth,

In the heavens sounds the trumpet,

In the world of man the drums of victory are beaten,
The hour has arrived for the great Birth.
Today the gates of night’s fortress

Crumble into the dust.

On the crest of awakening dawn

Assurance of new life

Proclaims “Fear Not”.

The great sky resounds with paeans of victory
To the coming of Man.



MAN’S OWN IMAGE

PasIrTRARKUMAR Roy

My object in this paperis to offer a critique of Sarvepalli Radha-
krishnan’s The Philosophy of Rabindranath Tagore. I shall consider
some of the cardinal issues of Tagore’s philosophical position and try
to show how these have been explicated by Radhakrishnan, how far
his account is adequate in the light of Tagore’s philosophical testa-
ment, The Religion of Man. 1 take Tagore as propounding a non-
naturalistic theory of man.

I

Radhakrishnan’s study is sympathetic, interpretative and exposi-
tory in nature. He finds in Tagore’s thoughts a genuine manifesta-
tion of Indian spirit. I am not sure if it could be asserted in so un-
qualified a manner, and without eliminating from Tagore’s philoso-
phical outlook a substantial Western content. Conscious formulation
of theories of man has never been in vogue in the philosophical tradi-
tion of India. The so-called Indian theories of man have only been
incidental. With Tagore it is a primary concern and should be con-
sidered, in part at least, as an inheritance from the positivist influence
of the West. In spite of Tagore’s own statements about the Vedic
ancestry of his ideas, his “human philosophy” is essentially European

in spirit. But this is another story, a matter of our cultural renais-
sance.

The significance of Radhakrishnan’s study lies elsewhere. Just as
Hélderlin is regarded as the literary pioneer of many of Heidegger’s
moods in philosophy, so is Tagore related to Radhakrishnan. This
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shows the relation of a philosophy to the culture in which it has

grown up.

II

I would like to indicate briefly Radhakrishnan’s interest in the
works of Tagore and the common points of their philosophical in-
terest. Radhakrishnan made his debut as a serious writer on philo-
sophy with his The Philosophy of Rabindranath Tagore, published in
1918. Often one’s youthful works have elements of interest as well
as significance, containing as they do germs of many ideas that later
play an important part inthe development of one’s thought. The
Philosophy of Rabindranath T agore shows the deep and pervasive influ-
ence of Tagore which is discernible in the various stages of Radha-
krishnan’s development. Much of what he says here about Indian
religion, philosophy and civilization in general terms forms the theme
of many later works. While expounding the philosophical significance
of Tagore’s thoughts, was the author rehearsing his own world-view ?

Beginning with his two articles on Tagore’s philosophy of life in
The Questin 1917, Radhakrishnan never lost interest in Tagore’s
thought and vision. Tagore wrote the introduction to Radhakrish-
nan’s T ke Philosophy of the Upanisads (later incorporated in volume I
of the Indian Philosophy).

Radhakrishnan was directly associated with Tagore’s philosophi-
cal activities on two occasions. He listened to Tagore’s Hibbert Lec-
tures (1930) at Manchester College, Oxford. These were published in
1931 under the title The Religion of Man. Tagore’s Andhra University
lectures, published as Man, were delivered in 1933 on an invitation
from Radhakrishnan. On receiving the Goethe Medal at Heidel-
berg in 1961, Radhakrishnan spoke on the philosophical views of
Tagore, his concept of man in particular.

Radhakrishnan’s contributions are, first, his re-interpretation of
the doctrine of ma@ya in the classical Vedanta of Sankara, and second,
the exposition of a philosophy of the spirit. Tagore too, in his own
manner, was concerned with the notion of maya. In Sanyasi, an
éarly drama, he addressed himself to clarifying and understanding
the notion in its extreme world-negating connotation. When Tagore
says, “The world as an art is mdy3.” we have an intriguing employ-

26
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ment of the notion. Neitzsche said, one might recall, that the world
is justified as an aesthetic experience. Maya, for Tagore has not been
a closed metaphysical concept. He regards appearance itself as an
aspect of truth:  “When we deprive truth of its appearance, it loses

2

the best part of its reality.”” The suggestiveness of the idea of maya
is conveyed by Tagore in another of his statements: “Aaya is that
which revolts against the truth of relatedness,” — an original inter-

pretation indeed.

An Idealist View of Life is Radhakrishnan’s philosophical Zour de
force. A philosophy of the spirit has been enunciated here, and it is
argued with great passion and authenticity. The Religion of Man is,
in many ways, a source of inspiration to the author of An Idealist
View of Life. Yet references to Tagore’s mature philosophical works
in Radhakrishnan’s writing is conspicuous by their absence. He em-
phasizes Tagore’s Upanigadic writings more than the writings of con-
temporary relevance. This involves some amount of unfairness to
Tagore, the philosopher. A similar predilection is observable in
Ananda Coomaraswamy’s writings as well. This however, may be
a matter of temperament, though philosophically exceptionable.

I1I

Radhakrishnan’s study of Tagore’s thought is based more on cre-
ative than discursive evidence. He concentrates on such a book of
Upanisadic meditations as the Sadhana, besides poems and plays. The
Sadhana may be described as a bhasya on some of the Upanisadic
passages, and contains a good many of Tagore’s important philo-
sophical views. The lecture, ‘What is Art ?°, of course, receives its
well-deserved attention at Radhakrishnan’s hands.

Much of Tagore’s literary work is philosophical in content, at
least, many of his poems and dramatic creations employ their full
linguistic, rhythmic, and associational resources to open up new in-
sights into values, relationship and significant possibilities. There
are pieces of creative writing in which language is employed in such
a manner as to generate implicit insights, adumbrated by poetic
means so as to deepen and enliven some explicit philosophical vision.

Radhakrishnan’s use of Tagore’s creative writings as if they
constituted philosophical evidence, i.e., they expressed well-consi-
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dered philosophical opinion and not fleeting moods, should raise a
familiar problem of recent literary criticism. Is art or poetry a form
of philosophy ? Ideas wrapped in form ? Is it possible to overlook
the distinction between an idea and an experience ? T. S. Eliot, in
his essay on Dante, has put forward the distinction between “belief
attitudes’ or “philosophical attitudes” on the one hand, and “‘poetic
assent’’ on the other. In some of the poems Tagore’s philosophical
beliefs are logically and overtly the same as that of Kant’s The Criti-
que of Judgement. But the belief attitude of a man reading Tke Critique
of Judgement must be different from that of the same man adequately
responding to the poems of Tagore. The poems, unlike Kant’s Cri-
tique, are constructed according to a “‘logic of sensibility” representing
a complete scale of the depth and height of human emotion. In
those poems Tagore’s poetic assent, his total belief attitude, is insepa-«
rable from the elaboration of images which are serious and practical
means of making the spiritual visible.

But Radhakrishnan holds to a theory of poetry which is revelatory.
He shares the Romantic identification of poetry and philosophy.
Coleridge held that the poetis implicitly a philosopher. His view
concerning the implicitly philosophical nature of poetry is based upon
a theory of imagination derived in part from Kant. Kant's word
for imagination is not Fantasie but Einbildungskraft, connoting by its
etymology a power (kraft) of making (bilden). Coleridge’s Primary
Imagination is virtually equivalent to Kant’s transcendental unity of
apperception. The Secondary Imagination is a combination and
reflection of the primary (metaphysical) and secondary (artistic).
Thus for Coleridge, thereis a firm continuity between a genuine
poet’s philosophical insights and his poetic creations.

Schopenhauer defines art as the kind of knowledge concerned
with the Ideas, and declares that its only aim is the communication
of knowledge. The highest art and highest philosophy are therefore
one, since they both aim at that painless state in which the wheel of
Ixion stands still and we are for the moment set free. Apropos Neit-
zsche’s distinction between Dionysion creative frenzy and Apollonian
love of form, hazardous flashes of poetic insight, not demonstrative

arguments, are the way to truth.
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In Tagore’s case Goethe's idea of art is specially relevant. The
role of mind, according to Goethe, is not to impose its law upon an
alien world of sense-data, as Kant had taught in his The Critique of
Pure Reason. The true role of mind is ‘‘thinking in objects” which
involves the discovery of harmonies and analogies between the crea-
tive processes of nature and of art, and thus comes to grasp “Ideals”
or archetypes, which are present in both of them. The Goethean
archetype, however, is not, like the Platonic eidos, something sharply
distinguishable from the particulars, that embody it. Rather it exists
only in and through particulars, and thus can be known only to one
whose eyes and cars and heart are responsively open to the sensuously
living world. Among these sensuous particulars that flow through
one’s living experience, the role of the mind is to discover °eminent
instances’’, each of which is a living moment disclosure of the Inscru-
table—a disclosure which would never have been made were it not for
just individual manifestation. Poetry has, therefore, by its very
nature something of the character of revelation : because by grasping
the particular in its living character it implicitly apprehends the uni-
versal with it. Goethe, in fact, carried forward the Aristotlean idea
that poetry is more philosophical than history. Art, according to
Aristotle carries to completion what nature has left incomplete. The
carrying to completion of nature’s partly realized tendencies is what
establishes art as a philosophical operation.

Tagore, like Empedocles and Goethe, is a poet-thinker, and
Radhakrishnan is in good company when he uses Tagore’s philoso-
phical poetry with a view to explicating the latter’s poetic philosophy.
Radhakrishnan’s ideas of philosophy and poetry are worth noticing
in this context. = He says, “Philosophy tells us how a synoptic vision
which finds together all terms and relations in a concrete spritual
whole is the real. Poetry individualises the vision of philosophy’”
He is an anekantavadin in respect of realizing Reality. Poetry is one
such way among these. Philosophy admits alternative symbolisms,
alternative standpoints. Poetry, even if not identical with philosophi-
cal knowledge, does express a general attitude towards life. And
some poets often answer systematically questions which are also
themes of philosophy. Such problems as those of nature, of man,
ctc., are themes philosophy cannot help considering. The problem



MAN’S OWN IMAGE 205

of man concerns questions of the concept of man, and also of man’s
relation to death, man’s concept of love. These are problems that
belong to the history of sensibility and sentiment, no less to the his-
tory of thought, for often the ideological intermingles with the emo-

tional.

But the concrete problem “How do ideas actually enter into art
or poetry ?”” has not yet been solved. When ideas are actually incor-
porated into the very texture of the work of art, they become “consti-
tutive” ; they cease to be ideas in the ordinary sense of concepts and
become symbols. Radhakrishnan’s theory of poetry needs to be
qualified as follows. Philosophical truth as such has no artistic
value. Philosophy, ideological in content in its proper context seems
to enhance artistic values, those of complexity and coherence. When
some identification of philosophy and art takes place, image becomes
concept and concept image. It should be admitted that philosophi-
cal poetry, however integrated, is only one kind of poetry.

v

Let us now turn to Tagore

‘“What is man ?*’ This is surely one of the most important ques-
tions of all, for so much else depends on our view of human nature.
The meaning and purpose of human life, what we ought to do, and
what we can hope to achieve, all these are fundamentally affected by
whatever we think is the real, ‘or true’ nature of man. Our age of

anxiety has forced the question upon us once more.

In his creative writings (pocms and plays) and philosophical
works, Tagore engaged himself in finding the right answers to the
question : What is the dkarma of man ? The Religion of Manis a tract
on philosophical anthropology. The word dharma corresponds to the
word ‘nature’. Tagore believes that man has a nature, and this nat-
ure is man's truth. Manusera dharma or human truth is regulative ra-
ther than constitutive of the human mode of being. There isin man
a tension between the opening elements of life, ideal aspirations and.
actual facts, freedom and necessity, surplus and utility, finitude and
infinity, separateness of the ego and the harmony of human relation-
ships. Man finds himself in a crisis, and his Aumanity consists in the
conscious criticism of the crisis. In other words, man starts as an
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ego, but it cannot be the centre of his personality for ever. A para-
doxical being, homoduplex, that man is, he needs and seeks for a wider
life, unity and relationship.

Tagore’s concept of man has moral and aesthetic overtones.
With him the evidence of the aesthetic and the ethical carry greater
weight than the logical. His concept of man is spelt out in terms of
axiological notions. Man is, for him, a value-making and value-
seeking animal. Protean in essence, man is an “angel of surplus”.
What Sri Aurobindo said of Tagore applies equally to Tagore’s con-
cept of man — “a constant music of overpassing of borders.”’

What does Tagore understand by ‘philosophy’ ? It is, he tells us,
reason illumined into vision, a practical activity guiding man to his
life’s fulfilment, and concerned with such fundamental questions as
the ultimate meaning of existence. The ultimate meaning of exis-
tence is a disinterested joy through ‘‘harmony of communication”,
which is freedom. It is at once aesthetic and ethical in import. Philo-
sophy, says Tagore, begins by taking into account the spirit of alie-
nation, the obscuration of man in the human world, and aims at a
‘‘positive relation” of freedom. ‘“The history of the growth of freedom
is the history of the perfection of human relationship.” Philosophy,
for Tagore, is philosophy of life, and is intended for the atmahano janah,
spiritual suicides. Tagore’s meta-philosophy centres around a con-
cept of man, and his philosophical statements are partly descriptive
and partly emotive. They are descriptive of human truth and are
employed for dynamic use.

We have already noticed that man finds himself in alienation, yet
he refuses to be what he is. While attempting to answer the question
“What is man?”’ he searches for his identity. The search may be incon-
clusive, yetit is a human prerogative, forced upon him by his self-
consciousness. Man’s refusal to be what he is cannot be a2 matter of
theoretical awareness alone ; it entails an assent to an imperative con-
cerning the ‘real’ or ‘true’ nature of man. The theory regarding man
suggests a course of action.  Tagore’s concept of man exhibits the
following elements of a theory of human nature, a diagnosis of what

is wrong with man, and a prescription for ‘effecting corrections’. -
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The ideological content of Tagore’s philosophy is ambiguous, if
not obscure. It prescribes actions as well as claims belief. But does
Tagore’s system of belief about the nature of man give rise to a way
of life of some group of people? Itis more akinto Kant’s theory of
social group which defines a way of life. In this sense, it has affinities
with existentialism. Radhakrishnan has taken Tagore’s philosophi-
cal views to be ideological. In interpreting Tagore, he thought he
was interpreting the Indian ideal of philosophy and religion. This
must be considered an overstatement, owing largely to the nationalist
motivations of the time. Tagore said of himself, ‘I, the outcaste
and the uninitiated.”” He was a rare example of the moral loneliness

of an Indian philosopher.

A%
I shall now take up the more specific conceptual issues in

Tagore’s theory of man.

When we consider Tagore’s statements about man’s true or real
nature, €.g- “Man is an angel of surplus,’” etc., we must decide what
type of statement he is making. Radhakrishnan takes Tagore as say-
ing that man is ‘“‘a finite-infinite being”, combining in himself spirit
and nature. The statement may turn out to be a value-judgment
(saying what ought to be the case), rather than a statement of fact
(about what is the case). Ifwhat is being asserted is evaluative
and not factual, then it becomes impervious to evidence.
Statements about human nature are especially subject to a kind of
ambiguity. When Tagore says that man is an artist or a creative spirit,
does he mean that all or most human beings are actually so, or that
we should all be so, or what ? In thus distinguishing value-judgements
from statements of fact, I am not implying that Tagore’s statements
are merely expressions of individual taste, that they cannot be given
objectively valid reasons, whether for or against. I am just pointing
out that the above kind of clarification is often essential when discus-
sing theories of human nature. And Radhakrishnan does not raise
any such issue. He takes Tagore’s statements as tautologically des-
criptive, though not ignoring their evaluative import. I think that
to take Tagore’s statements about human nature as tautologically
descriptive is to make him committed in the wrong direction. Tagore
employs in his philosophical writings the methods of persuasive defini-
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tion. According to Stevenson, this method consists in changing the
descriptive meaning of a term without altering its emotive meanings.
Radhakrishnan does not notice this phenomenon in Tagore's writings,
and secks in vain to bring him under the banner of classical Vedanta.
All that can be made about Tagore’s assertions about man’s nature is
that there is no reference-point beyond man’s “truth is human”,
The term ‘man’ for Tagore is an open-ended concept (homo-komini
déus). There is more that is protagorean in Tagore than Radha-
krishnan intercepts. Does Radhakrishnan give any reason for accep-
ting' Tagore’s statements about human nature ? Many of Tagore’s
statements about human nature are concealed definitions, and
on this score may be held to be impregnable to contrary evide-
nce. They reveal part of what he means by the word ‘man’. Not
all matters of definition are trivial however. Sometimes Tagore
introduces new terms (e.g. ‘““Angel of Surplus”) or uses old words (e.g.
“infinite”) in new ways. It is then very necessary for definitions to be
given, and for it to be made clear they are not claims about any sort
of fact. Definitions are not the sort of statements which can be pro-
ved or disproved merely by investigating the evidences as empirical
onescan be. Now if a statement does not fall into any of the three
categories, e.g. evaluative, analytic or empirical, then we have a
really difficult case. Tagore’s statements about man’s bi-polar exis-
tence may be considered. These assertions try to say something about
what, in a sense, is the case; and in another sense, what ought to be
the case. They assert some fundamental truth about man'’s nature
and are hence not mere matters of definition. It is at least clear that
these assertions are not genuinely empirical.

Tagore would not like to win too easily by explaining away all
possible evidence against his assertions. His statements are too mixed
a bag, and many deserve individual attention. Itis of no use sugges-
ting testability by observation, for it isa criterion not of meaning-
fulness, but of a statement’s being scientific. The emphasis can,
of course, be put on falsification. Tagore’s statements are unfalsi-
fiable, and this is an important fact to be established about them.
Sometimes unfalsifiability characterises the class of statements called
“metaphysical”, i.., statements of highest generalisation.* Radha-
krishnan has taken Tagore’s statements about human nature as
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metaphysical, though the co-extensionality which he often institutes
between the metaphysical and the ontological need not be accepted.
And the reasons for accepting Tagore’s metaphysical statements are
to be sought in man’s capacity for intuiting truths about himself.
They have a self-certifying character. Tagore’s is a speculative phi-
losophy, and Radhakrishnan is right in showing him as endeavouring
to frame a coherent system of general ideas in terms of which every
element of an experience can be interpreted. With Tagore, we
are to pursue, in a single hypothesis, the general and the concrete.

‘Harmony’ is Tagore’s word for it.

VI

In his philosophical writings, Tagore proposes to rethink the
whole foundation of our lives, and find their meaning and purpose in
human terms alone. He makes some general statements about the
human mode of consciousness or imagination. The ability to conceive
of what is not the case is the freedom to imagine other possibilities.
As men, we can never reach a state in which there are no possibilities
unfulfilled, for whatever state we are in, we can always conceive of
things being otherwise. Tagore repeatedly refers to the human fa-
culty of imagination, a word almost never used in the Indian context.
He takes it to be ‘‘the most distinctly human of all our faculties.”®
The imagination reveals a new dimension, an ampler measure of signi-
ficance, meaning and fulfilment. Thisis Tagore’s description of the
intentionality of human conscionsness. There is a sort of conceptual
connection between human freedom and imagination. Man’s cons-
ciousness, if unhappy, is creative. Man is an artist, who freely
fashions his possible image and tries to actualize it. Herein lies man’s.
authenticity. Human reality must not be necessarily what it is, but
must be able to be what it is not. Tagore’s basic point is that to be

conscious at all is to be free.

Contrary to what Radhakrishnan has argued, the reality-value of
the ideals of man’s own further development is not ontologically prior
to men. Reality is human.” It is ambiguous to say, as Radhakrishnan

”® Man’s ideal being must

does, that “man is yet to become what is.
be different from his actual mode of existence, and the ideal is real
for man alone, and hence no ontological priority should be ascribed

to it in all fairness to Tagore. Truly do we find him in such moods
27,
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as saying that that which is “eternal is realising itself in history.”
But such expressions as this are misleading. According to Tagore’s
intentions, the so-called ‘eternal’ is no other than man’s “own infi-
nity”’; otherwise, he says, it has no justification to exist.® When
Radhakrishnan says that the content of man’s ideal passes beyond
his existence, he is, in point of fact, mis-stating Tagore’s point. To
be precise, for Tagore, to exist is to be creative, and accordingly,
human existence encompasses the ideal.’® Conversely man’s humanity
itself is an ideal. Man exists in and through his creative approxima-

tions of his ideal.

