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INTRODUCTION

The general characteristics of the decades after the last World War, so
far as the human situation goes include two phenomena these decades
are marked by man’s dissatisfaction with himself, his confession of
1gnorance of himself, hus anxiety about his future, and also his earnest
search for the ground of s bemng, which can give him a feeling of
security with reference to his hfe here and hereafter, they are also
marked by man’s pride about his achievements 1n science and tech-
nology, a hope of a better Iife on earth, and a faith 1n humself as capable
of engineering the indivadual and society for reahzing peace, harmony,
and happiness for all men The contemporary thinking man 1s conscious
of the predicament these two kinds of characteristics have created for
him, admuts failures, hopes for improvements, and works for them In
carrying out this work, he has to and wants to know what human hfe s,
what the meaning and purpose of Iife are, and why his struggles and
achievements have not succeeded m giving every man a reasonable
amount of comfort and happmess He has come to realize also that the
accumulation of matenal comforts does not necessanly lead to happi-
ness, although happiness for man — except for the monk, fakiwr, or
sannyasin — 15 not possible without material comforts
Here we have the problem Control and conquest of the environment,
although necessary, are not sufficient for the happiness and content-
ment of man If some demands of man’s nature are satisfied by ma-
tenal comforts others are not The many demands of man’s inward
nature are coordinate to the different external forms of comfort and
happiness So the question ‘“What 1s the nature of the external world?”
becomes a coordinate of the question “What 1s the nature of man’s
nward being or what 1s the nature of his self?”’ Paul Valery saxd “It1s
the same with our spmt as with our flesh both de m the mystery
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ated There seems to be much 1n the mner nature of the self to be
grasped and utihzed for making man fully happy, if we accept the
truth that the mner and outer natures of man are coordmate Our
complex and confusing world outlook, 1n which science and technology
have thrown up more human problems than ever before, makes the
problem of the self important and pressing As the problem 1s left out-
side the scope of the special sciences, 1t 15 only thinkers n the fields of
religion, philosophy, and psychology who can now elucidate the nature
and structure of the inner self

It was for this reason that the problem of the self was suggested to
President Howard Lowry as worth a conference on comparative ph-
losophy and culture There was another reason also The College 15 a
liberal arts college Its aum 1s to tram young men how to be complete
men They can be complete men when they are well-informed and
educated 1n terms of the knowledge accumulated by man up to the
present, and keep their minds open and alive, they can then react
nightly and adequately, with courage and moderation resulting from
understanding, to the problems that may arse in the slowly developmg
world outlook appearing i the horizons of our knowledge And this
outlook, n which science and technology, pllosophy and culture have
to find a common basis or denominator for hiving together and for
adjusting themselves to one another 1 1ts hght, 1s bound to be general
and umversal To give young men such traming knowledge of the self
1s as necessary as knowledge of the external world The problem of the
self 15, therefore a fitting problem for a conference sponsored by a
lrberal arts college

But the self 1s differently understood or at least taken to be different-
ly understood by the different philosophical traditions of the world
Every tradition may think that 1t possesses the final answer to the
problem But 1n our times 1t 15 now seriously felt that even when some
traditions gwve an apparently same answer, they have significantly
different approaches, significantly different elements or factors n
seemngly same concepts, and certainly all traditions do not give the
same answer And we have to note also that the same tradition contams
different answers Because of the admitted imperfection of the know-
ledge of the self — at least 1n the academuc, 1f not 1n commtted religious
circles —1n any one of the traditions 1t becomes important to know for
every tradition what the other traditions say about the self Hence
comparative philosophy becomes enhightening and informative Goethe
said that one who knows only his own language does not really know1t,
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X INTRODUCTION

we may add that one who knows only his own philosophical tradition
does not know it. This is the reason for making the conference on the
problem of the self a conference on comparative philosophy and culture.

The classifications of cultures have been various. Some say that the
Woestern is composed of the Greek and the Christian, — thereby treating
the Jewish as a forerunner of the Christian, — and the Eastern of the
Indian and the Chinese, assimilating the Islamic to the Christian. Some
maintain that we should not ignore the Egyptian and Mesapotamian
contributions to the Jewish and, through it, to the Christian and that
they also should be added. Some point to the Jewish as the source of
both Islam and Christianity and speak of the three religions, including
the Jewish, as Isracl-born; they hold that we should have them added
to the Greek, Indian, and Chinese cultures and civilizations. Others,
taking the common features of the Greek and Indian cultures, speak of
them as forming one cultural unit, of the Israel-born world outlook as
the second, and the Chinese as the third. There are still other classifi-
cations of cultures and world outlooks given by Spengler, Toynbee,
Sorokin, Northrop, etc., made from different points of view — religion,
geography, social forms, history, science, epistemology and so forth.
These criss-crossing divisions show that any pigeonholing of cultures
and even of religions becomes arbitrary and that dispersion, if not
mutual influence, of different ideas and the resulting penetration by
them of religions and cultures were more wide-spread than we gener-
ally think.