Thus owing to overlooking the intentionality of human conscious-
ness Radhakrishnan has missed the dynamics of Tagore’s description of
human life. He explains Tagore’s notion of the Infinite by saying that
it is not other than the finite transfigured. It should be noted that
for Tagore, the process of transfiguration cannot be a matter of meta-
physical intuition, a life of recognition of all things in the self, and
the self in all things. Two points may be stated in this connection :
first, according to Tagore, ‘‘the infinite’’ is a regulative notion, be-
ckoning man’s self-transcendence. Radhakrishnan renders it comple-
tely constitutive of human destiny. Second, the word ‘‘infinite”’, in
Tagore’s usage, functions in the manner of ‘Deity’ as in Samuel Alex-
ander’s philosophy. It connotes more than it denotes; itis a short-
hand expression for man’s intentional consciousness, his value-positing
freedom. Moreover, Radhakrishnan interprets Tagore’s view that
man’s dharma is to become infinite much in the fashion of satkaryavada.
This would be inconsistent with Tagore’s point that freedom of end-
less growth characterises all of man’s activities. There seems to be no
reason for supposing why men’s self-discovery should culminate in a
final event, marking the consummation of the creative process.
What Tagore means by man’s infinity is that no set of predicates,
however adequate, can descriptively exhaust what the notion ‘man’
implies. This is borne out by Tagore’s remarkable phrase, manavika
bhuma'' as well.

It is obvious that Tagore would not allow the concept of man
to be subsumed under the category of God, as Radhakrishnan has
ntended. “God” is a word Tagore hardly uses, and even when he
uses it, it is rhetorical in effect. His word is ““infinite’’. Man, says
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Tagore, aspires for rising in dignity of being, and religion is one of
the ways in which human aspiration finds itself expressed. In the
religion of man the idea of God presupposes the idea of man. Had
there not been in man, a search for his own supreme value and had
he not asked, “What is it to be man like?”, the idea of God as a vision
of a being would not have been cultivated. And having been cultiva-
ted the idea, his no definitive answer to the question. The concept of
man for Tagore is then a necessary pre-condition of the idea of God.

VII

Radhakrishnan’s description of Tagore’s view of nature as an
attribute of the divine does not fare well either. Tagore’s concep-
tion of nature is indeed complex and deserves probing into in depth.
The term ‘nature’ is unperspicuous and lends itself to equivocation.
For example, by ‘nature’ one might mean all that is not-self or
the anti-thesis of man. It is possible to understand the term, follow-
ing Collingwood, in Galileo’s sense, i.e. the physicist’s nature, quan-
tifiable in space and time. Such a nature as this may be said to exist
independently of our consciousness, of human mind. Tagore says
that the realist’s belief is a ‘““mystical belief’’, natural and yet inexpli-
cable. He argues that to say that truth exists apart from humanity
is to contradict science itself. According to Tagore science organizes
into rational concepts, whatever man can know. The ‘“‘knowledge
is his who is 2 man.”> What Tagore says has a Kantian ring about it.
“We can never go beyond man is all that we know and feel.” Nature,
unrelated to the human mind, does not exist in Tagore’s philoso-

phical discourse.

Thus we get the notion of the unity of man and nature. Nature
““satisfies our personality with manifestations that make our life rich
and stimulate our imagination ... "’'* I would call this conception
of nature Berkeleyan-Kantian. It is farthest from that of Locke, i.c.,
a bundle of primary qualities. It has rather striking similarities with
the Aristotelean theory. Nature occasions our self-discovery, for in all
knowledge we know our own self in the condition of knowledge. ‘‘As
we know the truth of the stars we know the great comprehensive
mind of man.”!*  The unity of man and nature is a human unity for-
ged by the creativity of the human mind. ‘‘What we call nature is
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not a philosophical abstraction, not cosmos, but what is revealed to
man as nature. In fact, it is included in himself and therefore there
is a commingling of his mind with it, and in that he finds his own
being.””'* Nature, then, is;a human achievement. The passage just
cited is very much decisive, and it states very clearly that the unity
of man and nature is possible because unity is a human principle,
transcendental, though not transcendent. Radhakrishnan has onto-
logized this principle of unity of harmony as a concrete spirit which
reveals itself in both man and nature. I doubt if Tagore would ever
say that except for the sake of quoting metaphysical poetry.

But Radhakrishnan is very much near the truth in assimilating
society to nature in respect of man. Society, or for that matter, cul-
ture and civilization are human creations. These are organs of man’s
self-realization. Man creates his society, builds his culture and civili-
zation by an inner necessity whereby he can embody his values.

15 Tt is ““a creation of art,

“Civilization is to express Man’s dharma.
created for the objective realization of our vision of the spiritually per-
fect.”'® Human personality, says Tagore, is “multicellular,” and this
fact about man’s being is put forward by him with a view to explain-
ing both the unity of man and nature as well as of man and society.
Society, conceived along the premises of Tagore’s concept of man,
must not be a system of windowless monads interacting by a pre-
established harmony. The generative principle for harmony should lie
within the social individuals. Society, thus envisaged, is as distant
from that of Rousseau asitis from that of Hobbes. It cannot be
modelled on the bee-hive'" either. Short of freedom or harmony,
society becomes closed and man gets alienated.

The foregoing account gives us an idea of Tagore’s social philo-
sophy. In discussing Tagore’s social thoughts Radhakrishnan has
remarked that social justice is demanded by the consciousness of di-
vine immanence. This may be the case with different presupposi-
tions, but inadmissible in respect of Tagore. He explains social in-
justice in terms of deadening of human consciousness, owing to a lack "
of a sense of harmony. On pages 50-51 of his book Radhakrishnan
quotes a passage from Tagore which belies the contention. Tagore’s
position is closer to Kant’s second and third formulations of the Cate-
gorical Imperative. It may not be out of place to mention that
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Tagore’s thoughts on society and related matters had gradually grown
into radical convictions which incorporated many of Marx’s theses on
alienation and his critique of capitalism. The fact, however, is that
Tagore altogether drops the category of the divine from the domain:
of social explanation, and upholds the same humanistic point of view
as elsewhere. For him the social and the political ultimately com-
prise a subset of the ethical and hence his account of social injustice

is given in terms of privation of moral virtues.

VIII

How can the truth of general propositions about man be ascer-
tained ? Shall we follow the path of intellect or that of intuition ?
Aeschylus, in speaking of the office of intuition, says that when the
mind sleeps, it is bright with eyes. Radhakrishnan's critique of the:
logical intellect in his An Idealist View of Lifeis well-known. In
Tagore’s case he has argued the thesis that intuition enables us to
penetrate beneath outward appearancesstudied by science and see the
life in things. The relationship between intellect and intuition is to
be carefully understood. Intuition, according to Radhakrishnan, not
only corroborates the truths grasped by intellect but also compre-
hends it. On the plane of intuition the intellect is realised. Further,
man, for Tagore, is a unity of intellect, emotion and will. Since the
human individual is a unity of the three, these elements need not con-
flict with each other, and a fortiori no one of them can be complete
without gathering into itself the two others. There should be no
divorce between intellect and intuition. The ‘‘understanding mind of
man”’, says Tagore, comprehends both the reasoning mind and the
creative imagination.

Tagore’s word for ‘intuition’ is ‘imagination’. It is the deputy
of man’s deeper self and grasps the truths of relationship. It is very
much like Kant’s notion of reflective judgment, except perhaps for:
the fact that it is endowed with a ndetic quality. *“The details of
reality must be studied in their differences by science, but it can never
know the character of the grand unity of relationship pervading it,
which can only be realized immediately by the human spirit.”'* If
it is possible to put our trust in the mind in one of its functions, it
would not be wrong in trusting it in another of its capacity.
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Radhakrishnn’s resume of Tagore’s view concerning the functions
of the logical intellect and that of intuition is excellent as far as it
goes. It suffers from only one defect. He has not put it in the pers-
pective of Tagore’s aesthetically oriented philosophical anthropology.
As a result, much is left unexplained. For example, the experienced
fact that whatever enhances the value of our being gives us joy. Why
should the apperception of harmony be a matter of disinterested
delight ? And above all, for Tagore, why is love, which is the highest
truth, the most perfect relationship ?

According to Tagore’s philosophical method, it would not be
enough to assent intellectually to a theory of man, it must be held
with a certain intensity and depth of feeling. Unless the theory is
distilled from life, if it is only argued about, it would remain
merely abstract and conceptual. For both Tagore and Radhakrish-
nan, without letting logic slumber and reason rest, imagination also
shall have to be aroused in the philosopber.

It is, in effect, a proposal to practise philosophy in the manner of
art. The religion of man asks us to be sensitive persons, for it is so
much a religion of the artist as well. Jacques Maritain, we know,
has advocated a notion of ‘poetic knowledge’ and Radhakrishnan
is right in pointing out that, for Tagore, art is a pathway to freedom.
Art frees us by disengaging the mind from its imprisonment in the
web of customary associations and routine ideas.

Aesthetic emotion is a spiritual experience, since art has its origin
in the non-hedonistic, non-utilitarian dimension of man’s being, the
surplus in man. Man gua man is an artist, a citizen of the kingdom
of freedom. In art man’s self-experesion® is its own object, and helps
him to leap free of the fetters that obscure his real nature.

Radhakrishnan appears to suggest that, with Tagore, the func-
tion of art is to lift us up into a passive mood of contemplation. If
he does it, then he must have profaned the conceptual point that
Tagore’s notion of harmony or creative unity comprehends the aesthe-
tic as well as the ethical. = The beautiful is interdefinable with the
good. For Tagore production of forms of beauty alone is no aim of
art. In its wider connotation, art is religion, @imasatiiskréi, a flame as
it should be with a sense of reality.  Beauty, he identifies with truth
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or harmony. The same spiritual plenitude, man’s will-to-communi-
cate accounts for both beauty and goodness. As a moral agent and
as a creator of beauty alike, man builds bridges between the self
and the not-self. Art, like morality, is essentially sa@hitya which
etymologically suggests sahitatva or communication in non-solipcist
human world. Art would be impossible but for freedom or transcen-
dence of alienation, appropriating the world into our consciousness.

The word ‘love’ sums up all these.

“Goodness is the freedom of our self in the world of man, as is
love,”'® says Tagore. It may be debated if ‘love’ is an aesthetic or
ethical notion. For Tagore it is both. Love illuminates our conscious-
ness of reality, and beauty bears its everlasting meaning. In sum, the
notions of beauty, goodness and love are revelatory of the “human

message’”’ of our experience.

Harmony, we have noticed, is the key-notion of Tagore’s philoso-
phical anthropology. Interchangeably so are ‘freedom’ and ‘surplus’.
Whatever term is predicable of man must-be either derivable from or
definable in terms of these. In Radhakrishnan’s account this
methodological point is not observed- He mentions the notion of
surplus only in connection with explicating Tagore’s view of art. But
it should be worth recalling that working through the imagination the
surplus in man renders a plethora of man’s adventure of ideas and
action possible. It “finds its manifestation in science, philosophy and
the arts, in social ethics, in all things that carry their ultimate value
in themselves.””® That the manifestation of man has no end, that
man is infinite, would remain well-neigh inexplicable without the
crucial notion of the surplus in man, and with this notion, against the
claims of every abstract idea, Tagore has pleaded for the cause of the
complete man. This continues to be, even today, a desideratum of

any theory of man.
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RADHAKRISHNAN’S ASSESSMENT OF
NYAYA-VAISESIKA

PraBaL KuMAR SEN

Ever since its publication, Radhakrishnan’s Indian Philosophy has
been held in high esteem by students and teachers of philosohy, who
have turned again and again to this monumental work for inspiration
and guidance. The overwhelming popularity enjoyed by this book is
not due to its inimitable lucidity alone. Radhakrishnan did not as-
sume the role of a mere chronicler of facts — he undertook the up-
hill task of interpreting and evaluating the systems as well. In his

own words @

The historian of philosophy must approach his task, not as a
mere philologist or even as a scholar, but as a philosopher
who uses his scholarship as an instrument to wrest from words
the thoughts that underlie them.'

Few scholars were as competent as Radhakrishnan for under-
taking such a venture. But with characteristic humility, he admitted
that his judgment was not final. As he says:

To outline the history of Indian philosophic thought, which
has had a long span of development of over three thousand
years, on a cautious estimate, is indeed a prodigious task ...
No scholar, however learned, can know everything on so vast
a field. There will be gaps and mistakes.?

The second volume of Indian Philosopky, which contains a de-

tailed account of the Nyaya and Vai$esika schools, was published in
28
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1929. Since then, fifty years have passed, and during this period, the
philosophical climate in India has perceptibly changed. The influe-
nce of Neo-Hegelianism and other forms of Idealism is on the wane,
and analytic philosophy is gaining ground. Besides, important texts
of the Nyaya and VaiSesika schools that were not available to Radha-
krishnan have been discovered and published, previous editions of
important texts have been superseded by better ones, and excellent re-
search work by a number of scholars has enabled us to fill up some
gaps in the history of these schools, and to look at them from new
perspectives. The Buddhist texts discovered by Rahula Sankritya-
yana have thrown a flood of light on the medieval period of Indian
philosophy. Itseems to us that Radhakrishnan himself would have
endorsed a reassessment of his views in the light of the new material.
As he says :

The true teachers help us to think for ourselves in the new
situations which arise. We would be unworthy disciples if
we do not question and criticise them.?

The present paper is an humble attempt at a revaluation of
Radhakrishnan’s assessment of Nyaya-Vaifesika. Criticism suggested
here should not be taken as a mark of disrespect to him.

The second and third chapters of Indian Philosophy, Vol. II, which
comprise Radhakrishnan’s account of Nyaya and Vaibesika respecti-
vely run to about two hundred and eighteen pages. Radhakrishnan
believes that “effective exposition means criticism and evaluation’*;
accordingly, even the expository parts of this account are interspersed
with critical comments. Owing to limitations of space, we will con-
sider only some of them. The chronological and bibliographical details
of the chapters, which need some drastic revision, will not be consider-
ed here, since they are not that important for the purpose at hand.

Let us look at the following remarks in the opening paragraph of
the second chapter :

While the other systems of Indian thought are mainly
speculative, in the sense that they deal with the universe as a
whole the Nyaya and the Vaidesika represent the analytic
type of philosophy, and uphold common sense and science ..
What is distinctive of these schools, is the application of a
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method, which their adherents regard as that of science ...
Applying the methods of logical enquiry and criticism, they
endeavour to show that these do not warrant the conclusions
which the Buddhist thinkers derived from them ... They are
mainly interested in averting the sceptical consequences of the
Buddhist phenomenalism, which merged external reality in the

ideas of mind (Italics mine).®

In the remarks quoted above, there is much that is true. But the
italicized parts lead to some problems. Radhakrishnan has admir-
ably captured the basic spirit of Nyaya and Vai$esika by emphasi-
zing their affinity with the common-sense views of the world ; still,

the distinction that he draws between these schools and other systems
is not very helpful. While the Naiyayikas did not claim that the cate- -
gories admitted by them exhaust the furniture of the universe, the
Vaifesikas made such a claim, and consequently, the first sentence
is, to some extent, misleading. The use of the word ‘science’ calls
for some explanafion. For Radhakrishnan, the tasks of science and

philosophy are different, as evident from the following remark :

Science sorts out, while philosophy sums up. The Vaifesika
is not interested in constructing an all-embracing synthesis
within whose bounds there is room for all that is, bringing
all the variety of the worlds of sense and of thought under
a single comprehensive formula. In the spirit of science, it
endeavours to formulate the most general characters of the
things observed ... The resulting philosophy comes to be of
piecemeal character, and not an adequate and comprehen-

sive one®.

Evidently, for Radhakrishnan, philosophy must bring everything
under a single comprehensive formula, and this, in its turn, follows
from his belief that ‘‘the prerequisite of all thinking is the undivided
reality from which subject and object arederived by a process of
abstraction,””” and that ‘‘the conception of a plurality of reals exter-
nally related to one another must yield place to the idea of the essen-
tial unity of the world.””® If we accept these contentions, then Radha-
krishnan’s view that Nyaya and VaiSegika are scientific rather than
philosophical in outlook would be correct. But Radhakrishnan has
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not given adequate arguments in favour of these views and they have
not been unanimously accepted either. The following passage from

Austin might provide a good example of dissent:

... What has ever been gained by this favourite pastime of
counting worlds > And why does the answer always turn
out to be one or two, or some similar, well-rounded, philoso-
phically acceptable number? Why, if there are nineteen of
a thing, is it not philosophy ?*

Radhakrishnan’s view that Nyaya and Vaiéesika were interested
in combating the Buddhist phenomenalism has been established be-
yond doubt by other scholars.'® We should, however, remember two
things in this connection. First, these schools did not stem solely from
a hostility towards Buddhism. The fundamental tenet of Nyaya-
Vaidesika is that language and ordinary experience give us a true
picture of reality—everything is jieya and abhidheya. Buddhism denies
both these views, and consequently Nyaya-Vaiéesika and Buddhism
were destined to meet in a head-on collision. The struggle became
more intense and bitter with the passage of time. We should note
that the Naiyayikas raised their voice against the Advaita view of
anirvacaniyatva as well, though their protest was comparatively fee-
ble. We shall return to this point in a moment. Second, it should
also be remembered that the Naiyayikas crossed swords with the
Bhatta and Prabhakara Mimamsakas on a number of issues (e.g-
whether cognition is self-luminous, whether knowledge is self-valida-
ting, etc.), even though the Mimamsakas sided with the Naiyayikas
in combating Buddhism. In fact, these controversics assumed grea-
ter importance when the Buddhists disappeared from the battle-field.
The Nyaya-Vaiéesika school also opposed the satkaryavada of Sankhya
and Yoga. What we want to point out is that these issues were equ-
ally vital for the Nyaya and Vaidesika schools, and this has not been
sufficiently stressed by Radhakrishnan. :

Nyaya and Vaidesika are traditionally regarded as allied (samana-
tantra) systems, but they also differ in some vital respects. Accor-
ding to Radhakrishnan, “‘the Nyaya and the Vailesika take up respec-
tively the world within and the world without.”"* He is more expli--

cit when he observes:
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While the Nyaya gives us an account of the processes and
methods of a reasoned knowledge of objects, the Vaidesika
develops the atomic constitution of things which the Nyaya
accepts without much argument.'®

In this connection, it may be pointed out that in some cases the
Naiyayikas and the Vaifesikas gave different explanations of the
same physical process, and the difference was never toned down-
The famous controversy between pilupaka and pitharapaka is a good
example of this. Moreover, the third and fourth chapters of
the Nyaya-sitras, as well as the commentary and sub-comment-
aries thereon, were exclusively devoted to metaphysical problems.
In fact, Radhakrishnan himself says elsewhere that ‘‘the Nyaya is a
metaphysics of reality as well as a theory of knowledge.”'® Thus,
we cannot distinguish between these two schools merely by the empha-
sis they put on different problems. The two schools, however, differ
on a fundamental issue, and unfortunately, it hasescaped the notice
of Radhakrishnan. The Vaiéesikas evolved a categorial framework
for classifying things, and they resisted all attempts at its revision.
The Naiyayaikas, on the other hand, did not believe in such unalter-
able frameworks. Vallabhicarya pointed out this difference when he
called the Naiyayikas aniyatapadarthavadins. His contention is fully
substantiated by a cursory glance at the Nyayabhisana of Bhasarvajiia
and the Padarthatattvaniripana of Raghunatha Siromani, where dras-
tic revisions of the Vaiéesika scheme of categories have been sugges-
ted:t*

For Radhakrishnan, the value of Nyaya is mainly pedagogic.
In his words:

Whatever other specialized studies a student may take up

later, the preliminary course includes logic, which is the

basis of all studies. Every system of Hindu thought accepts

the fundamental principles of Nyaya logic, and even in cri-

ticising the Nyaya system, uses the Nyaya terminology, The

Nyaya serves as an introduction to all systematic philoso-

phy.ll

According to Radhakrishnan, ‘“Nyaya theories of fallacies have
served Indian thinkers as a ready reckoner, ‘saving us’, to use Borne’s
expressive words, ‘from the need of going to the ocean every time we
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want to wash our hands.”'®

The problem of ‘fallacies’ was dealt
with in great detail by the later Naiyayikas, but it is somewhat sur-
prising that their work did not attract Radhakrishnan. His attitude

to it is best expressed in his own wards:

The modern Naiyayika devotes a great attention to pramana
or the theory of knowledge, and discards altogether the
question of prameyas or the objects of knowledge. The scholas-
tic subtleties, the logical legerdemain, the fine hair-split-
ting in which the works of the successors of Gargesa
indulge, terrify many, and even those who have grappled
with them cannot be sure that they have comprehended
their ideas."”

We cannot agree with Radhakrishnan on this point. First, it is not
a fact that the Navya-Naiyayikas discarded the pramepas. Texts
like Kiranavali, Nyayakusumanjali, Atmatattvaviveka and Nyayalilavati,
which deal primarily with the prameyas, were commented upon by
them and many of them wrote commentaries on the Nyaya-satras as
well."* Second, they did not indulge in ‘fine hair-splitting’ just for the
fun of it. Radhakrishnan admired the Naiyayikas for combating the
Buddhist phenomenalism'’, but he did not notice that the Naiyayikas’
‘terrifying’ terminology and search for impeccable definitions were
part of this very task. Nevertheless, the terminology of Navya-Nyaya
is ontologically neutral, and hence it was adopted by other schools.
This was no mean achievement on the part of the Naiyayikas.?® Else-
where, Radhakrishnan has said:

My approach to the problems of philosophy from the angle
of religion as distinct from science or of history was deter-
mined by my early training. I was not able to confine phi-
losophy to logic and epistemology.®
This may explain why Navya-Nyaya, which isprimarily concerned
with logic and epistemology, could not satisfy Radhakrishnan.

We do not suggest that everything is allright with Navya-
Nyaya. Oflate, it has been accused of treating ontological, episte-
mic and logical constructions on a par leading to a mixing up of
frames of reference. It has also been suggested that Navya-Nyaya
lacks a criterion of distinguishing between empirical and ontological

= H 3
reals.”® These charges deserve serious attention. But we cannot
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simply brush Navya-Nyaya aside by saying that it is “more confusing
than enlightening.”?® It is unfortunate that Radhakrishnan has not
substantiated his sweeping remarks by concrete examples. It must,
however, be admitted that he is not the only person to hold such
views. Some authors have gone one step further, and maintained
that ‘““not only Navya-Nyaya made no contribution to the prameya
part of the system ... but none, even to the pramanavada.’'®*
It has also been "suggested that Navya-Nyaya exhibits “scholastic
subtlety leading to decadence.”?® Radhakrishnan had the fairness
to admit that ‘‘the value of Navya-Nyaya as a training ground can
hardly be overestimated.”’*®

Radhakrishnan was not satisfied with the epistemology or meta-
physics of Nyaya-Vaifegsika. In his opinion, the Nyaya theory
of knowledge “transforms the ordinary assumptions of common sense
into a metaphysical theory which is inadequate to the facts of cons-

2927

ciousneess as well as the demands of logic. The epistemology of
Nyaya, which sharply distinguishes self from not-self is supposed to
lead to a position “where it becomes impossible for usto be cer-

3328

tain that the world is as we perceive it. The argument

offered by Radhakrishnan is as follows:

When we divide the subject from object, the question of
building the bridge from the one to the other becomes difficult.
..- Nothing but thought itself is known directly, and we can-
not compare the thought with the real, since only one of
them is given, and the act of comparison implies that both
the terms should be given.?®

I would like to make only some passing remarks on this argu-
ment. The three terms, ‘subject’, ‘thought’ and ‘given’ need some
clarification. If ‘subject’ means the knowing self, then for the
Naiyayika, cognition itself is the bridge between subject and object.
Similarly, if ‘thought’ stands for cognition, then what Radhakrish-
nan claims will be simply rejected by the Naiyayika, for whom cog-
nition reveals the object, and not itself. The Naiyayika would not
say that only one of the ‘terms’ is ‘given’; for him, the object is
given in the cognition, and the cognition is given in a subsequent
anuyyavasaya. The Naiyayika is fully aware of the consequences of
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admitting the view that ‘thought’ alone is known directly, and he has
tried his best to refute it.

The second mistake of Nyaya epistemology is, according to
Radhakrishnan, the “prejudice’” that ‘‘consciousness is the result of
the causal action of the not-self on the self.”** The supporting evi-
dence runs as follows :

The problem for logic is not so much the genesis of know-
ledge as its nature. We cannot hope to determine the nature
of knowledge by trying to go behind it and observe the
manner of its coming to be. When the Naiyayika regards
consciousness as a product or resultant, he is trying to get
behind the process of knowing.®*

To us, the argument does not seem to be conclusive. The
Naiyayikas are not interested in logic alone — their theory of inference
is a part of their epistemology, which in its turn is determined by
metaphysical considerations. If congnition is an event, as it scems to
be, then one way of determining its nature is to specify its causes.
Radhakrishnan’s opposition to this procedure stems from his belief that
““the only absolute...is the undivided reality of consciousness.”
This, again, is based on the claim that ‘“a metaphysical investigation
of the nature and conditions of knowledge reveals to us the univer-
sality of consciousness.”’”** But this view is not shared by the Naiya-
yika, and Radhakrishnan has not given any convincing argument in
its favour. In other words, his ‘criticism’ consists in positing a count-
ter-claim, and hence it fails to be effective.

Limitations of space do not permit me to discuss Radhakrishnan'’s
criticism of other important doctrines maintained by the Naiyayikas
and VaiSesikas. The criticisms indicate the factors that render the
Nyaya-Vaidesika tenets unacceptable to a philosopher, for whom
“‘spirit creates the world and controls its history by a process of per-
petual incarnation’”®* and who believes that “whereas the scientific
mind issatisfied with secondary causes, the philosophic mind demands
final causes.””®' The factors are, however, emotional rather than ra-
tional. We are not minimizing their value; but on closer scrutiny
most of the criticisms turn out to be ‘external’ in nature, i.e. they start
from assumptions that are not shared by the Nyaya or Vaifesika
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schools. An effective criticism of their tenets should be ‘internal’, z.e.
it should either show that the basic assumptions of Nyaya-VaiSegika
are incompatible with one another, or else should reduce the assump-
tions to absurd consequences. But Radhakrishnan seldom adopts
this procedure while criticizing the Nyaya-VaiSesika tenets.

This is not to suggest that the Nyaya-Vaidesika tenets are invul-
nerable, or that the criticisms of Radhakrishnan are pointless. In-
deed, many of his views are shared by Advaita Vedantins, who picked
up the weapons left by the Buddhists, and made mincemeat of Nyaya-
Vaiéesika epistemology and metaphysics. But then, Advaita Vedantins
like Citsukha and Sriharsa struck at the root of Nyaya-Vaiéesika
schools by pointing out the logical contradictions that infested their
fundamental assumptions. We admit that Advaita Vedantins had
an extra weapon in their arsenal, viz. the Upanisadic passages that
lent support to unqualified monism, which compelled the Naiyayikas
to adopt a defensive posture. But, without the logical arguments, the
scriptural evidence would have been less convincing; in other words we
could have classed them along with the criticisms of Radhakrishnan.
Radhakrishnan might have beaten the Naiyayikas at their own game
if he had adopted the techniques of Citsukha and Sriharga; and his
arguments would have gained in depth and force. But for reasons
best known to him, Radhakrishnan usually preferred to criticize a

theory by positing an opposite view and leaving it at that.
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RADHAKRISHNAN’S EXPOSITION OF
DVAITA VEDANTA

K. T. PANDURANGI

Radhakrishnan first discusses the theory of knowledge of Dvaita
Vedanta. He mentions that Dvaita accepts three sources of know-
ledge, i e. perception, inference and scriptural testimony. In the case
of the third, the special point, 2iz., the whole Veda cousisting of
Samhita, Brakmana and Upanisad being taken as the source of spiritual
knowledge, instead of only Upanisads being taken so, is noted. Karma-
kanda portion also being treated as yielding spiritual content in
addition to ritualistic content, is a special approach of Dvaita. This
is mentioned in this exposition. It may be added that even within
Upanisads the distinction of tativavedaka and atattvavedaka, i.e., those
passages that give finally valid knowledge and those that yield some
tentative knowledge that is to be rejected later, is not made in Dvaita.
This grouping is made in Advaita to resolve the conflict between
abheda$rutis and bhedasrutis. However, in Dvaita abhedasrutis are
interpreted suitably and the conflict is resolved so as to affirm bheda
as the final purport. Six guidelines of suitably interpreting abheda-
Srutis (to resolve the conflict with bheda-Stutis) are mentioned.

Madhva’s acceptance of the intrinsic validity of apprehension is
stated and his opposition to all theories that regard knowledge as mere
appearance is pointed out.

Madhva’s insistance that “Every case of illusion implies two posi-
tive entities, a given thing and a suggested object; therefore the notion
of un-reality of the world means that there is something real which we
mistake for something else. It does not mean that there is nothing
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real at all”’ is recorded, and Madhva’s opposition to the illusory

nature of the world is summed up.

The Dvaita position in respect of knowledge, v1z2., ‘‘there can be
no knowledge without a knower and a known’ is elucidated. ‘“The
distinction of things’” is affirmed with the remark, ‘‘If we do not
admit distinctions of things, we cannot account for the distinctions
of ideas.”

The Dvaita way of stating categories as independent and depen-
dent, positive and negative, cefana and acetana and so on, is briefly
stated.

Describing the concept of God in Dvaita, Radhakrishnan obser-
ves: ‘Independent reality is Brahman, the absolute creator of the
universe. We can know his nature ............... = So his nature isnot
indefinable. When the supreme is said to be indefinable, all that is
meant is that a complete knowledge of him is difficult to acquire ...
--- ----- Though the supreme being and his qualities are identical,
they can be spoken of in different terms. The famous passage that
Brahman is one only without a second (ekam evadvitiyass brahma)
means that Brahman is unsurpassed in excellence and without an
equal. The attributes of God are absolute in their character and so
donot limit him. Brahman possesses every kind of perfection. He is
identified with Visgu. He is said to direct by his will the world and
all that is in it, as an absolute ruler. He is transcendent to the world
as well as immanent, since he is the inner ruler of all souls. God rules
the souls and matter, though he does not create them from nothing or
reduce them to nothing. He is the efficient but not the material cause
of the universe. God’s activity is the result of his over-flowing perfec-
tion. Simply because God takes into account the karma of the indi-
viduals, it cannot be said that the Lord is dependent on karma, for, as

Madhva says, the very existence of karma and other things depends
on the Lord.”

The above observations of Radhakrishnan on the concept of God
in Dvaita give us all important features of that concept and help to
understand the same in contrast with the concept of Brahman in
Advaita and that of God in other systems.

Discussing the nature of individual souls according to Dvaita, he
observes : ‘ The distinction between Brahman and Jiva is real.
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Though absolutely dependent on Brahman, the Jivas are essentially
active agents and have responsibilities to bear. Jiva is said to be of
atomic size. It pervades the body on account of its quality of intel-
ligence. The soul is by nature blissfull, though it is subject to suffer-
ing, on account of its connection with material bodies due to its past
karma. The qualities like bliss become manifest at the time of re-
lease. No two Jivas are alike in character. Each has its own worth
and place in the scale of existence. The souls are of three kinds : (1)
eternally free (nityamukia, i. e. Laksmi), (2) those who have freed them-
selves from samsara (mukta, i.e. devas, Rsis, fathers, etc.), (3) the bound
(baddha). The last class includes both those who are eligible for re-
lease (muktiyogya) and those who are not. These latter are either
those intended for hell or those who are bound to the circuit of sam-
sara for all times. The threefold classification is based on the three
gunas. The sattoika soul goes to heaven, the r@jasa revolves in samsara,
while tamasa falls into hell. A gradation dependent on distinctions of
souls is worked out. In celestial hierarchy, Brahma and Vayu occupy
the most prominant places. Vayuis the mediator between God and
the souls. Hehelps the souls to gain saving knowledge and obtain
release.”  This sums up the salient features of the concept of Jiva in

Dvaita.

“The material products originate frem the primary matter,
prakrii, and return to it in course of time. God moulds forms out
of prakrti, which is the material cause and in which exists himself in
various forms. Before we get from the unmanifested prakrti to the
well-developed forms of creation, we have twenty-four transitional

products of creation which are mahat, ahamkara, ete !

“Avidya isa form of prakrti of which there are two kinds, Jivac-
chadika, that which obscures the spiritual powers of the jiva, and
paramacchadika, that which screens off the Supreme from the jiva’s
view. These two forms of avidya are positive principles formed out
of the substance of prakrti.”

“Madhva rejects all attempts to reduce the world of souls, and
nature to a mere illusion or an emanation of God. The individual
soul is dependent on God. Even Laksmi, the consort of Visnu, is de-
pendent on God. Sheis the presiding deity over prakrti which is the

material cause of the world.”
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“The text ‘tat tvam asi’ (That art thou), Madhva argues, does
not declare any identity between God and the soul. It only states
that the soul has for its essence qualities similar to those of God. He
sometimes reads the passage in a different way, 2iz., sa atma atat tvam-
asi (that atman thou art not). Madhva uses the etymological mean-
ings of Atman and Brahman to explain away the passages which
indentify the individual and the universal self.”

“The supremacy of God introduces order and unity into the uni-
verse, in spite of ultimate differences. Through the category of visesa
which distinguishes a quality from a substance, etc., the one and
many are brought into relation. Visesa or particularity is numeri-
cally infinite, since it abides in eternal and non-eternal things and be-

longs to positive and negative being.”

“A sound moral life is a preliminary for salvation. The moral
rules are to be obeyed and obligations fulfilled without any desire
or claim for fruit. A virtuous life helps us to win insight into truth.
Madhva allows to all who can understand it the right to study the
Vedanta. Meditation or the act of absorbing oneself as often and as
intensly as possible in the glory of God, is advised.- In the act of
meditation the soul can by divine grace arrive at a direct intuitive
realisation of God (aparoksajfiana).”

“Release, according to Dvaita, consists in a restoration to the pure
spiritual existence (svariipena vyavasthiti) after casting off the unessen-
tial forms (anyatharapam’. It is fellowship with God, and not identi-

)

fication with him.’

“In the state of release, we have absence of pain as well as the
presence of positive enjoyment. But the soul is not capable of rising
into equality with God.”

The above brief account of Radhakrishnan’s exposition of
Dvaita Vedanta makes it clear that he has given a lucid account of
the theory of knowledge, concepts of God, individual souls, and
matter in a2 compact way and mentioned the salient features of these
concepts according to Dvaita. He has also briefly discussed the ethics,
religion and the final goal of spiritual attainment, i.c. moksa.

Now, we may turn to his critical reflections on this system. He
has made the following observations by way of his criticism.
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(1) The fact of knowledge leads usto an organic conception of
the world, but does not justify the division of the world into God,
souls and objects externally related to one another.

(2) If God creates, if the beginning of the world-process is the
result of the desire of the divine self, we may be able to account for
creation. But the difficulty remains that whoever feels a want or
has a desire is imperfect and limited. God, on such a view, cannot

be regarded as the supreme perfection.

(3) The nature of the dependence of the world on God is not
clearly brought out.

(4) If Brahman is co-eternal with the world, what is the rela—
tion between the two? If it is also a co-eternal relation, is the
supreme spirit bound to objects other than itself? We cannot say that
it is the nature of the supreme spirit to stand related to the individual
souls, since the former does not contain the reason for the latter’s
existence.

(5) If the souls and matter depend on the ultimate Brahman,
they cannot be regarded as substances. In the highest sense, the
term ‘substance’ can be predicated only of a res completa, that which
is complete in itself, determined by itself and capable of being
explained entirely from itself. Madhva recognises that such areality
is possessed only by the supreme spirit.

(6) The theory of election is fraught with great danger to ethi-
cal life. The predestinarian scheme of thought puts an excessive
strain on the other parts of Madhva’s theology. The moral character
of God is much compromised, and the qualities of divine justice and
divine love are emptied of all meaning and value. Individual effort
loses its point, since whether one belicves oneself to be the elect or the
non-elect, one is bound to lapse into indifferentism and apathy.

In respect of the above critical reflections, it is necessary to cla-
rify Dvaita position and remove certain mis-understandings.

(1) As regards the first observation mentioned above, Radha-
krishnan’s own remark made earlier, in the section “God and world”’
answers the point. He has remarked that “the supremacy of God
introduces order and unity into the universe in spite of ultimate
differences”. The souls and the world of nature being dependent on
God in respect of svarupa, satta and praortti (their nature, being, and
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functioning) will introduce the necessary order and unity and can be
sufficient ground for an organic conception of the world if at all such

a conception is a must.

(2) The point raised in the second observation, v1z., if the creation
is the result of the desire of divine-self, then, he has a want and conse-
quently is imperfect. He cannot be regarded as supreme perfection.

This criticism is a summary of the pirzapaksa of one of the adhi-
karanas in the Brahmasatras and is adequately answered by all the three
Bhasyakaras. The pertinent question here is whether the desire to
serve one’s own purpose is necessary for all activities or serving the
purpose of others can also initiate activity. Within the limited field
of human, animal and birds activities also, we observe the self-less
activities. God’s creation is intended to provide an opportunity for
the souls to pursue a course of career that ultimately enables them to
realise their spiritual nature. This purpose does not necessitate any
want on the part of God in the usual sense of the term and does not
result in his imperfection. Further, activities that emanate as the
very nature of something and those that are undertaken with a pur-
pose have to be distinguished. God’s creation being of the former

type, no want and consequent imperfection have any room.

Moreover, this problem is a common problem to all theists, and
the nature and the degree of answer depends upon the nature and
degree of perfection each one has thought of. In any case, it is not
an absolutely insoluble problem. Radhakrishnan’s earlier remark
under the section ‘God’ puts Dvaita solution in a nut-shell. He re-
marks: “God’s activity is the result of his over-flowing perfection.”

(3) The third criticism is about the difficulty felt in respect of
the nature of dependence. There is no difficulty at all here.
Even in the ordinary usrge, when we say ‘A’ is dependent on ‘B’, we
mean that its nature, being or functioning is supported by the other.
Madhva has made it clear that souls and the world of nature depend
on God in respect of svariipa, satta and pravrtti (nature, being and func-
tioning). This is exactly the dependence of souls and world on God.

(4) The fourth criticism relates to the relation between the world
and Brahman, if both are co-eternal. It is argued that if both are co-
eternal and if their relation is also co-eternal, some reason has to be
adduced as present in the Supreme for warranting such a co-relation.
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Such a problem is not peculiar to Dvaita. In Sankhya, for
instance, Prakrti and Purusa are co-eternal and somehow co-related
also. Similarly, in Advaita, Brahman and avidya are co-eternal and
somehow co-related also. On these analogiesit is not difficult to
understand God, souls and the world of nature being co-eternal and
also co-related. The nature of relation, naturally differs in each case
depending upon the ontological status assigned to the partners. In
the case of Dvaita, it is bimba-praiibimba relation. Soul is pratibimba
of God. Even matter is pratibimba of God in respect of its satta
(being).

(5). The next criticism relates to the question whether souls and
world of nature can be considered as ‘substance’ in Dvaita. As per
the definition of the substance quoted by Radhakrishnan, only God
can be substance in Dvaita. This definition corresponds to the con-
cept of ‘Purga’in Dvaita and therefore, certainly, God alone is Purnpa.
But the usual practice is to render the Sanskrit term ‘Dravya’ as
substance, and in that sense souls and the world of nature are dravya or
substance. The connotation of the terms in Sangkrit and in Western
Philosophy do not exactly agree in many cases. Therefore, their
implications have to be defined and used. Even in Indian Philosophy,
the term guna, for instence, is used in different senses in Nyaya-
Vaidesika and Sarnkhya. Further, dependency on a transcendental
entity may not mitigate the self-sufficiency required for the purpose
of being described as a substance in the world of nature.

(6) The theory of ‘hierarchy of souls as sattvika, rajasa and
tamasa, and the eligibility of only sattzkas for liberation’ accepted in
Dvaita has caused annoyance to many thinkers and writers, and has
created an impression that it is highly unethical and a great discou-
ragement to the efforts for spiritual uplift. Naturally, Radhakrishnan
also as felt this way and has given his candid opinion. Itis not
necessary to go into the very question whether such a gradation is
worked out merely on the basis of scriptural authority or has reasons
also to support it. It is also not necessary to examine the purport of
the scriptural authority quoted by Madhva in this connection or the
status of the same as authority. Assuming that such a gradation is
accepted on whatever authority, the question whether it is unethical
or discouraging the efforts for spiritual uplift, can be examined.
With this in view, two remarks of Radhakrishnan are examined here.

30
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The first one is that the moral character of God is much com-
promised and the qualities of divine justice and divine love are emp-
tied of all meaning and value. The second one is that individual
effort loses its point, since whether one believes oneself to be elect or
the non-elect, one is bound to lapse into indifferentism and apathy.

Let us consider the second remark first. Continuing this remark,
Radhakrishnan observes, “If we do not know what we are destined
for, we may work on to purify ourselves. In the absence of knowledge
we may at least have a hope.”” These remarks give us a clue to the
solution. A sattvika, rajasa or tamasa jiva is not aware of his true
nature when he is in transmigration. Therefore, he does not know
what he is destined for. In the absence of the knowledge of his true
nature as non-eligible, he can certainly have a hope. If he does not
entertain any such hope, there must be something intrinsically wrong
with him. There is a no question of God playing any practical joke on
him by implanting a desire in him for heaven. Only, he will not be
permitted to play a practical joke on God or himself as a spiritual
seeker. Therefore, so far as the efforts for spiritual uplift are con-
cerned, it is guided by what one is, but not what one thinks ‘he is’.
On the contrary, the belief that everyone bears the divine in human
form is more likely to lead to indifferentism, if not apathy, since he is
quite certain that one day the divine in him will assert. Such an
assertion of the divine may be conveniently postponed until one gets
tired of this world or something tragic develops here. Therefore. a
seeker seeks without being diffident about his being elect, and a non-
seeker does not, even if he is told to be an elect.

As regards the moral character of being compromised conse-
quent on electing some and rejecting the others, it is a problem that
has to be faced by all theists irrespective of the fact whether they ac-
cept the gradation of souls or not. Even without gradation, the fact
remains that some are happy and some are not, in worldly life. The
variation in divine justice and divine love in this respect is explained
with reference to karmae in Hindu philosophies. The next question
as to why this very karma, the performance of which is also guided
by God, is differentially initiated in different souls by God and a
practical gradation, if not an ultimate gradation, is introduced, is
parried by different philosophers in different ways. Madhva is bold
enough to say that it is rooted in the very nature of the souls. To
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the next question whether God cannot change this nature and make
all souls good souls, Madhva’s reply is that he can, but he does not.
Whether one gently parries the question, or bluntly answers, the
result is the same.

Divine justice and divine love are not found justly bestowed in
this world and there is no point in creating a make-belief that it will
be done so after death or liberation. Therefore, one has to change
one’s very approach to understand the way of divine justice and divine
love ; and Madhva’s is one way of understanding it. This will not
make any difference to a genuine seeker who believes in the infinite
love of God, irrespective of dialectician’s dilemma.

The above clarifications of the position of Dvaita in respect of
the points raised by Radhakrishnan areintended to enable the readers
to appreciate his critical reflection with a little more background of
Dvaita position.

A few more points that are not in the critical reflections but are
mentioned in other sections also deserve to be noticed.

He remarks that Madhva makes a clever use of Saikhya and
Nyaya-Vaiéesika theories.  This remark is also made by a few other
writers. In this connection, it may be clarified that Dvaita differs
from Nyaya-Vaidesika in respect of the theory of error, nature of soul
and God, nature of liberation, Vedapauruseyatva, and even in working
out the details of wvyapts, hetvabhasa, etc. Dvaita does not accept
jati. Its visesa is altogether different from that of Nyaya. Nyaya
holds the theory of external verification for the validity of knowledge,
while Dvaita accepts intrinsic validity. Nyaya holds asat-karya-vada,
while Dvaita holds sadasatkarya-vada. - Nyaya refers to the silver
present elsewhere while explaining error, while Dvaita holds that
the silver presented in error is totally absent and only mentally
presented. Dvaita takes prakrtc as the source of matter, while Nyaya
goes by paramanus. The differences in respect of the nature of soul,
God, liberation, etc., are well-known. As against these major differe-
nces, there is no major point of similarity much less a clever use of
the Nyaya theories.

The same is the case with Sankhya. There is a vast difference
between the Sasikhya concept of purusa and Dvaita concept of jiva.
Svatantra—God, the central doctrine of Dwvaita, is totally absent in

Sanikhya. The two differ in respect of the theory of causation as
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will as the theory of knowledge. So far as the evolution of matter from
prakrti is concerned, all schools of Vedanta have adopted it in one
way or the other. But the important difference found in Dvaita is
that prakrti is the material cause guided by God. Dvaita has over-
come certain deficiencies found in the Sankhya in respect of the theory
of causation, functions of puruse and the concept of liberation.

Another point that requires our attention in Radhakrishnan'’s
exposition of Dvaita is his comments on the concept of visesa. To
understand the concept of visesa in Dvaita, one has to first under-
stand the difference between the concept of visesa in Nyaya and that
in Dvaita. In Nyaya, oiesa is intended to account for the difference
that exists between two things, while in Dvaita it is intended to accou-
nt for making a difference where difference does not exist. For
instance, there is no difference between guna and guni according to
Dvaita and, therefore, we have to account for making a difference
between the two in linguistic usage. This is managed by visesa. The
relation between guna and guni is ‘savisesabheda’ according to Dvaita.
Visesa is intended to cover those cases where there is no difference,
but a distinction is made in linguistic usage. It is a speciality that
characterises a thing. While 2iSega is required to distinguish between
guna and guni, etc., that have no difference, no further visesa is neces-
sary to distinguish ziesa from guni, since it is the very special
characteristic of that gupi. If this special nature of visesa is kept in
mind, the inapplicability of the criticism made by Radhakrishnan,
vtz., ““If piSesa is different from the Supreme, it breaks the
integrity of the Supreme; if it is non-different from it, we cannot call
it visesa’, can be clearly seen.

The very purpose of viSesa is to distinguish the non-different for
the purpose of linguistic usage, and it does so in its own case also.
‘Therefore, the question whether visesa is different from the Supreme
or not does not arise. Radhakrishnan’s criticism may apply to some:
extent to viSefa in Nyaya-Vaisesika which has also found out a way
out.

It may be concluded that Radhakrishnan has given a compact
and lucid exposition of Dvaita with very useful critical reflections in
a wider context. The summary of his exposition and the clarifications
of the Dvaita position in respect of his reflections are given here as a
tribute to his great services to Indian philosophy-
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RADHAKRISHNAN ON THE VISISTA-
DVAITA PHILOSOPHY

M. NARASIMHAGHARY

I

Radhakrishnan, in his Indian Philosophy deals with the Srivais-
nava religion and philosophy under the title: ‘The Theism of Rama-
nuja’. His perspicuity of thought, coupled with a scientific analysis
and masterly exposition have brought out the cardinal tenets of the
school in a unique manner. One remarkable feature of Radhakrish-
nan’s approach is the fullness and frankness with which he probes
into the subject, without undue bias or prejudice for any particular
school of thought. He set the way as it were, for an impartial treat-
ment of different schools of thought since he always understands and
interprets systems from the viewpoint of their original promulgators.
His chaste language has become a potent means of expressing the
thoughts in a clear and candid manner. In the following pages an
attempt has been made to assess Radhakrishnan’s treatment of this
important school of philosophy, bringing out its strong points. At~
tention has also been paid to answer some questions raised by the
great philosopher pointing out here and there a few deficiencies that

have crept into his assessment.

Radhakrishnan discusses the philosophy of Visistadvaita under
several heads such as the Agama and the Purana tradition, the Sour-
ces of Knowledge, Cit (the conscious self), Acit (inanimate matter)
and ISzara (the Supreme Self) called Tattvairaya, Creation of the
world and Liberation. In his Introduction, Radhakrishnan observes
that Ramanuja’s philosophy rose’ in response to the day-to-day
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problems of human life. If a philosophy does not “comfort us in our
stress and suffering, it could at best be a mere intellectual diversion
and not serious thinking.”' “The Absolute of Safikara, rigid, motion-
less, and totally lacking in initiative or influence, cannot call forth
worship. ... Sankara’s view seems to be a finished example of learned

333

error. It is Ramanuja that has offered a system of thought which,
for the first time in the annals of philosophical activity, was dear to
the human heart. More than anything else, Ramanuja lays emphasis
on bhakti as an effective means of salvation, which made his school
acceptable to many. Many later theistic systems owed their inspira-
tion to this concept of bhakii propounded by Ramanuja. Again it is
Ramanuja who emphasised that in moksa the individual soul does not

‘lose’ its selfhood in God, but that it moves in fellowship with Him.

Tracing the origin of the Srivaisnava thought, Radhakrishnan
rightly observes that the Paficaratra Sarmhita played an important role
in this regard.® Ramanuja had to his credit, a deep study of the
Alvars’ Prabandham and the training under his dcaryas which helped
him develop certain principles which otherwise would have remained
latent in the Upanisads and the Brahmasutra. While he propounded
his system, Ramanuja felt he was but expounding the wisdom of the
wise men of all times.*

II

On the epistemological side, Ramanuja accepts perception (prat-
yaksa), inference (anumana) and scripture (Sabda) as valid means of
knowledge. For him all knowledge is real (satkhyati), including that
of delusion (bhrama). If we see the mother-of-pearl (sSukii) as a piece
of silver (rajata) under certain conditions, this knowledge is also real
in its own right, says Ramanuja. According to the process of quin-
tuplication (paficikarana), each element has a fraction of other elements
also in it. Thus in the example under consideration, he argues that
there is some portion of silver in the nacre; but it is so negligible that
we cannot serve a real purpose with it, which is responsible for its
name (bhrama).* Thus again when the white conch is seen yellow by
a person suffering from jaundice, the yellowness of the eyes is trans-
mitted to the conch along with the rays of the organ of sight, and
the white colour of the conch is obscured. This argument, Radha-
krishnan points out, as quite unscientific.® Different schools of
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thought have their own theories of knowledge and error and some-
times the expounders try to justify these theories from logical grounds,
for the sake of doctrinal coherence and scriptural sanction.

For Ramanuja an immanent necessity operates in the nature of
knowledge. All our judgments attempt to relate the subjects to the
larger whole. When knowledge reaches its goal, we shall have a
single organised experience including a number of parts with their
specific activities. For Sasikara a bare identity cannot be grasped
by thought and thought need not be blamed for not achieving the im-
possible.” But Ramanuja affirms that while a judgment speaks of the
identity of the subject and the predicate, the subject and the
predicate are actually two different things. For him, identity
is a relation and every relation involves two terms. God and
the world of c¢it and acit are equally real for him, and each must
be real through the other. This is possible only if we regard the sys-

tem as a single experience of the personal type.®

IIT

The categories, according to Ramanuja are: Prakrii, kala, sSud-
dhasattva, dharmabhitajfiana, jiva and ISvara. Radhakrishnan rightly
observes that the concept of dharmabhutajiana—knowledge being a
unique adjunct of the self—is animportant tenet of the Vidistadvaita
school.® This concept helps explain how the individual soul, though
essentially characterised by knowledge, is at times found to be influ-
enced by ignorance, since it is accepted that this dharmabhitajiidna can

expand and contract (sankoca and vikasa)-

For Ramanuja, consciousness can never be devoid of qualities
(nirguna). Even Satkara attributes qualities like eternity, self-lumi-
nosity etc. toit. Ramanuja argues that consciousness can also be-
come an objcct of knowledge and that it is not necessary that every-
thing known must be a non-conscious object (jada).'® Even during
deep sleep (susupti) the self remains as the entity called “aham”, since
we have a judgment to this effect: ““(when, in deep sleep) I was cons-
cious of nothing.” Knowledge cannot be known except in relation to
an object and in deep sleep it does not function since there is no obj-

ect.!!
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Regarding the concept of God in Vidistadvaita, Radhakrishnan
aptly remarks that 2 conservation of the finite self and an admission of
the infinite selfas a personal being, is demanded by religious experi-
ence and that this infinite being is accepted as full of auspicious quali-
ties of which compassion (karuna) is the most important. The concept
of nirguna Brahman—that Brahman is devoid of any quality whatsoever
—may be the culmination of intellectual perfection in philosophy, but
it has no appeal to the ordinary man. The nirguna Brahman, which
stares at us with frozen eyes regardless of our selfless devotion and
silent suffering, is not the god of religious insight.’? Brahmaun isa
synthetic whole, with animate and inanimate things as its modes (¢id-
acid-viSista). The qualities of Existence (sat), Knowledge (cit), and
Bliss (ananda) impart to Brahman, a character and a personality.

The concept of body-soul-relation (Sarira-Sariri-bhava) between
the world of inanimate and animate things is another important tenet
of this school. Ramanuja defines a body as a substance which a cons-
cious soul is capable of completely controlling, supporting for its
own purposes, and which stands to the soul in an entirely subordinate
relation.’® This definition clarifies the above doctrine of Sarira-Sariri-
bhava. As the jivais not in essence affected by the imperfections of his
body, so is God, though thus embodied, not influenced by the imper-
fections of the human soul. It is clarified further that souls and matter
are related to the Lord as attributes to a substance and as parts to a
whole. The former are prakaras or modes, Se§as or accessories and
niyamya or the controlled, while the latter is the supporter, controller
and the principal entity.’* Ramanuja in a masterly way appropriates
the intuitions of the Upanisads and other scriptures in all their richness
and propounds his thesis that Brahman owns the world of finite selves
and Nature as its vibhiiti, visesana, prakara, amSa or Sakti. This involves
a truly philosophical definition of the body-soul complex, which
maintains unity in and through diversity. This is the significance of
the term Visistadvaita, the sole and secondless unity of the infinite
shining forth through an infinity of attributes.” If the jivais an
amda and if the amsa stands for a part, it follows that there must be :
difference as well as identity between the jiza and the Brahman,
which is the amsin or the whole. But it should be noted that the arzsa
does not mean ‘part’ as something cut out of a whole. For Rama-
nuja, it is an integral attribute, an inseparable character, which
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implies a dependence of the part on the whole, or of the attribute on
the substance.  So it is in the sense of ‘belonging’ that the finite self
is called an atitsa of the Supreme.'® Again the whole is not a mere
arithmetical sum of parts. There is some mysterious power, some
integrating principle, which makes the sum a whole. The physical
body, for instance, is a whole of parts but the integrity of the living
body is due to an inner principle, which alone animates it and gives a
wholeness to it.'" Radhakrishnan says that God is not a mere imma-
nent ground of world existence; He is the transcendent ground as
well.  So He cannot be confused with the thinking jivas and the
objects of their thoughts.'®

Through this concept of Sarira-Sariri-bhava the Vidistadvaita
finds the key to the apparent contradictions in Upanigadic texts
which speak of bkeda and abkeda. The ghataka-srutis bridge the gulf
between these two extremities of bkedz and abkeda.”® Ramanuja
accepts the saguna-texts which describe the Brahman as an abode of
all perfections. He holds the nirguna-texts also equally valid since
they, according to him, only deny imperfections named gunas in the
terminology of Sankhya. The credit of solving the apparent con-
tradictions of different classes of scriptural passages thus goes to

Ramanuja alone.*

Satikara interprets the mahavakya ‘Tat tvam ast’ (Clzandagya,
VI. 8.6) as declaring metaphysical unity between Brahman and ]wa
by ignoring the special characteristics produced by avidya. But
Ramanuja points out that to understand the identity between two
entities, we should eliminate ‘this’-ness and ‘that’-ness. Othcrwxse,
two thmgs can never become identical and the sentence would only
turn out to be sclf—dcfcatmg. Every judgment is a synthesis of
distincts. When the Brahman and jiza are thus placed in a relation
of subject and predicate (samanadhikaranya) it follows that there is

a difference between the two.®!

Referring to the concept of Sri which is another important
landmark in the Srivaispava theology, Radhakrishnan says that
while I§vara symbolises jl:lStiCC, Laksmi stands for compassion, the
two qualities being united in the godhead. Laksmi, the Sakii of the
Lord, has two aspects: kriya (the principle of regulation and control)
and bhiuti (the principle of becoming). These two aspects answer to

31



242 INDIAN PHILOSOPHICAL ANNUAL

force and matter and enable Visnu to become the efficient and the
material causes of the universe. Elaborating, Radhakrishnan says
that RZmanuja’s God is not impassive absolute who looks down upon
us from the height of heaven, but joins us in the experiences of our
life, shares our ends and works for the upbuilding of the world.**

v

The individual soul (jiza) according to Visigtadvaita is atomic in
size; still it can feel the pleasure and pain all over the body because
of its attributive knowledge which expands and contracts. The
analogy is the flame of the lamp, which though tiny in itself, illumi-
nes many things by means of its light which can also contract and
expand. In pralaya or dissolution of the world, the particular forms
of the souls are destroyed but the souls themselves are not destroyed.**
The consciousness as “aham’ (the ego-principle) or self-distinction
constitutes the very being of the self. This ‘ahamartha’ is not to be
confused with the mundane sense of “I’’ involving the identification
of the self with the not-self.2¢ But for it, there would be no point in
striving for liberation. This character of knowership continues in the
state of release also.

Radhakrishnan says that in Viéigtadvaita, as opposed to the Sai-
khya system, prakrti or matter is caused and controlled by the Lord
alone. Explaining the process of creation, he says that it takes place on
account of the will (saikalpa) of the Lord and that subtle matter
becomes gross and the souls enter into relationship with material
bodies corresponding to the degrees of merit or demerit acquired by
them from the previous births.?® Creation of the world is a mere
sport (lila or krida) for the Lord. This metaphor, says Radhakrish-
nan, brings out the disinterestedness, 'freedom and joy underlying the
act of creation. This conception enables RaZmanuja to insist on the
absolute freedom and independence of God.**

As for the doctrine of karma, Radhakrishnan observes that the
individual souls depend entirely on God for their activity, who has set
up the order of karma (karmadhyatsa). God declares what is good and
what is bad, provides them bodies, gives them the power to employ
them. Still if the world has in it much suffering and misery, it is not
God that is responsible for it, but the man who has the power to
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work for good or evil.*" As for the concept of evil, Radhakrishnan,
quoting Yamuna says that in -this school, great emphasis is laid on
the conviction of sin and man’s responsibility for it.2*

As for the means of release, Radhakrishnan says that in this
system salvation is possible, not through j#ana and karma but through
bhakti and the grace of God. Bhakti is man’s reaching out towards
a fuller knowledge of God through quiet meditation. There are seve-
ral steps in bhakti like viveka, vimoka, kriya, and abhyasa. By bhakti
mere emotionalisma is not meant; it involves training one'’s will and
intellect. Stress is also laid on prapatti as another means of release.
While prapatti is the only way to salvation according to the Tefgalai
school, the Vadagalai school holds that it is one way of liberation but
not necessarily the only way. Human effort is an essential factor in
salvation. One wins the favour of the Lord through £arma, jfiana,
bhakti and prapatti. Radhakrishnan points out that for the southern
school, prapatti once done is enough and that it need not be repeated,
while for the northern school, continuous offering of the soul to the
Lord is a must.*’

Radhakrishnan further observes that the Vaignava devotion uses
the idea of intimate relations as symbols for man-god relationships.
The Lord is viewed as the teacher, friend, father, mother, child and
even as the beloved.’® The relation as the beloved is likely to be
misunderstood. In true love, there is little of sensual attraction.
There, the two souls trust each other more than all others they have
met or known before. The stories of Sita and Savitri, Damayanti
and Sakuntala have impressed this lesson into the heart of India.™

Now we shall examine some remarks made by Radhakrishnan in
the course of his exposition. While referring to the agama traditions
of the Vaisnava thought, he mentions the Paficaratra Samhita as its
scripture.’? It should be stated that the Vaisnava religious lore has
two main branches, the Vaikhanasa and the Paficaratra. The Vaikha-
nasa-agamas enjoyed wide popularity and unquestioned authority
since they are based on the satras of Vikhanas, a Vedic sage. The
authority of the Paficaratra texts was questioned by Kumarila, Sas-
kara and others, in reply to whom Yamunacarya wrote the Agama-

pramanya.*?
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Radhakrishnan observes that Ramanuja’s faith was influenced
by the Bhagavata and the Visnu-puranas.’* ~ While there is no doubt in
in the Vignu-purana exerting a profound influence on Ramanuja, the
case of the Bhagavata seems doubtful, and this has been pointed out
by many scholars. The reference to the Dravida saints found in the
Bhagavata does not suggest an early date to the purana.*

While listing the works of Ramanuja, Radhakvishnan omits the
Gadyatraya and the Nityagrantha®® which according to several scholars
are his own works.

Regarding the sources of knowledge of the school, Radhakrishnan
states that smr#i or remembrance is regarded as valid and is given
a separate place.’” The Yatindramatadipika says that though recollec-
tion is accepted as a pramana, it has to depend on the latent impres-
sions only (sariskaras). Since perception is the origin of smrii, it is
brought under perception itself and is not treated asa separate
means of knowledge.®®

As for anumana, Ramanuja says that there are three members in
the syllogism, points out Radhakrishnan.®® It has to be pointed out
that according to the Yatindramatadipika, which codifies the views of
all early writers on the school, there can be no fixing of the number
of members in a syllogism. Depending on the grades of intellect of
the persons, the number of members in parartha-anumana-vakya could
be five, three or even two.*’

In the section on the ethical and religious Life, Radhakrishnan
observes that the Srivaisnava faith does not encourage fapas or
austerities.'’ We do not know on what grounds he makes this obser-
vation. It is true that in the Vaisnava philosophy great emphasis is
placed on the conviction of sin and man’s responsibility for it. This
does not mean that the Vaisnava faith does not recognise or encou-
rage fapas. Yamuna in his Gitarthasangraha brings tapas under karma-
yoga*® which consists of penance, resorting to holy places, acts of
charity, performance of sacrifices, etc. Karmayoga along with jﬁaha-'
yoga results in bhaktiyoga.*® S

In the same section Radhakrishnan remarks that Ramanuja
‘‘preaches equality in worship and proclaims that bhakii transcends



RADHAKRISHNAN ON THE VISISTADVAITA PHILOSOPHY 245

all caste distinction. But it is by no means clear that he was prepared
for a wholesale defiance of the accepted order.  We cannot say that
he was in full sympathy with the logical implications of his tea-
ching.”¢* This statement is rather strange because Radhakrishnan
has himself recognised that Ramanuja admitted the pariahs into the
temple at Melkote. Is it not proof enough to show that in his very
life-time Ramanuja implemented what he preached? Perhaps Radha-
krishnan has in mind Ramanuja’s bhasya on the Apasudradhikarana
of the Brahmasutra, I.1ii. 33-39, where the Sudras are declared not
eligible for Vedic study. Bhakti as a feeling of love for God is accepted
to be present in all. In fact, this is the very basis of Ramanuja’s
admitting the pariahs into the temple even in those days. But bhakti
as a practical discipline involves certain restrictions governed by one’s
station in life, which cannot be violated. Those of the three highcf
communities are eligible for this aspect of bkakti since they are entitled
to a study of the sacred text and the consequent performance of cer-
tain rituals. But prapatti which is free from all such restrictions and’
reservations, is open to one and all, irrespective of caste, creed or
sex.*> This is what Ramanuja means by the distinction among castes

in regard to bhakti.

Referring to the ideal non-worldly body of God in this system
Radhakrishnan says that it is ‘a sort of plastic stuff’, through which
He displays His boundless power of appcarmg diverse and multiple,
though He is inwardly one and the same*®. This comparison is rather
amusing since it only attributes material character to the body of the
Lord. We cannot conceive of the aprakrta form of the Lord sinceit
can be realised only by the yogins through their spiritual anubhava. That
is why the Upanisad declares that the form of the Supreme is beyond
the ken of words and thought.*"

: On the ontological side, Radhakrishnaﬁ remarks that the saguna
Brahman of Sankara and the brakmaloka, answer to Ramanuja’s
Vispu and Vaikuntha. dafikara, he says, pressess the point that
these conceptions, though the highest open to us, are not the highest
in themselves. Also such a reservation makes little difference so far as
life is concerned.** This criticism is beside the point because funda-
mentally the ViSistadvaita asa phﬂosbphy of religion identifies the
Absolute of philosophy with the God of religion and does not believe
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in the theory of two Brahmans. The concept of nirgupa Brahman
propounded by the Advaitins is inconceivable since it is only a concept
which transcends conceptual life at the same time. Moreover, not
only Saiikara but every Vedantin transcends the logical level and re-
lies on intuition.  As such it is not fair tostate that Ramanuja occu-
pies the logical level and Sankara the intuitional height. ¢

The next charge levelled by Radhakrishnan is that R amanuja
does not tell us how exactly the attributes of sat, cit and ananda are
organically related to the Absolute.’® It has already been pointed
out by us thatin Viistadvaita the Absolute of philosophy is identified
with the God of religion. As such the attributes of sat, __cit and ananda
can be understood as bringing out the essential nature  of the Sup-
reme. Apprehension of the Brahman is the comprehension of what He
18 and so Brahman becomes saguna, and is defined as the real, the in-
ner subject of all thinking beings and the ever-blissful Self. As the
sat, the Brahman exists in itself and for itself and is thus self-con-
tained.®!

Radhakrishnan then points out that relation between Brahman
and the soul in terms of substance and attribute is not satisfactory.
An eternal relation between them, be it essential or accidental, will
be an inexplicable mystery.*® It has already been pointed out that for
Ramanuja Brahman owns the cosmos of finite selves and Nature as
Its vibhati, visesana, prakara, amsa or Sakti. The acmé of this concep-
tionis that jiva is the Sarira of Brahman. The relation of viselana
and visegpa has been brought in by Ramanuja to show that the jiva
is totally dependent on Brahman for his name and form (nama and
rupa). There is no question of the two becoming identical since they
are essentially different from each other. Then the relation need not
be held as purely external since the Vidistadvaita recognises both
bheda and aprthaksiddhi and combines the two in a metaphysical
unity. The ViSistadvaita re-interprets the theory of external rela-
tion in terms of internal relation, and the latter in terms of the orga-
nic relation of Sarira-Saririn.®*

The next question raised by Radhakrishnan is asto how the
finite selves with their respective consciousness, values, etc., are sus-
tained by the Absolute.®* As Prof. P.N. Srinivasachari points out,
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the Absolute pervades the many but does not pass over into the many.
In other words, it is the factof facts and the true of the true. It in-
cludes ¢i¢t and acit and exceeds their content and value. As adhara
Brahman becomes ISvara, the niyanta (controller).>®

The next point raised by the critic is that in the Vidigtadvaita
God, spirits and matter are the Absolute and not God alone. Vet
Ramanuja identifies God with the Absolute beside which and beyond
which nothing else exists.*® It may be pointed out in reply, that the
absolute, for Ramanuja, is not Brahman and the sum total of cit and
actt in the mathematical sense, but is Brahman in the world in the
metaphysical sense. We can distinguish ¢i¢, acit and aswvara but not
divide them; they are eternal but not external. Brahman enters into the
world of the animate and the inanimate as its immanent caase, butis
unaffected by the world process and is therefore transcendental in

character.””

Radhakrishnan then finds fault with the concept of Brahman be-
ing both the material and efficient cause of the universe. Ramanuja
believes that the changes of the body do not affect the soul of God.
“What then, is the essence of God which remains unchanged ?’ asks
the critic.®®* He also points out that the theory which says that cit
and acit forming the body of God is the material cause and the soul
of God is the efficient cause, is like saying that ‘we take half of a fowl
for cooking and leave the other to lay eggs’.®® Again we may rcply
in the words of Prof. P.N. Srinivasachari that the critic has mistaken
the metaphysical view of viSista-advaita for a mathematical one.*’
The question of the changeless Brahman becoming the changing uni-
verse, again raised by Radhakrishnan, has indeed been the subject of
enquiry of all Vedantic schools of thought. Each school relies on its
own $@stra in explaining this phenomenon. Ramanuja follows Bada-
rayana, the author of Brahmasiira in asserting that Brahman is in the
changing world but not the changing ‘world. Brahman is pure and
perfect and the imperfections of human life do not affect it. The
evils of life are traceable to the moral autonomy given to the jivas.

We may note one more remark made by Radhakrishnan that
Ramanuja gives us beautiful stories of the other world, which he nar-
rates with the confidence of one who had personally assisted in the
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origination of the world.®’ Here again we can note the tendency of
the critic to mistake cosmology for mythology. We must keep in
mind here that Ramanuja’s description of Vaikuntha is based on
the Kausitaki Upanisad. For Ramanuja, only viveka and vairagyalead
to mukti which is beyond space and time. The poetic language of the
Upanisad is mistaken by the critic in this context. It may
be noted that the Upanisad speaks of Brakma-gandha, Brahma-rupa
Brahma-rasaand Brahmananda. But the significance of the texts is lost
when stress is laid on mere gandha, ripa, rasa, etc., omitting the term
Brahman.®* So there is nothing wrong with the description of the
Paramapada given by Ramanuja on the basis of the Upanisad. o

Thus we may note in conclusion that in spite of the apparent con-
tradictions and criticisms raised by Radhakrishnan, his assessment of
the Vi$igtadvaita religion and philosophy is quite impartial and
authoritative. He recognises the fact that “Raminuja had the great-
ness of a religious genius. Ideas flowed in on him from a variety of
sources—the Upanisads, the Agamas, the Puranas and the Divya-Praban-
dham and he responded to them all with some side of his rcligiou‘é
nature ... He gave us the best type of monotheism conceivable, inset

with touches of immanentism.”’°?
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RADHAKRISHNAN AND THE
CONCEPT OF MAYA

P. K. SuNDARAM

Writing of Saiikara, Radhakrishnan says: “The abstract
expression of this phenomenality (of the world) is maya.”' “Both
unity and multiplicity cannot be equally real.”* We can say that it can-
not be that both unity and plurality are real. One is the contradiction
of the other. Plurality, according to Safikara, is the very negation of
reality. Untruth and the unreal conceal the truth and the real.
Saiikara insists that plurality must have to be denied and transcended.
This is by a philosophical and direct insight into truth in immediate
realization.* Consequently, to say that oneness and plurality are not
equally real, as Radhakrishnan does, is an understatement which
suggests that plurality is, in some way, only less real but not unreal.
Such a statement may be meaningful in a system in which several
realities are admitted to co-exist without contradiction as in the case
of Bradley and Ramanuja, for instance, where the contradictories
are merely contraries.* Hierarchy of realities is intelligible in a
system, an interrelated whole. But Sankara’s reality is not a system
or a whole of parts. The term non-dualism expresses the absence of
another even in the relation of contrariety. Contrariety involves
difference and every kind of difference is denied in Brahman
(sajatiyavijatiya and svagatabheda). Nor is it again that plurality is
just left behind or gathered up in a higher synthetic transcendence.
The total denial is the sine qua non for the possession of truth. Even
to speak of transformation, transvaluation or transmutation does
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violence to Safikara’s motif. The fact is that there is nothing to be
transvalued, much less transformed.

One criterion for pronouncing something as illusory is that it is
objectively presented.” Reality is consciousness which could have no
tinge of objectivity in it. To be objective is to be outside conscious-
ness, set over against it. Even to say, as Ramanuja does, that
consciousness could be an object, is to that extent, to deny conscious-
ness qua consciousness. It becomes the content of consciousness at
that moment, divided and alienated from its own essential nature.
Neo-realists like G. E. Moore have argued that an object of
consciousness cannot be consciousness. The Vijiianavadins have held
that consciousness is the object of consciousness with its consequent
stance of subjectivism. To both Safkara and Ramanuja, itis not
acceptable that object could be reduced to the subject. This must be
true even if consciousness were to be treated as an object of
consciousness.®

Satkara’s presupposition that consciousness can never be
objectified without falsifying itself rests on such considerations as
above. The very division of knower and known which is the starting
point of all life and experience is therefore a falsification of the unity
of consciousness.

And yet, the essential nature of unity can never be destroyed.
That one’s essential nature can never be destroyed is another postulate
of Advaita. Hence the falsification cannot be a real process. It
follows that duality is an illusion; that is, it is something that appears
but does not truly exist.

This is a position fundamentally and diagonally different from
the one which says that the world is only phenomenal or transitory
and is not its own explanation. These properties follow from the
illusory character. Otherwise, it is difficult to say how the phenome-
nality and temporality came to be at all if they presuppose their
explanation in something that is not phenomenal or temporal. If
the phenomenal and the temporal remain as ultimately real then there
is no reason why they should not be self-explanatory. If they were
not, their contingent character must be different from the self-explana-
tory character of that which they presuppose and which should
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not lose that character of being their explanation and being self-
explanatory all the time they appear. Radhakrishnan points out
that ‘the real is what is free from self-contradicion but the world

is full of contradictions.”’"

Contradiction should mean internal instability and contingent
incompatibilities will exclude each other. Such an exclusion is not
self-contradictory ameong the contingent pluralities. But ‘reality
should be free from such self-contradiction because there is
no contingent in it. Only for this reason reality is said to be
uncontradictable. No contingent fact could be uncontradictable. In
fact, it is contingent because of its contradictability. To say that
reality is contradictable will be a self-contradiction. Satkara
admits no duality in reality for the fear of such contradiction. If,
therefore, duality appears anywhere, it should be an illusion.

As Radhakrishnan observes : “The world of diversity will
collapse into a single unit”,* because it is such an insupportable and
precarious presentation. In his words, again, “the world is said to
be unreal since it is sublated by true knowledge.””® What is sublated
by knowledge can only be an illusion. Removability by knowledge

is one of the marks of illusion.*®

Temporality and phenomenality of the world are the consequences,
not the ground of its illusory character, though these consequent
characteristic marks appear first in knowledge from which we then
infer the illusory character of the world. Radhakrishnan tends to
write sometimes that the reverse is the case. Thus he writes : “The
world of experience is not present at all times and is therefore not
real.”!’ (italics mine). The temporal is only a sign of the unreal.

“As soon as consciousness of non-duality arises
eative

Sankara states:
in us, the transmigratory state of the individual soul and the cr
the whole phenomenon of plurality

quality of Iévara vanish at once,
blated by perfect know-

which springs from wrong knowledge being su

3319

ledge.

The objcct of such sublation by true knowledge is the wrong no-
tion that the world which is really unreal is real. Illusion is only that
presentation in knowledge cancelled by the dawn of truth. Its stability
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is only in so far as it is not dispelled.'* Here, as Madhustidana puts
it, the world and its knowledge alike are illusory.'*

Sometimes a distinction is sought to be made between illusion and
unreality. Radhakrishnan himself makes this distinction when he dec-
lares “unreal the world is, illusory it is not.”*®* But when that which
is really unreal appears as real, it is an illusion. And this is precisely
the inexplicable character of the world. Inexplicability is the mark
of illusion.'®

Maya is the paripamikarapa of the world and as such the world
is only maya on the principle that the effect is not different from the
cause. This maya itself is only based on Brahman which is its vivarta
upadana.”” By this concept of vivarta, we understand that Brahman,
without undergoing any modification, appears as the world. The
reality of the appearance is only the appearance of the reality. Hence
the reality and its appearance are of unequal status (visamasatia).
Yet the appearance itself owes whatever being it has (that it has some
kind of being is not denied), to its basis in reality. Considered in it-
self, the world is neither total being nor total non-being. In Brah-
man, however, it is total non-being.'* In other words, there is really
no change in Brahman for all the projections of plurality. Only in
illusions, a thing appears as another without being modified in any
manner. Hence the world is only an illusion.

Another feature of an illusion is that at one time either the illu-
sory object or its real basis will appear, not both. But in a hierarchy
of realities, all of them can appear alongside each other. In illusion
there is no choice between simultaneous presentations. The real is
concealed by the false projection. To get at the real, there is no
means other than the negation of the projection. The illusion distorts
the real beyond recognition. To this extent its content is the unreal
because it is different from and in contrast to the real. It is all that
the real is not. So the illusory is unreal though the unreal need not
be the illusory. The category of the unreal is wider than that of the
illusory. Itincludes also non-entities which are logically self-con-
tradictory and therefore cannot appear ever in illusion, like the barren
woman’s son. Illusions have their basis in some reality and are
therefore logically and empirically possible. But non-entities can
be neither of these. In the world-presentation, illusoriness and
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unreality coincide in the above sense. That is, illusion is a presenta-
tion in and of some reality and is dissoluble without remainder in that
reality.

Consequently, to speak of ‘‘ultimate unreality” is not also te-
nable because an unreality of the illusion is just here and now even
when and where it appears. On the fatal touch of truth it collapses
into nothing leaving the real. = The world does not become progressi-
vely unreal. Ifit is unreal, it is so all the time. Even assuming that
the world is ultimately unreal, its claim to be ultimately real is pre-
cisely the illusion. What is trueis always true and what is false is

always false.

Radhakrishnan writes: ‘At the logical level it is an impossible
feat to force non-being into the equivalence of being. The world-
process is enlarged in this interminable task.” But this is a hopeless
task “because it only recedes but never disappears.”'® Within the
world itself the elements of being and non-being are found together at
once antithetic and correlative.” They are in polar opposition but
not in ““mutual exclusion.” Yet logically this is an impossible position.
Being and non-being can never go together in any method of combi-
nation. This is the reason why the world is described in Advaita as
sad-asad-vilaksana (neither real nor unreal) and not as sad-asat (real-
unreal). ‘“Yet no system till today has logically articulated the rela-
tion between the real and the unreal.”®® The logically impossible can
never be a reality in however tenuous a form except in an illusion.
The impossible appears as possible. While Brahman is pure being, a
process of becoming with being and non-being in polar opposition in
its structure is an apparent fact. How does the pure being appear
as becoming without becoming at all? Hence, either pure being of
Brahman must be denied or becoming must be declared as illusory.

The former course is the more undesirable.

A puzzled logic tries to isolate elements of reality and unreality in
the composition of the world but this is a uselesss task because the
pure being is in fact the only constitutive cause even in the so-called
apparent becoming. No relation between being and non-being could
possibly be conceived, much less constructed, to establish the reality of
becoming. But becoming cannot be without the clement of non-being
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admixed with being. Non-being ex Appothesi, cannot be a relatum.?!
Hence it follows that non-being as such is not a constituent of the
world-process. To deny being to world is not to accept non-being.
Being non-being polarisation is highly inadequate to the character of
the world-presentation. The world ““illusion’” or maya is used to bring
out this categorial inadequacy. Illusory the world is, unreal it cer-
tainly isnot. As Radhakrishnan observes: “‘If the world seems to be
independent of Brahman then we must say that it is not what it

7982

appears to be.

In anillusion, what is presented is the substratum while what is
perceived is some other thing. Shell, for instance, is presented but
silver is seen. ~ Of all the various attempts to give an explanation of
this phenomenon, the Advaitin alone postulates the appearance of the
silver in the place where it appears. Others have tried to place it
either inside the mind as ideation or memory or outside the mind in a
shop or elsewhere or have tried to reduce it to merest non-existence.
The Advaitin has tried to give an ontological status to silver as
befits its peculiar presentation. The poignancy of an illusory situa-
tion is that it is a direct presentation as much as a veridical one. And
it is cancelled in the same place where it appeared. Any appearance,
qua appearance, must have some ontological status because there is no
means of distinguishing between appearance of a real thing and a
false one to begin with. Knowledge must have to start with appea-
rances only which engender a belief at the moment. Hence the appea-
rance as immediately given must be accorded an existential worth
though this worth is not its own but of the thing of which it was a
distortion and as such it is a worth that is denied of the appearance
itself. This existential worth is not an independent worth. Apart
from the reality of which the appearance is the distortion, the
appearance can have no ratio essendi, nor ratio cognoscendi. This is
what Safkara means when he says that the world-appearance is
nothing independent of the reality of which it is a distortion.”® And
it has an existential worth that is consistent with its character of an
appearance, however distorting it might be of reality, and till it is

‘appraised as a distorting appearance by a correct knowledge. The
world-appearance is sufficiently long so as to produce the illusion of a
reality for all practical purposes.
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Radhakrishnan sums up the various connotations of the term
maya in Advaita literature. (a) That the world is not self-explana-
tory shows its phenomenal character which is signified by the word
maya. (b) The problem of the relation between Brahman and the
world has meaning for us who admit the pure being of Brahman
from the intuitive standpoint and demand an explanation of its rela-
tion to the world which we see from the logical standpoint. ~We can
never understand how the ultimate reality is related to the world of
plurality since the two are heterogenous and every attempt at expla-
nation is bound to fail. This incomprehensibility is brought out by
the term maya. (c) If Brahman is to be viewed as the cause of the
world, it is only in the sense that the world rests on Brahman while
the latter is in no way touched by it, and the world which rests on
Brahman is called maya. (d) The principle assumed to account for the
appearance of Brahman as the world is also called maya. (e) If we
confine our attention to the empirical world and employ the dialectic
of logic we get the conception of a perfect personality Iévara, who
has the power of self-expression. This power of energy is called

maya.

This energy of I§vara becomes transformed into the upadhi or
limitation, the unmanifested matter (avyakrta-prakrti) from which
all existence issues. It is the object through which the supreme

subject, Iévara, develops the universe.**

It is noteworthy that Radhakrishnan does not use the word
“jllusion’” anywhere in this summary. He uses rather the words
“phenomenal’’ and incomprehensibility”. If the world had any
status of its own, it ceases to be “phenomenal’” and ‘‘incompre-
hensible”” A thing that is both phenomenal and incomprehensible

can only be an illusion.

Let us now examine Radhakrishnan’s other views on maya
covered by the summary. This refers to Saiikara’s treatment of maya
as the power of God. Here, we are on 2 less controversial ground.
So far as maya as the world-illusion is concerned even the concept of
God is not free from the tinge of madya. As Radhakrishnan himself
observes: “Even the highest principle in the world-process, the
personal God, has in him the shadow of non-being.”** Again:

33
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“strictly speaking, even God becomes. The contradiction of being-
non-being appears in his own inward nature”.?® Sankara says:
““The distinction between the infinite I$vara on the one side and the
individual souls on the other is a distinction of different members of a
whole, analogous to that between the kingdoms of Magadha and
Videha which belong to the same world.”?’

Radhakrishnan writes: ‘“When Brahman the real is conceived as
Brahman the samsara, God, man and the world become the chief

elements.”’**

T4vara is the Logos, the one-many. He struggles with
the darkness and overcomes it. He shares the natures of both Brah-
man and the world. Thus, He is a little less than pure being. Maya
then is considered as God’s own power and is synonymous with
Prakrii.* Tt is, however, not independent of God. He uses it for
His purpose. Maya is even said to be the loving consort of God,

para-brahma-mahisi.

Now, the concept of God as the mayin, one who wields maya, has
relevance to the problem of the illusoriness of the world only if it
could be shown that God’s maya is itself a power that deludes:

It is evident that the world, according to Safkara, is not a
revealer of but only a veil over truth. The plurality is a distortion of
reality. If God has wiclded maya to project this plurality, it cannot
be for the purpose of revealing the truth. Even to the best of
intellect, the world is a riddle. The Gita is replete with references to
maya as a deluding and difficult power.*°

Even the conception that creation is God’s /ila does not improve
matters. God’s /ila cannot be meant to inflict real suffering on the
creatures. If it were sport, nothing serious or real could be supposed
to take place. The souls that are the characters in this dramatic
diversion do not seem, however, to know that they are characters in a

play whose beginning and end are already determined by God.

It may be a play but only the souls do not know it. In other
words, it is maya of the Lord which has projected this show but the
souls are ingeniously made to believe that it is all stark reality. That
is, they are labouring under an illusion. It is altogether a different
thing to say that it is after all an illusion wrought by God and as
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such is tantamount to reality so far as human purposes and goals
are concerned. Such a proposition could be truly accommodated
into the Advaita conception of the vyazakarika. This does not in
the least affect the basic theory that the world is an illusion
albeit engineered by God.

On Avidya

Though later Advaitins have made some distinctions between
maya and avidya, Satikara makes avidya the cause of superimposi-
tion which brings about the confusion of the self with the not-
self. Such a confusion is epistemic and as such could take place
only in a sentient centre. Awidya is appropriate only in a conscious
soul, not in the inert object. It is not the physical world that is
in bondage and is released. It is only an occasion for such a
bondage. Even the body-mind complex is only the scene of such

confusion and illusion.?!

Satikara asks: how can the knowledge of unity remove the
knowledge of manifoldness if both are true?*® He quotes the
Upanisadic declaration: ‘““He goes from death to death who sees
in it, as it were, diversity.”’*® This clearly shows that the plurality

is only an illusory appearance.

Radhakrishnan writes, “This world is not an illusion; it is not
nothingness for it is willed by God and therefore is real.”*¢ This
position is perfectly in accordance with Advaita where the world
in so far as it is considered as the creation by God is real. In this,
Advaita is one with any other theistic account of the world.  God is
the first cause in this cosmological order. Yet, this involves
God in a causal scheme where the effect is as real as the cause. On
an account like this, the world is a dependent reality, not illusory.**
Reality, however, should be free from a causal network, beyond
relations to anything which is a term over and above God. A rela-
tional view of God makes him to that extent dependent on that
relation and the relatum. Reality in itself must transcend causa-
lity which is not always accepted even in empirical matters. Other-
wise the world will become necessary to God. And, the criticism like
that of W.R. Inge*® that on Radhakrishnan’s showing God is bound
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up with the world of time and therefore is subject to the same vicissi-

tudes as the world is, becomes justified.

Radhakrishnan is emphatic that without God’s presence and
activity the world would collapse into nothing.®” The word ‘‘nothing’’
should mean that apart from God the world could have no substance.
God is the constitutive and the efficient cause of the world. There
could be nothing like the world at all if God were not. The world is
not an evolution of pre-existent Prakrii but a creation by God out of
himself. In this sense, God is the jagad-prakrii, jagad-upadana. And,
Advaita holds that the effect is not different from the cause in its
substance. In other words, the world-effect does not have a reality
over and above that of God. As Radhakrishnan observes: ‘“The
world is not organic to God.””*®* These considerations will clearly show
that (a) the world is not essential to God; (b) the creatorship of
the world is not the essential definition of God; (c) there must be
therefore a definition of God quite without any reference to any
world-creation; (d) the dependence of the world on God is an
one-sided relation; (e) this is what is stated as wvigama-satta as
distinguished from sama-satta in Advaita; (f) an effect that is not
different from the cause can only be an appearance of that cause;
(g) such a nondifference is not a causal relationship at all but only a
relation of appearance and reality; (h) but this is not a relationship
at all because appearance is not different from the real to be related
toit; (i) and therefore, God lapses into the Absolute which is
unrelational non-dual reality, the merest being. This will preclude
any differentiation in that being.

Radhakrishnan’s interpretation of Sadikara has gained the repu-
tation of somehow accommodating the world in the reality of Brah-
man. There is some excuse for this view because Radhakrishnan
himself has said * that he has interpreted the doctrine of maya so as
to save the world and give to it a real meaning. Thus Lawrence
Hyde in his article in P.S.R., has this to say: “My own non-profes-
sional view is that his standpoint is much nearer our own than that of
Sadkara...The world is not an illusion but an appearance.” Again:
“‘As to the Supreme, Radhakrishnan’s attitude would seem to be near-
est of all to that of the great sage Ramanuja, and closely allied with
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that which has been so suggestively developed in recent years by Sri

Aurobindo.”’*°

Radhakrishnan’s statement in his Bhagavad-gita : ““Maya does not
imply that the world is an illusion or is non-existent absolutely. It is
a delimitation distinct from the unmeasured and the immeasurable.””*!
is quoted by Lawrence Hyde to draw the above conclusion. There
is consequently the danger of Sadkara being interpreted as holding
an absolutism like that of Ramanuja or Aurobindo; if, of course, it
were Saikara’s doctrine of maya that Radhakrishnan is interpre-
ting.*? Such statements*® as: “Maya does not mean that the em-
pirical world with the selvesin it is an illusion, for the whole effort of
the cosmos is directed to and sustained by the one supreme self, which
though distinct from everything is implicate in everything” (which
reads more like Ramanuja than Satkara if we mark the words “selves’’
‘“one Supreme Self”” “distinct’” and “‘implicated”’) do give the suspi-
cion whether all difference between Safikara and Ramanuja is not be-
littled. Again, when Radhakrishnan avers : “The different theistic
systems adopted by the large majority of the Hindus do not advocate
the doctrine of maya. The theory is held by Sarikara who is regarded
often as representing the standard type of Hindu thought”!¢, the
suspicion increases whether the doctrine of maya is accommodated to
the theistic systems of India which do not advocate the doctrine of
maya.

We have already in the early part of this paper shown that the
world is an illusion in the sense in which the Advaitin uses it. If the
idea will bear repetition, it may be pointed out again that “‘illusion
means not “not-being”’ but a being of a lower order.” Brahman
and the world do not have sama-saita but only viSama-satta or
unequal reality. This is the characteristic of »izarta where one thing
appears as another. Supreme reality is reality par excellence, while
the world is, not a dependent or relative or derived reality, but the
same as the supreme reality appearing as what it is not. Itis an illu-
sion with a substratum. We can take the world as we secit and as
without a basis, an independent existent in its own right or we can
see the basis for it in Brahman when all at once the world is no more
the thing it was but Brahman through and through. The world is
such stuff as Brahman is made of. There is nothing in it that is not
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Brahman. If we could indulge in a paradox, the world is real pre-
cisely in so far as it zs Brahman. ‘Al thisis Brahman” is the Upani-
sadic declaration. ‘“There is no plurality here’” is the text where the
word ‘“‘here” means the place where plurality is seen. ‘All this was

sat at the beginning”’ means that all this is sa¢ even now.

Appearance is of “lesser reality’”’ than its substratum and its de-
pendence is one-sided. As Radhakrishnan himself observes: “This one-
sided dependence and the logical inconceivability of the relation bet-
ween the ultimate Reality and the world are brought out by the word
maya.*®* The world ‘““cannot be defined as either being or non-being’’.*®
This is the anirvacaniyatoa or the inexplicable character of the world
to which Safkara draws our attention by illustrations like rope-snake

illusion.*”

Radhakrishnan thinks that the purpose of these analogies is “not
tosuggest that the world is a dream or an illusion, but that the rela-
tionship is such that the world exists without any change in the being
of the Absolute.”’*® Certainly the world is not a dream or an illusion
of a private kind. Private illusions like the rope-snake are models to
convey what takes place when something appears otherwise than what
it is without being modified in any way by that appearance. And if
the Absolute appears or expressesitself as the world, as Radhakrishnan
says, and yet nothing really happens to it by this appearance, what
else should one call it than illusion ? That reality appears as other-
wise than what it is and thus creates an occasion for deception is ad-
mitted by Radhakrishnan.** Radhakrishnan limits the word “‘illu-
sion” only to the pratibhasika. Satikara urges the yavahirika also
shares the same indeterminability of appearing but yet not being real,
leaving us unable to say whether it is real or unreal. The Ckandogya
declares that everything other than Brahman is only name and speech
(vacarambhanam vikaro namadheyar mritika ityeva satyam). Compared
with those who have scen the truth of things, the awakened spirits,
we are sleep-walkers.®°

But the illusion itself cannot properly belong to the world or the
body-mind complex. In these cases, it may be said that avidya is
peculiar to the soul and not to the world. As such, it may be thought
that there is a distinction between avidy@ and maya which is the mat-
rix of the physical world also.
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But this is a distinction without a difference. Aaya deludes by
projecting the names and forms of the physical world. 4oidya, too,
deludes by bringing about the confusion of the soul with that which
is not, like the body etc. Itis true to say that, according to Sankara,
the sense of duality is the direct result of non-discrimination (aviveka)
which in its turn is caused by avidya of which only the soul could be
the locus, not the physical body or the world outside.®*

But the pointis that such a non-discrimination bringing in its
wake a priori all the categories of thought and action is precisely the
illusion of the world, perhaps in a more intimate epistemological
sense with the individual soul as the standpoint . Saikara is seen to
use the words avidya@ and maya in one and the same phrase.®®

The duality is as much brought about by avidya as by maya.®?
The peculiarity of azidya is its reference to the soul deluding itself as
the limited creature. The term as suchis not applied to God who has
no conceit in a body.®* To the soul, on the contrary, the illusion is the
result of non-discrimination of itself from body etc., which is brought
about by avidya.®® Not only is the identity with the not-self an illu-
sion but also the very notion of being an individual soul. To suggest
that the world ofduality is due to the avidya of the individual soul
with all its subjectivist consequences will not be able to explain Safi-
kara’s statements like this where the very nature of being a soul is
said to be the work of avidya.®® Therefore, avidya is not a subjective
force at all. Sankara states that the world of name and form is pro-
jected in Brahman by avidya.®” This world of name and form is cons-
tructed in a twofold manner as the body-mind complex and the

world outside.®?

It is clear, therefore, that to dankara, maya and avidya are subs-

tantially the same forces or twofold operation of the same force.

Radhakrishnan quotes Saiikara as follows : By that element of
plurality which is the creation of avidya characterised by name and
form, which is evolved as well as non-evolved, which is not to be de-
fined cither as existing or non-existing, Brahman becomes the basis of
this entire changing world, while in its true nature,
ged beyond the phenomenal universe.>® And he proceeds to com-
ment: ‘“This view, when exclusively emphasised, suggests that there
is no plurality at all apart from the individual evidya.

it remains unchan-

360
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I think that this conclusion is not justified if we bear in mind the
considerations we have urged earlier to show that avidya is not the in-
dividual aberration. It is as cosmic as maya but its reference is speci-
fically to the conscious soul. Some of Safkara’s statemeets quoted
earlier go further and make avidya the cause of the external world
also, thus rendering avidya practically indistinguishable from maya.
In other words, both maya and avidya are ontologically indeterrnina-
ble forces that bring about the world of plurality as an illusory projec-
tion. The sentient soul understands this projected plurality and takes
it to be real because it has in it the principle of avidya or maya vitally
intertwined. The sentient soul and the insentient world face each
other and the world-process goes on. The world-process itself is not
a projection of the sentient soul. Both of them derive their predica-
ment from a common source. When the percipient experiences the
world, that experience is epistemically a veridical one. That Sankara
was epistemologically a realist will be shownin the sequence.

Sankara’s attempt is to pursue the truth to its logical ultimacy.
As reality must be differencelessly one, the fact of plurality should
have to be explained only on the model of illusion. Again, Sadkara’s
chief interest is in the truth as a value. Hence, the problem is not so
much the illusion of the plurality as the illusion of soulhood and in-
dividuality. Every other part of the illusion is subordinate to the
fundamental predicament of self-alienation. When that is dispelled,
every other thing is at once settled.®!

Sazpkara and Subjectivism

Radhakrishnan makes the well-known statement : “Unreal the
world is ; illusory it is not”.®? This statement if taken in the sense in
which the Advaitin uses it will be just the opposite of what the
Advaitin holds as true. ‘“Unreal” means ‘““non-being” in his voca-
bulary. The unreal cannot be a datum either in reality or in illu-
sion.®® The world, on the contrary, appears as something and has
that much being. In the analysis of error, where, for example, shell
appears as silver, it is the silver that is the product of the nescience of
the shell, while theshell is the comparatively real basis of that
illusory presentation. In the work-a-day world, only the illusory
presentations are brought about by avidya while the things which are
their substratum are real. Advaitin’s realism in the epistemological
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sense postulates even the object of silver, though it be illusory, as
actually presented for the time being.®* This shows how the idea of
subjectivism is reprehensible to him. The inviolable principle is that
there could be no idea without an object. Knowledge always follows
the nature of the object and has no freedom of choice,_ in this.
Thought is not creative. The subject-object dualism is impregnable
at the epistemic level and the objective world consists of either occa-
sional private illusions which are products of avidyz like that of shell-
silver, or, more commonly and normally, the public objects of sense-
experiences which are not products of avidya.

Maya in the Brahma-sutras

That the world is illusory is stated categorically in the Brahma-
s@tras. For instance, the s@tra : tad-ananyatvam arambhana-sabdadibh-
yah (B.S. II-1. 14) makes out that the world is not different from its
cause, viz., Brahman and that, therefore, its appearance is of the
nature of indeterminability as either real or unreal. The basic sup-
port for this declaration is the scripture though reason also is adduced
to strengthen that declaration. Against those who hold that the world
is real on the ground that it is so concretely given in experience and
perception, it is urged that scripture is of greater authority than per-
ception and the scripture declares that the world isillusory. The
locus classicus in this regard is the sadvidya in the Chandogya Upanisad.
Uddalaka tells Svetaketu that the effect is not different from its
constitutive cause. Yet the effect seems to have a novelty. Hence
we are obliged to conclude that the effect is indeterminable whenit
appears, as either different or non-different from the cause. It is clear
that the effect is nothing more than mere speech. In all the pots

made of clay, clay alone is real.*®®

Vacaspati says that, as in the expressions ‘‘the sentience of a per-
son” or “Rahu’s head” where the sentience is the person and Rahu
is the head alone, the world is only a name corresponding to which

there is no reality.®®

In the expression, ‘‘clay alone is real” the word ‘alone’ amply
bears out that both the cause and the effect, clay and the pot, Brah-
man and the world are not real but only the cause is real. It follows
that the world is illusory. The Sovetasvatara Upanisad declares that

34
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maya is the prakrti (IV-10), indicating that the substance of the world
is maya and therefore illusory. Further, the Brhadaranyaka text
“There is no plurality whatsoever here” (VI-4-19) establishes the fact
that the world is only adcarambhana. Again, “where there is duality
as it were’’ (VI-5-15), condemns duality as an illusory presentation.

The Brahma-siira (11-1.28) “dtmani caivain vicitrasca hi,”” makes it
plain that the world is only an illusory presentation in Brahman. In
dream, the dreamer creates a variety of objects without any change
in his own identical oneness. Similarly, the world-projection takes
place in Brahman without any loss of its identity and integrity.®"

In the satra : “‘bhave ca upalabdheh” (or bhavacca upalabdheh),®® the
illusory character of the world has been clearly brought out. In the
example of the illusory silver appearing in the shell, the sublating
knowledge demonstrates the negation of silver in the shell. Illusori-
ness is only the non-existence in the locus of shell where it appeared.®®
The meaning is that silver was not the shell even when it appeared.
This same perceptual evidence shows that the world is illusory like
the silver that appeared in the shell. Brahman is the reality that is

2

referred to by the expression ‘‘is”. 3

When we say that “pot is,”” we
are referring to the appearance of pot in ‘“is’”” which is Brahman’s re-
ality. When the pot is destroyed, we refer to that pot as “‘pot is not™.
Here the non-existence of pot in Brahman is brought out. It is perce-
ptually evident, therefore, that the potis absent in the place where it
appeared. Hence its illusoriness. The persistent reality of Brahman
is shown by the fact that while the entities appear and disappear, the
isness continues as basic. Its knowledge also does not vary.” " Hence,
the perception of pot as existing does not prove the reality of pot so
much as that of Brahman. This is'stated by the sutra: “‘sattvat ca
avarasya.’”’"!

The critics very often forget the difference between the unreal
and the illusory. These terms have a technical meaning in Advaita
which the Brahma-sutras make clear in the sitra : “‘asad-vyapadesat na
iti cet na dharmantarena vakya-sesat (I1-1.17). The argument of the
satra is that the world was not non-existent or unreal in the sense of
nothingness or #uccha at the beginning because there is the contextual

declaration : “It was existent.””? The meaningis that it was not
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manifest in name and form. The Nasadiya-sikta in the Rg-Veda makes
out that the world was neither saf nor asat but only famas suggesting
it was indeterminable maya. A totally non-existent nothing can never
do any thing. But the world is efficient in producing results, though
prior to manifestation it does not do anything. A cloth when spread
covers the body but does not do so when itis rolled up. The vital
airs do not function when they are controlled.™

The indeterminability of the world is the result of its material
cause which is maya. Both Brahman and maya are the material cause
of the world.”* Only Brahman is the vivartopadana while maya is pari-
namopadana.

The world is illusory and it has practical efficiency, while if it
were unreal it can have nothing of this kind. Badarayana has proved
this by the illustration of the dream stating that even a dream though
illusory can produce results far beyond the dream.”

Again Badarayana has talked about the soul as the reflections of
Brahman where he gives the illustration of the one sun reflected in the
waters of the pool, river etc.”® The plurality of souls, therefore, is
only an illusion as much as the plural nature of the physical world.

That reality is differenceless has been declared by Badarayana in
more than one place.” Not only isit that there are no differences
even in the shape of attributes, but also the very absence of these
differential attributes is itself not a positive attribute. Badarayapa
says that absence of a thing in its locus is the same as that locus and
not a differential property.”® He explicitly states that everything

other than Brahman has been negated.™

Sankara is categorical in his assertion that the world is not a
fantasy of the individual mind. He positively indicates the subjective
idealists of slowness of understanding. Objects are not cognitions.
No cognition is itself a pillar or a wall. Itis always a cognition of a
All the methods of knowledge prove that there is a

pillar or a wall.
The invariable coexistence of the cogni-

world of objects outside us.
tion and the object does not prove that they are identical but only

proves that one is the instrument and the other is what is known
through that instrument. Cognition which is of one uniform nature
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does not and cannot be said to know itself. We can as well say that
fire burns itself. There cannot be action in the intrinsic nature of

anything. Subject-object distinction is inviolable in knowledge.

Dream-analogy does not help to show thatthe world also is a
dream though it appears to be external. Satikara shows that the
illusoriness of the dream could be established only with reference to
and in comparison with a real world of waking.*® Otherwise we will
be involved in a logical seesaw. The public world of science has a
comprehensiveness and consistency. which a dream conspicuously
lacks. The puplic world is not contradicted by aaything empirically
more comprehensive. The visions of dream, again, are pieces of
remembrance while the waking life is lived by acts of immediate
awareness. Moreover, dreaming that one is going to Paficala country,
he should, on waking, find himselfin Paficala, not in his bed. Again,
dream itself negates what it created. Thingé in the dream shift their
shapes and standards. The criterion for a difference between dream
and waking life is one of sublatability.

Above all, the dream-analogy is only an anology and Sadkara did
not elevate it into a metaphysical theroy as the Vijianavadin did.
Satikara’s categorical rejection of subjective idealism is the conclusive
evidence of this. The usefulness of the dream-analogy lies only in the
fact that in dream we havea common experience of something
appearing to be non-mental object while all the time it is only a modi-
fication of mental stuff. The apparent presentation of objects in
space, time and causality is illusory and a make-believe. And we
do not have any means to know that itis till we wake up. Similarly
the world of plural objects and subjects appears, while Brahman, the
reality, is of the nature of uniform consciousness. The objectivity of
the presentation makes it unreal and this criterion will apply equally
to the object and the subject. Secondly, the concreteness and the

cocksureness of a subjective feeling is no guarantee to the reality of
things. ®!

Sankara, while commenting on the Karikas of Gaudapada,®®
says that Gaudapada’s arguments are not subjective idealism but are
only the arguments to make dents in the cocksureness of the realist’s

belief in the reality of the world. ‘“The teacher agrees with the
idealists only thus far.”
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Gaudapada on Maya

Radhakrishnan shows that Gaudapada establishes the unreal
character of the world of experience : 1. by its similarity to dream-
states, 2. by its presented or objective character, 3. by the unintelligi-
bility of the relations which organise it and 4. by its non-persistence
for all time.®®

Gaudapada’s sole purpose is to demonstrate that the Self is self-
luminous principle of consciousness and is the only reality in which
both mind and matter are appearances. Thus Gaudapada®* is
neither a mentalist nor a materialist, neither an idealist, nor a
realist nor a nihilist; nor a neutral monist. He shows by dialectical
reasoning that the world of mind and matter is an appearance
pointing to a reality that underlies it.

This is Satikara’s position pure and simple and a restatement of
the Upanisadic doctrine. Gaudapada putsone dogma against another
and shows the hollowness of both. No dogma could be adequate to
the fact of the world-presentation because any real explanation is
relevant only to real things. But the world is an illusion which defies

analysis.® ®

Reality must at least be permanent. If changes are observed,
it is a falsification of the real. TItis obvious that the real could not
be actually falsified without losing the title to reality. The principle
that he lays down is: “that which is cannot not be; that which is not

cannot also be.”’2®

This establishes the truth that reality is never involved in anyactua
change that is creation. The realists like the Saikhyas are refuted by the
asadvadin on the ground that the real is not born; the asadoadin is refuted
by the realists on the ground that the unreal cannot be born. Hence, it
follows that if the world be born, it can be neither of these. Yet, it is
presented in experience so as to occasionan inquiry into its reality.
Gaudapada concludes that the world-appearance is therefore inexpli-
cable. Reality appears as plural through maya.®” The world is not an
utter non-being like the barren woman’s son who cannot be produced
either in reality or through mapa.®® Just as the existent rope appears as
snake,® so the real Brahman appears as the world. These considera-
tions clearly show that Gaudapada places the status of the world as
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indeterminable, neither real nor unreal. This is precisely the con-

notation of the word “illusion” in Safkara.

Radhakrishnan has summarised the various senses in which the
term maya has been used by Gaudapada : (a) The inexplicability of
the relation between the Self and the world. (b) The nature or power
of God. (c) The apparent dreamlike character of the world.

Then Radhakrishnan says that the first connotation is brought
into greater prominence by Safikara who is indifferent to the third.
But it appears to usthat all the three connotations point to one and
the same doctrine of the “illusoriness’’ of the world precisely in the
same sense in both Gaudapada and Sankara.®®
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rabhavam vadanti vedantah, S.B.,11-1.14.



RADHAKRISHNAN ON SAIVA
SIDDHANTA-A NOTE

V. A. DEVASENAPATHI

Professor Max Muller in the Preface to his The Six Systems of
Indian Philosophy published in 1899 wrote : ‘What we want are texts
and translations, and any information that can ‘throw light on the
chronology of Indian Philosophy. Nor should their (native students’)
labour be restricted to Sanskrit texts. In the South of India there
exists a philosophical literature which, though it may show clear tra-
ces of Sanskrit influence, contains also original indigenous elements
of great beauty and of great importance for historical purposes. Un-
fortunately few scholars only have taken up as yet, the study of the
Dravidian languages and literature. But young students who com-
plain that there is nothing left to do in Sanskrit literature, would, I
believe, find their labours amply rewarded in that field.” Dr.S. Radha-
krishnan has, in the second volume of his Indian Philosophy published
in 1927, a chapter on The Saiva, The Sakta and the Later Vaisnava
Theism, wherein he gives a glimpse of the wealth of this area. Ina
footnote in this chapter (on page 722) he says, ‘Madhava’s S.D.S
(Sarva Darsana Saiigraha) refers to four schools of Saivism : Nakulisa-
pasupata, the Saiva, the Pratyabhijia and the Resesvara. The last
is not of philosophical interest. For the ceutral principles of
the first, see his Indian Philosophy, Volume I, pp. 488-489. He
takes up in the chapter under reference in Volume II, Saiva Sid-
dhanta (Saiva) and the Pratyabhijfia systems. He observes that Dr.
Pope who gave much thought to the Saiva Siddhanta, regards it as
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“the most elaborate, influential, and undoubtedly the most intrinsi-
cally valuable of all the religions of India.” Radhakrishnan goes on
to say : ‘While there are striking similarities between the Siddhanta
and the Saivism of Kashmir, we cannot say that the former owes its
general structure or essential doctrines to the latter. The earliest
Tamil works, like the Tolkappipam, refer to the Arivars or the seers,
who chalked out the path to freedom and bliss. These latter were in-
fluenced by the Vedic conception of Rudra and the Rudra-Siva cult of
the Brahmanas, the Mahabharata and the Syetasvatara Upanisad. Be-
sides these, the twenty-eight Saiva 4gamas, especially the parts deal-
ing with jiiana or knowledge, the hymns of the Saiva saints, and the
works of the later theologians, form the chief sources of Southern Sai-
vism’ (pp-722-723).

Under the section entitled Literature, Radhakrishnan mentions
some of the important devotional works (Panniru tirumurai) and doctri-
nal works (Siddhanta Sastiram Patinanku). In a third section of about
seven pages, entitled Doctrines, Radhakrishnan gives a brief account
of the Siddhanta. He says that ‘some proofs of the existence of God
are mentioned’ and gives one of them. Even as a potter, clay, wheels
and staff are necessary for the production of a pot, God, Sakti and
maya, are required to account for the world which is subject to
changes. Incidentally, he says that the material cause is prakrt: (line
17 of page 724), though insubsequent references he gives it as maya
and also notes that according to the Saiva Siddhanta, the mulaprakrii
of the Sankhya is itself a product (p.727). Remarking that creation
receives great attention in this system, he gives some details. He ob-
serves that the Saiva Siddhanta does notsupport the illusory conception
of the world. ‘The world has a serious moral purpose, and cannot
be dismissed as a mere error or jest’. Sivais full of grace and is
‘engaged in the rescue of souls from bondage’. ‘Siva’, Radhakrishnan
says, ‘is not only the absolute of metaphysics but (also) the God of re-
ligion’. Radhakrishnan refers to the classification of souls, according
as their impurities are three, two or one. These impurities are anava,
karma and maya. The nature of the soul to reflect its environ-
ment is noted thus: ‘it becomes one with the thing in which it
dwells for the time being. In the world of samsara it concentrates on
worldly things, while in the state of release it centres its consciousness
on God.” (p.726) The role of God, in the moral and spiritual
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evolution of the soul is brought out in the following words: “The Lord
helps the impurities to manifest themselves, and sustains the whole
course of their development for the ultimate good of the souls depen-
dent on his grace. He takes note of the activities of the souls and
and helps them in their onward pursuit. Respect for the law of karma
is the means he employs.” (p.728). The insistence of the Siddhanta
on the ethical virtues and on the need for love of all mankind is no-
ted (p.730). Radhakrishnan refers to the Saivite spirit of toleration
thus : “There was, at any rate, in the early form of Saizism, a spirit
of toleration.” (p.729). He makes the following reference toTirumilar:
‘Tirumilar held that there was only one caste even as there was only
one God.’ (p- 730). He describes the content of the Tiruvacagam in the
following memorable words : Tiruvdcagam depicts in beautiful hymns
the progress of the soul from the bondage of ignorance and pas-
sion into the liberty of light and love, its first awakening, its joy and
exaltation, waywardness and despondency, struggle and unrest, the
peace and joy of union.” A verse from Saint Appar translated by
Kingsbury and Philips, given in a footnote on p.729 and another,
from Manikkavacagar on the same page, will whet the appetite of
those interested in Tamil devotional literature. There are two foot-
notes containing quotations, one from Barnet’s The Heart of India and
another from Sir Charles Eliot’'s Hinduism and Buddhism on pages
723, and 729 respectively in high appreciation of Saivite Tamil devo-
tional literature. Radhakrishnan notes that for the Siddhantin, non-
dualism (advaita) does not mean oneness (e¢katva), but inseparability

(p. 725).

Radhakrishnan has given an account of Saiva Siddhanta in a way
which will encourage those interested in this system to study it in
greater detail. He has drawn his materials from the following: the
Pauskara and Mrgendra Agamas, Nilakantha’s (Srikanthas’s) bkasya
on the Brahmasitras, the Sivajianabodham, the Sivajiana Siddhiyar,
the Sivaprakasam, the Tiruarulpayan, the Tirumandiram, the T evaram
(translation), and the Tirupacagam (translation). He has also refer-
red to a journal in English called The Siddhanta Dipika (now defu-
nct), and J.M. Nallaswami Pillai’s work in English on Saiva Siddhanta.

It may be mentioned here that while Nilakantha Sivacarya
is held in high esteem by the Siddhantins, his views are not
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accepted in foto. For example, on the authority of Nilakantha,
Radhakrishnan says, ‘karma and jiiana conjointly produce release.”
(p- 730). The Siddhantin, while aware of the role of karma in spiri-
tual life, insists on j#ana as the ultimate means to release. Likewise
Radhakrishnan’s remark, again on the authority of Nilakagtha, that
‘freed souls may exist in an embodied or disembodied condition’,
calls for a close study with reference to Saiva Siddhanta literature.
The Sivadvaita of Srikantha by Professor S.S. Suryanarayana Sastri
may be studied in this context. Attention is invited to the following
in this work: ‘In spite of the many doctrinal differences noted bet-
ween Sivadvaita and the Siddhanta, there are attempts made to claim
drikagtha as a Siddhantin of sorts. This is particularly noticeable
in Sivajfianayogin’s commentary on the Sivajiianabodham (Mapadi-
yam, p. 125)." (Note B. entitled Srikantha and the Siddhanta, p. 69).
Professor Sastri notes the differences between the two in regard to the
following: (a) Conception of a@nava (b) The Lord as the material
cause (c) The notion of tadatmya (d) jivanmukti (¢) The value of Rea-
son and (f) The aputva of jiva (pages 19-24). The Siddhantin’s criti-
cism of the anutoa of the soul in the Sivajfana Siddhiyar is taken by
Sivajfiana Yogin to be directed against the Pafcaratras. Professor
Sastri observes in this connection as follows : ‘If, as we believe, Sri-
kantha belonged roughly to the same period as Ramanuja, it is not
improbable that the author of the Siddhiyar intended his criticism to
apply to $rikantha as well. So far as the doctrine of atomicity is
concerned there is nothing distinctive in Srikantha’s exposition, as
compared with Ramajuja’s; and whatever may be said of the latter
philosopher may well hold of the former too.” (p- 235). The Siddhan-
tin’s criticism of a@autva is conidered in some detail by Professor Sastri
(pages 234-238). A comparative study of Srikapthabhasya with the
Siddhanta will be very rewarding. Incidentally, the inclusion of
Vemana in the section on Saiva Siddhantais alittle puzzling. Perhaps,
Radhakrishnan was thinking of ‘later Saivas as a whole’, not merely
those of Tamilnadu, when he wrote, ‘Though Magikkavasagar did
not develop a defiant attitude towards the caste rules, the later Saivas,
Pattinattu Pillai, Kapilar, and the Telugu poet, Vemana, are critcal
of the caste restrictions.” In this context, Radhakrishnan has the
following remark about Vira Saivism, which is a living faith today.
<The reform movement of Basava (middle of the twelfth century) is



RADHAKRISHNAN ON SAIVA SIDDHANTA—A NOTE 279

marked by its revolt against the supremacy of the Brahmin, though
Basava himself was a Brahmin. This sect does not accept the hypo-
thesis of rebirth.” (p. 730). Also, this: “Though the Lingayata refor-
mation started with a vigorous protest against the caste system, the
Lingayats today observe caste divisions.” (footnote on p- 730).

Radhakrishnan deserves the gratitude of Saiva Siddhantins and
students interested in Saiva Siddhanta for having included this system
in his work which has gained international recognition. Obviously,
he had to limit his treatment to a bare outline lacking time to go to
the Tamil originals and the Agamas. Thus while he makes a reference
to citsakti, he does not elaborate its significance in the context of
Saiva Siddhanta epistemology. The Siddhantin’s arguments for the
existence of Pati pasu and pasa are worthy of a more detailed considera-
tion than Radhakrishnan has bestowed on them. He refers in some
detail to the argument given by Vyasa in the Yoga system as one
‘which reminds us of the classical ontological argument’. (p. 369).
Likewise he deals in some detail with the Naiyayika’s argument for the
existence of God. One wishes that he had found it possible to spare
some more attention to the Siddhantin's arguments for the existence
of God in comparison and contrast with the Nyaya and Yoga argu-
ments and also in relation to the Vedanta, absolutistic and theistic.
Had some research scholars worked on Siddhanta texts under his guid-
ance, there would have been a double gain, one to the scholars con-
cerned and another to Siddhanta literature by the reactions of his
luminous mind. ‘Loyalty to the spirit of the previous systems of
thought, as well as the mission of philosophy, requires us to possess
an outlook that always broadens’, he says in the concluding para-
graph of his Indian Philosophy (pp. 780-781). Let this be our inspi-
ration for the study of Saiva Siddhanta.



RADHAKRISHNAN’S VIEWS ON
JAINISM: A REVIEW

S. GoPALAN

I

In this paper it is proposed to review briefly Radhakrishnan’s dis-
cussion of Jainism as found in the first volume of Indian Philosophy.
The pioneering nature of Radhakrishnan’s work is such that a review
of his treatment of any system of Indian philosophy requires to be
done with great care. And, reviewing his analysis of Jainism is no
exception.

Though Radhakrishnan broke new grounds by his publication of
Indian Philosophy (two volumes), his ‘claims’ have been modest and
his approach to the stupendous task undertaken by him has been
characterised by extreme humility. The humility does not seem to be
born out of a conventional admission of ‘the limited scope’ of ‘the
work’, to ward off possible criticisms, but out of the recognition that the
world of scholarship requires that a scholar at work adopts an objec-
tive approach to his subject-matter and keeps an open mind which
readily accepts that contributions made may be improved upon by
works of specialists. Such a humility of approach, especially when
considered alongside other accepted criteria of assessment of the value
of an author’s work make a cautious appraisal even more necessary.
It is universally accepted that it is not fair to judge the views express-
ed by an author without considering carefully what he intends to do
in it. It is unfair too, to evaluate a piece of scholarly writing
without noting down its purview, especially when it is clearly stated.
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Indicating the nature of his presentation of Indian philosophy in con-
tradistinction to those presented earlier on, Radhakrishnan writes :

Particular parts of Indian philosophy have been studied with
great care and thoroughness by many brilliant scholars in
India, Europe and America. Some sections of philosophical
literature have also been critically examined, but there has
been no attempt to deal with the history of Indian thought
as an undivided whole or a continuous development, in the
light of which alone different thinkers and views can be fully
understood. To set forth the growth of Indian philosophy
from the dim dawn of history in its true perspective is an un-
dertaking of the most formidable kind, and it certainly ex-
ceeds the single grasp of even the most industrious and lear-
ned scholar ... This book proposes to be no more than a

general survey of Indian thought, a short outline of a vast
subject. Even this is not quite easy. The necessary conden-
sation imposes on the author a burden of responsibility,
which is made onerous by the fact that no one man can at-
tempt to be an authority on all these varied fields of study,
and that the writer is compelled to come to decisions on evi-
dence which he himself cannot carefully weigh.*

Hence it is evident that Radhakrishnan was keen on presenting
Indian thought by considering concisely the different traditions of
Indian philosophy, — both orthodox and heterodox — and was not
unaware of the limitations his task imposed on him. No wonder,
therefore, when his views on the various systems are considered,
especially in the light of the wealth of material that has become avai-
lable since the publication of his two volumes, scholars are able to
add a few more thoughts. It is in this spirit that a review of Radha-

krishnan’s treatment of Jainism is attempted here.

We shall consider bricfly Radhakrishnan’s presentation of the his-
torical details of the tradition, some aspects of his treatment of Jaina
metaphysics and only one aspect of his analysis of Jaina ethics.

Radhakrishnan’s attempts at ‘situating’ Jainism in the larger pers-
pective of the Indian religio-philosophical traditions evidence a three-
fold analysis: (i) surveying briefly the history of Jainism, particularly

36
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in its earlier phase, (ii) considering more elaborately the relationship
between Jainism and Buddhism, and (iii) outlining the relationship

between Jainism and the classical schools of Hindu philosophy.

In view of the importance of (ii) we shall consider that alone in
this section. The importance of this aspect of analysis of Jainism
seems to stem from three basic facts: (1) the misunderstanding by
some scholars that Jainism was nothing but an offshoot of Buddhism,
(2) the remarkable similarities we find in the ethical ideas charac-
terising the two heterodox systems and (3) the contiguity of the geo-
graphical locations ‘associated’ with the two traditions. Radha-
krishnan pays special attention to the misunderstanding that Jainism
did not have anindependent origin and quotes at length the view that
Buddhism deserves to be considered the ‘original’. He makes but a
brief reference to the opposite view which he himself accepts.

The long citation regarding the ‘claims’ of Buddhism (rather than
Jainism) reads:

The legend of Vardhamana ... presents so many ... points of
contact with that of Gautama Buddha, that we are instinc-
tively led to conclude that one and the same person is the
subject of both. Both are of royal birth; the same names
recur among their relations and disciples. They were born
and they died in the same country and at the same period of
time. Coincidences quite similar occur in the course of the
two traditions. Like the Buddhists, the Jainas claim to have
been patronised by the Maurya princes. A district which
is a holy land for the one is almost always a holy land for
the other, and their sacred places adjoin each other in Behar
~.. as well as elsewhere. If we collate together all these
correspondences in doctrine, organisation, religious obser-
vances and traditions, the inference seems inevitable that
one of the two religions is a sect, and in some degree the
copy of the other. When in addition to this we think of the
manifold relations which there are between the legend
of Buddha and the Brahmanical traditions, relations which
are wanting in the legend of Mahavira; when we reflect,
moreover, that Buddhism has on its behalf the testimony
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of the edicts of Afoka ... while the most ancient testimonies
of ... Jainism do not go farther back than the fifth century
after Christ; ... when we add to all these the conclusions,
very uncertain it is true, ... which are furnished by the
internal characteristics of Jainism, such as its more mature
systematisation, its tendency to expatiate, and the pains it
is always taking to demonstrate its antiquity, we shall feel
no hesitation in admitting that of the two, Buddhism is
the one which is best entitled to the claim of originality.?

The brief reference to the ‘earlier origin’ of Jainism is the conten-
tion that Jainism is older than Buddhism since it adopts the anima-
listic belief that nearly everything is possessed of a soul.®

Though the researches of Hermann Jacobi (which go to show
that Jainism was not an offshoot of Buddhism) are taken into account
by Radhakrishnan, it is significant that without expatiating on them
he refers to the Indian tradition which looks upon Jainism and Bud-
. dhism as two distinct faiths.® Such a reference seems to be an addi-
tional evidence offered by Radhakrishnan to contend the view that
Buddhism had an earlier origin. The argument here is clearly design-
ed to confirm the independent origin of Jainism. Radhakrishnan

explicitly states:

It is conclusively established that Vardhamana was an his-
torical person distinct from Gautama Buddha and Jainism

a system quite independent of Buddhism.®

Tt seems to us that an earlier phase in Indian thought which
might have contained ideas which were later on to take a more
definite shape in Brahmanism and which also provided root-ideas for
the more precise development of later Hinduism, Jainism and Buddhism
must well have been visualised by Radhakrishnan. Our surmise here
is based on his usage of the term ‘Indian tradition’. More precisely,
Radhakrishnan’s avoiding the usage of the term ‘Hinduism’ even to
show that Jainism is not to be considered only in the context of its

relationship to ‘Buddhism, is notable.

Today when we refer to the religions of India we do refer to
Hinduism, Jainism and Buddhism as if they were, right from the
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beginning, three religions distinct from each other with their own his-
tories and phases of development. It also needs to be emphasised
that the three major religious traditions of India (Hinduism, Jainism
and Buddhism) in their formative stages, were more or less indistingui-
shable from one another and are understandable only in terms of the
earliest phase of the Indian religious tradition, what has come to be
referred to as Brahmanism. It is thus evident that the term ‘Hindu-
ism’ itself refers to only a particular phase of development of the

Indian religious tradition.

What is significant here is that it is not improbable that the term
Hinduism was a blanket term, covering people belonging to the three
dominant religions of India, as a renowned scholar points out.® He
maintains that the term ‘Hindu’, as a religious designation, was deve-
loped by the Muslims after they had invaded the country in the second
millennium A.D. He writes:

For the Muslims it served to designate these aliens whom they
conquered, and whose not being Muslim was now for the
first time significant. It retained for some time its geogra-
phical reference: ‘Indian’, ‘indigenous’, ‘local’, virtually
‘native’. And the indigenous group themselves also began
to use the term, differentiating themselves and their tradi-
tional ways from those invading Muslim foreigners. It
covered all such groups : those whom we now call Hindus,
but also Jains, Buddhists and all the others.”

If the above contention is accepted, it follows that the origin of
Jainism cannot justifiably be traced to Buddhism alone but is to be
studied alongside the complexities in delineating the various strands
of the Indian religious tradition. This is not to undermine the
research-findings of scholars who have been interested in particular
traditions. This seems to be the reason why Radhakrishnan acknow-
ledges the value of the evidences gathered by Jacobi to maintain
that Jainism was older in origin than Buddhism. Though Radha-
krishnan does not spell this out, it is obvious, he wants to argue for
this position from the point of view of the beginnings of the Indian
tradition as a whole.
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Coming now to a consideration of some aspects of Radhakrish-
nan’s treatment of Jaina metaphysics: Some of the views expressed
by Radhakrishnan on the Jaina theory of Reality are unacceptable
to us. Though Radhakrishnan shows a clear insight into the episte-
mological and metaphysical positions of Jainism, his analysing certain
important concepts like anckantavada and syadvada under epistemology
rather than metaphysics leads him on to an under-estimation of the
significance of the Jaina view of Reality. We concede that the close-
knit relationship between the metaphysical and the epistemological
aspects of any system of philosophy precludes a compartmentalised
treatment of them; as such, issues characterising either of them may
well be dealt with under the other. Notwithstanding our apprecia-
ting the reasons for Radhakrishnan’s dealing with some aspects of
Jaina metaphysics under the section on epistemology and logic, we
have some reservations regarding the interpretation arrived at.

We shall confine our attention to Radhakrishnan’s analysis of the
‘theory of relativity’ which has often been a source of misunderstand-
ing of the Jaina philosophy as a whole. Radhakrishnan carefully
outlines the syadvada theory and explains its significance as will be

evident from the following passages:

It is the use in seven different ways of judgments which
affirm and negate, severally and jointly, without self-contra-
diction, thus discriminating the several qualities of a thing.*

It emphasises the extremely complex nature of reality and its
indefiniteness. It does not deny the possibility of predica-
tion, though it disallows absolute or categorical predication.

...Every proposition is true, but only under certain condi-

tions...>

This doctrine insists on the correlativity of affirmation and
negation. All judgments are double-edged in their character.
...According to this view, all negation has a positive basis...
It emphasises the fundamental truth that distinction is

necessary for thought. The absolute devoid of distinctions

within as well as without is truly unthinkable.*®
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Radhakrishnan even goes to the extent of ‘defending’ Syadvada
against the criticisms of Sankara and Ramanuja. Answering the
criticism that contradictory attributes cannot co-exist in the same

thing, Radhakrishnan observes :

The Jains admit that a thing cannot have self-contradictory
attributes at the same time and in the same sense.  All that
they say is that everything is of a complex nature, an
identity in difference. The real comprehends and reconciles
differences in itself. Attributes which are contradictory in the
abstract coexist in life and experience.'!

But the effectiveness of the above statements is lost since
Radhakrishnan has interspersed them with others which reduce
syadvada to a mere epistemological theory. To concretely illustrate
the theory of Reality that syadvada primarily is, examples such as the
seven blind men trying to give a description of an elephant and that
of a pot (ghata) may be given. But if the accent of emphasis is
shifted on to considering the relationship between the object that is
known and the subject that knows, the thrust of the argument of
spadvada cannot be fully gauged. Radhakrishnan’s interpretation of
syadvada seems to be because of such an approach. With his own
focus of concern, Radhakrishnan observes:

A plurality of reals is admittedly a relative truth...If Jainism
stops short with plurality, which is at best a relative and
partial truth, and does not ask whether there is any higher
truth...it throws overboard its own logic and exalts a relative

truth into an absolute one.'?

Our inability to accept Radhakrishnan’s criticism is due to the
fact that syadvada is to be considered along with other theories which
together provide us an insight into the Jaina view of Reality.
Furthermore, in Jainism itself there is no mere stopping short with
the relative—with no concern for a view-point which may be referred
to as absolutistic. ~We shall briefly consider the two points.

III

There is a two-fold consideration of the complex nature of
Reality in Jainism. The syadvada theory is indeed significant for its
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emphasis on the complex nature of Reality. The basic thesis of
syadvada is that no one proposition is adequate to reveal the nature of
Reality. The inadequacy of the various propositions, however, does
not point to the denial of the value of any of them but rather to the
assertion that they together sustain a meaning-structure for Reality.
This in effect signifies that no absolute affirmation can warrant a
correct interpretation of Reality. The ‘relativistic theory’ of syadvada
is paradoxically geared towards syathesising the various view-points
that can be taken of Reality. The seven-fold predication (saptabhargi-
naya) we find in syadvada is not to be understood merely as pointing
to an analytical consideration of Reality, aslaying bare seven proposi-
tions that can be formulated to explicate the nature of Reality. It is

to be considered as providing a synthetic approach to Reality. How-

ever, as analysis and synthesis go together, we find both the elements

in the syadvada theory, though the accent of emphasis is on synthesis

rather than analysis.

This aspect of the spadvada theory becomes clear from the fact
that it complements the ngyavada theory which emphasises the need
for an analytical approach to Reality. The nayavada theory is clearly
indicative of the pluralistic realism of the Jainas. In nayavada we
have a clear recognition not only of the ‘manyness’ (aneka) into which
Reality can be analysed but also of the manifoldness (an¢kanta) of
Reality. Jainism admits many reals but is careful to point to the com-
plex nature of each of them. The infinite number of qualities charac-
terising the complex reals and the infinite number of relations into
which they enter signify that different view-points (nayas) are required
for comprehending Reality. The nayavada theory thus provides the
frame-work for syadvdda since it clearly points out that Reality can
be looked at from many divergent angles and that none of the latter
can claim absolute validity for itself. The upshot of our argument
then is that since sp@dvada is primarily a theory of Reality which does
not deny the efficacy of an absolutistic standpoint, Radhakrishnan’s

criticism ‘loses its punch’.
v

Coming now to consider Radhakrishnan’s view that Jainism com-
placently stops with relativism, pure and simple : we would suggest
that the ‘relativism’ of spadvada does not assert that relativism contains



288 INDIAN PHILOSOPHICAL ANNUAL

absolute truth. We have been concerned to argue, on the other
hand, that absolute validity is denied to the various propositions for-
mulated. We would add that the denial of absolute validity to the
‘partial views’ does mo¢ signify that Jainism denies an ‘‘absolute

standpoint.”

Apart from this logical argument, we would urge that factually
too there is a clear assertion of an absolute standpoint in Jainism. In
the context of our discussion in this paper, reference to two stand-
points, the absolutistic and the relativistic, seems to be necessary to
stem the argument that the logic of the Jaina view goes against its

pluralistic realism.

The basic argument in Jainism is that a proper understanding of
Reality consists in comprehending consciousness and matter, for they
both exist. If either of these is overlooked, it amounts to an incom—
plete understanding of Reality. The emphasis on considering jiva
and agjiva as aspects of Reality on the ground that they both exist
points to the fact that theindividual soul, matter, space, time and
the principles of motion and rest found in the universe are all Real.'
These constitute the existent reality and are respectively referred to as
Jiva, pudgala, akasa, kala, dharma and adharma.'*

The last five together are referred to as agjiza. It is obvious how
Jainism may be referred to both as dualism and also as pluralism.
It should be noted however that while the pluralistic realism of
Jainism can be neatly summed up in the identification of Existence
with Reality, Reality is also identified with Substance. This is the
significance of the cryptic proposition ““All is one because all (things)
ExISte 2=

Itis significant that the identification of Reality with Substance
is valid only from the transcendeatal point of view, — what is referred
to by the Jainas as the drapyarthika-naya, and not from the empiri-
cal point of view, — the paryayarthika-naya, in the terminology of the
Jainas. For our purpoeses here it will suffice to state that the term
dhruya is made use of by the Jainas to indicate the aspect of identity
and, the terms utpada (origin) and 2yaya (decay), refer to the aspect
of change. It also needs to be reiterated that the term substance
(dravya) refers to all the six ultimate categories we mentioned above.
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Since all the six categories are existent, are capable of assuming
different modes and exhibit varying qualities, the pluralistic-realistic
position of the Jainas does not run counter to the ultimate conception
of Reality in Jainism.

v

In regard to Radhakrishnan’s consideration of the ethical aspects
of Jainism : we shall restrict our comments only to the concept of non-
violence (ahimsa). Here again our concern is with Radhakrishnan’s
not providing us with a more detailed, in-depth study of the seminal
concept.

Radhakrishnan, in trying to visualize as to how the doctrine
might have got so much of importance in the tradition, observes :

The doctrine of rebirth enunciated in the Upanisads, some-
times in an extravagant form, led to the idea that all things
in the world possessed souls. Naturally the Jaina believed
that every material thing, fire, wind and plant, also had a
spirit in it. On such a view the simple joy of the earlier peo-
ples in sacrifices could not last. The times were ripe for re-
volt. The belief that all things, animals and insects, plants
and leaves, were possessed of souls, when coupled with the
idea of rebirth, led to a horror of taking life in any form.

It seems to us that such a reference (alone) to the significance of
ahimsa does not bring out the deeper meaning of this important
ethical principle of the Jainas.

The prime reason for the Jainas attaching supreme importance
to the ‘ethics of ahkimsa’ is to be gathered from their philosophy of
consciousness. Consciousness is the most distinguishing characteristic
of jiva, but the term jiza does not refer to the human soul alone.
Consciousness, according to Jainism, is discernible in four different
states of existence. The different levels of consciousness representing
the various states of existence are that of the animals, the humans,
the infernal beings and the celestial beings. Thus Jainism believes in
what may be referred to as ‘continuity of consciousness’. Leaving

the infernal stage (n@raki) out of account here it needs to be pointed
37
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out that the other stages represent the progressive steps through which
the jiva passes before attaining perfection. Hence no Jiva has any
right to interfere with the ‘spiritual prospects’ of any other jiva. More
specifically, man has no right to interfere with the (spiritual) progress
of any being—even of the one-sensed. Even injury involves ‘a positive
interference’ and so taking of life is strictly prohibited. Thus when
we consider the philosophy of jiza in depth, the inner meaning of

ahimsa comes to the fore.

V1

The restricted confines of this paper has prevented us from mak-
ing references to the positive contribution that Radhakrishnan has
made to the study of Jainism. But since this paper is not meant to
merely eulogise Radhakrishnan’s understanding and interpretation of
the Jaina tradition, we have, within the short span of this paper,
not focussed our attention on those aspects of Radhakrishnan’s pre-
sentation of Jainism as found in his magnum opus.

Before concluding, however, it should be mentioned that Radha-
krishnan’s open-minded approach is transparently evident in his treat-
ment of Jainism.  Even though his own predilection seems to be for
a Vedantic type of approach, it is notable that even where his ‘biases’
reflect themselves, we find him consciously attempting to ‘balance
them’ by stating and re-stating what the Jainas have to say in regard
to their own tradition. Radhakrishnan’s chapter on Jainism is cer-
tainly a remarkable piece of philosophical writing — not merely in the
sense of a scholarly treatment of a tradition but in the more import-
ant sense of how, objective writing ‘on philosophies’ should be.

Our own venturing to present this paper, as we indicated earlier
on, has been with a view to adding a few more thoughts to those of
Radhakrishnan. But our approach has not been simply accepting
all of Radhakrishnan’s views and supplementing them with a few
stray ideas. We have, true to the spirit of Radhakrishnan’s own me-
thod of reviewing a tradition, pointed to the ways in which the inner

meaning of an important philosophical system should be comprehen-
ded.
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Special Articles. Pages 265.

Volume Five (1969) : Part I: Proceedings of the seminar on
The Concept of Liberation and its Relevance to Philosophy ;
Part 1I: Proceedings of the seminar on Gandhian Weltanschauung;
Part IIT : Special Articles. Pages 292.

Volume Six (1970) : Part I: Proceedings of International
seminar on World Philosophy : Panel Discussion, Indian Philosophical
Perspectives and Public Lectures; Part IT: Special Articles. Pages 190.

Volume Seven (1971): Part I: Proceedings of the seminar on
Advaita Vedanta and Western Thought; Part IT: Proceedings of
the seminar on the Concept of God ; Part III : Special Articles.
Pages 286.

Volume Eight (1972) : Part I: Proceedings of the seminar on
Sri Aurobindo and the Concept of Evolution ; Part II : Proceedings
of the seminar on The Concept of Person; Part IIT : Special Articles.
Pages 294.
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Volume Nine (1973-74) : Part I : Proceedings of the seminar on

The Concept of Being; Part II : Proceedings of the seminar on Philo-
sophy and Social conflict ; Part III : Special Articles. Pages 171.

Volume Ten (1974-75) : Part I : Procecedings of the seminar on

Reality and Categories of Thought ; Part 11 : Proceedings of the se-
minar on South Indian Mysticism ; Part III1: Special Articles. Pages

187.
Volume Eleven (1976) : Part I: Proceedings of the seminar on

The Concept of Consciousness ; Part IT : Special Articles. Pages 196.
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II Books

(a) Published under the Auspices of the Institute
Has History a Meaning? by Dr. Fernand Brunner, 1967, pages 26,
Rs. 2.25.
The Concept of the Vyavaharika in Advaita Vedanta by Dr. T.P.
Ramachandran, 1969, pages xi plus 192, Rs. 12.50.
The Personalistic Existentialism af Berdyaev by Dr. R. Balasubra-
manian, 1970, pages xii plus 123, Rs. 7.00.
The Hindu Philosophy of Social Reconstruction Dr.S. Gopalan,
1970, pages xv plus 108, Rs. 7.00.

The Sankara-Vijayam of Anantanandagiri (critical edition) gﬁ)r.
N. Veczhinathan, 1971, pages Xi plus 311, Rs. 16.00.

T he Samksepasariraka of Sarvajiatman by Dr. N. Veezhinathan,
1972, pages xii plus 145 plus 544 plus 38, Rs. 30.00.

Social Fustice : An Axiological Analysis by Dr. S. Gopalan, 1972,
pages xiv plus 279, Rs. 30.00.

Sataratnasangraha of Sri Umapati Sivacarya by Professor P. Thiru-
gnanasambandhan. 1973, pages xxv plus 150, Rs. 10.00.

T he T aittiriyopanisad-bhasya-vartika of SureSvara by Dr. R.Bala-
subramanian, 1974, pages viii plus 770, Rs. 40.00.

Index to Dissertations in Philosophy by Abdul Rawoof, 1974, pages
176, Rs. 10.00.

Philosophy : Theory and Practice (Proceedings of the International
Seminar on World Philosophy held in Madras in December
1970), 1974, pages x plus 652, Rs. 45.00.

The Paiicadasi of Bharatitirtha Vidyaranya : An  Inierpretative
Exposition by Dr. T.M.P. Mahadevan, (Reprinted) 1975, pages
xx viii plus 242, Rs. 15.00.

Advaita Vedanta by Dr. R. Balasubramanian, 1976, pages xvi plus
298, Rs. 12.00. 3

Structure and Change in Philosophy by Dr. R. Sundararajan,
pages 145, Rs. 12.00.
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iii

(b) Published by the University of Madras for the
Department of Philosophy

Collected Papers of Professor S.S. Suryanarayana Sastri edt., Dr. T.
M.P. Mahadevan, 1961, pages xix plus 441, Rs. 20.00.

Advaita and Neoplatonism by Dr. J.F. Staal, 1961, pages xii plus
262, Rs. 7.00.

T he concept of Mukti in Advaita Vedanta by Dr. A.G. Krishna
Warrier, 1962, pages 564; Rs. 10.00.

A Gritique of Difference (Bulletin) by Professor S.S. Suryanara-
yana Sastri and Dr. T.M.P. Mahadevan, (Reprinted) 1965,
pages xiii plus 52, Rs. 2.50.

Advaita Epistemology with special reference to  ISta-siddi of
Vimuktatman by Dr. P. K. Sundaram, 1968, pages xxi plus 408
plus x, Rs. 25.00.

S'ivadvaita of Srikantha by Professor S.S. Suryanarayana Sastri
(Reprinted) 1972, pages 1l plus 355, Rs. 20.00.

Sambandha-vartika of Suresvaracarya by Dr. T.M.P. Mahadevan,
pages xxviii plus 612, Rs. 35.00.

The Word Index to the Brahkma-sitra-bhdsya of Sanrkaracarya,
Edited by Dr. T.M.P. Mahadevan, compiled by G. Harihara
Sastri and Dr. P.K. Sundaram, Part I, 1971, pages iii, 1-416,
Rs. 20.00; Part II, 1973, pages vi plus 416-1064, Rs. 28.00.
Tradition : A Social Anyalysis by Dr. S. Gopalan, 1973, pages viii
plus 132, Rs. 8.00.

Sankhya-Karika by Professor S.S. Suryanarayana Sastri, (Re-
printed) 1973, pages xxviii plus 629, Rs. 7.50.

Saiva-Siddhanta as expounded in the Sivajfians-Siddhiyar and its
Six Commentaries. by Dr. V. A. Devasenapathi, (Reprinted)
1974, pages viii plus 322, Rs. 12. 50.

Sivadvaita Nirnaya by Professor S.S. Suryanarayana Sastri,
(Reprinted) 1974, pages 59 plus 13 plus I3} Ris 128503
Gaudapada — A Study in Early Advaita by Dr. T. M. P.
Mahadevan, (Fourth Edition) 1975, pages xi plus 292,
Rs. 16. 00.

(c) Golden Fubilee Publications
Being and Unity in Western Philosophy by Dr. Herbert Herring,
1977, pages vi plus 84, Rs. 10. 00.
Duyaita-Vedanta by Professor S.S. Raghavachar, 1977, pages vii
plus 67, Rs. 10. 00.
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
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iv

Visistadvaita by Professor S. S. Raghavachar, 1977, pages viii
plus 63. Rs. 7. 00.

Religion, Language and Philosophy by . r. N. H. Palmer, 1977,
pages 80, Rs. 4. 00-

Christianity and T amil Culture by Fr Igratius Hirudayam, 1977,
pages 85, Rs. 8. 00.

Aesthetics of the T amils by Dr. T. P. Mcenakshisundaran, 1977
pages iv plus 23, Rs. 3. 50.

Lectures on Some Aspects of Indian Social >hilosophy by Dr. T. P.
Meenakshisundaran, "1977, pages iv plus 53, Rs. 7. 00.

Perspectives in Saivism by Dr. V. Ramakrishnan, 1978, pages
vi plus 136, Rs. 12. 00.

Christian Poets and Tamil Culture by Dr. Dayanandam Francis,
1978, pages v plus 70, Rs. 9. 00.

Reflections on Vedanta by Dr. Herbert Herring, 1978, pages
viii plus 48, Rs. 7. 00.

Islam, Indian Religions and Tamil Cultrre (in English & Tamil),
by Mr. M. M. Ismail and Mr. S. M. oculaiman, 1977, pages vi
plus 81, Rs. 8. 00.

Sivajﬁanapadiyat—tiravu (A Key to the commentary on the
Sivajiiana-bodham) (in Tamil) by Professor K. Vajravelu
Mudaliar, 1977, pages iz plus 192, Rs. 15. 00.

Jainism (in Tamil) by Dr. T. E. Gnanamurthi, 1977, pages ix
plus 90, Rs. 9. 00.

ViraSaivam (in Tamil) by Dr V. Rathinasabapathy, 1977, pages
ix plus 454, Rs. 20. 00.

Indian  Aesthetics (in Tamil) by Professor P. Tirugnana-
sambandhan, 1977, plus 186, Rs. 12. 00.

Buddhism (in Tamil) by Dr. S. N. Kandaswami, 1977, pages
xiii plus 303, Rs. 20. 00.

Christian Pocts and Tamil Culture (in Tamil) by Dr. Dayanandam
Francis, 1977, pages viii plus 80, Rs. 8. 00. :

Pratyabhijiia-hrdayam (in Tamil) Translated with explanatory
notes by Professor P. Tirugnanasambhandan, 1978, pages xiv
plus 76, Rs. 8. 00.

Kashmir Saivism (in Tamil) by Professor P. Tirugnanasamban-
dhan, 1978, pages viii plus €., Rs. 7.00.

Wholeness and Breakdown by )r. Hans Mol, 1978, pages x plus 126,
Rs. 13.00. :

Fainism by Dr. Ka}ghatgi, 1978, pages x plus 94, Rs. 12.00.
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