But for philosophical purposes, taking both geography and ideas into
consideration, we may say that China, India, Israel, and Greece stand
out as conspicuous originators of thought. But the Greek and the
Jewish traditions merged in what is now called the Western. Then we
have the Western, Indian, and the Chinese. Just as Christian thought
in its development became a combination of Greek and Jewish thought
with the teachings of Christ — in fact Jewish thought itself absorbed
many elements of Greek thought — Islamic thought also, apart from
the orthodox standing aloof from all philosophy, became Islamized
Platonism, Aristotelianistn, and Neo-Platonism, with this difference
that in Islam philosophers did not fare as well as in Christianity. Yet
there were men in Islam who devoted considerable thought to the
problems of self, God, and nature. In spite of its treatment of its phi-
losophers, Islam need not be excluded from philosophy; for it is still a
great living force, a living culture and civilization. Philosophy may still
have a new future in its lands and is bound to have a future if the
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Islamic countries absorb and asstmilate the new rational and scientific
outlook and malke 1t a factor of the growth and development of their
culture m the changing world that 1s becoming more and more close-
kmt
- Now, which of the traditions can be represented in a conference on
comparative philosophy and culture? Indeed, the answer can be All
the living and the non-ving But there were hmitations, financial and
otherwise, imposed on the orgarizers The Conference was organized as
a pre centennial event of the College and as inaugurating Indian and
Islamic studies So tn addition to the Western, only the Indian and
Islamic representations were arranged Even then 1t was not possible
to have a representative of every school of every traditton It was
thought useful, of course, to have some contnbutors show how the
1deas of two traditions could be brought together 1n sigmficant and
cnitical comparsons, as otherwise the impression created would be that
each tradition stood alone by 1itself and no brnidge could be built from
the one to the other

That comparative philosophy and mutual philosophical under-
standing are desirable for the present age, in which men of differing
cultures have to Iive together, 15 accepted by many leading thinkers,
particularly 1n America and Germany But the task cannot be ac-
complished by a single conference The papers of this Conference may
be regarded as a sample of what has to be accomphshed The problems
concermng the self are many — spiritual, ethical, social, political, eco-
nomuc, and biological - even 1f we leave out those which science, tech-
nology, and industrialization have created But the aims of this Confer-
ence had to be hmited Apart from recognizing the importance of the
problem, they are (1) To promote mutual understanding of the phi~
losophees and cultures of the East and the West, (2) To show, as John
Dewey said using the term coined by William James, that there are no
cultural “block universes,” but only one universe in which cultures
have significant common areas and sigmficant dufferences, (3) To dis-
cover what 1s permanently significant m each of the thought-patterns
and what can be of importance to every culture and philosophy,the
non-recognition of which makes our cultures lop-sided and harmful,
and (4) To contnbute to the discovery of what 1s sigmificant 1n the
dufferences, the non-recognition of which prevents proper East-West
understanding and communication

The attempt was made, within limits imposed on the organizers, to
secure papers from scholars belonging to the traditions themselves It
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is only recently that the principle has been accepted that the philoso-
phers of the tradition itself should present its philosophies. This helps
to avoid wrong interpretations by people of a different tradition, who
may not only be ill-acquanted with alien traditions, but also prejudiced
and unreasonably self-assured. It is not meant that the eastern philoso-
phers themsclves will give an absolutely clear and correct presentation
of their philosophies. It is to be remembered that they have to use a
foreign language, choose a foreign technical terminology; they have to
be capable of not only grasping and presenting the philosophical in-
sights of their own traditions, but also have a reasonable acquaintance
and grasp of the fields of thought in the West similar to the ones in
their own tradition. They need also academic detachment in inter-
preting their own schools other than the one to which they belong
cither by birth or conviction. Yet in spite of such difficulties, their
interpretations can be expected to be more authentic than those given
by men who look at the culture from the outside.

The readér, it is hoped, will find much material for reflection in the
papers. He can see some common features: for example, that the self
was not understood by the traditions without reference to an under-
lying transcendent ground called the Supreme Spirit, Absolute, God,
etc., however its nature was conceived; that the self’s relation to the
transcendent ground raises problems of ethics, which the philosophies
attempted to handle in different ways; and that this relationship
creates problems of personality, whether it can have its distinctness,
what it is in this world and the next and so on. Not every paper dis-
cusses all the questions. But the reader can see that these questions are
present in the traditions, even if differently answered. He can ask him-
self what significance and importance these differences can have. This
asking might interest him in traditions other than his own, stimulate
him to study and understand them further, and prevent him from
treating them as outlandish and opaque. The result could be a deeper
awareness of his own culture and philosophy and a more valuable
mutual understanding of East and West.

The Executive Committee decided that the opening address of the
General President of the Conference and two subsequent lectures should
be for the general public. The Committee was fortunate in obtaining
F. S. C. Northrop of Yale as the General President, a philosopher who
is internationally known for his writings on East and West. One public
lecture, “‘Love, Self, and Contemporary Culture,” was given by Richard
McKeon of Chicago, who is also an internationally known philosopher.
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The second, “The Problem of Immortality,” was given by Paul Tillich,
one of the world’s great theologians 3 The other contributions were
intended for specialists, although open to all who were mterested At
the end, Dr Sterling M McMurrn of the University of Utah, mn the
concluding speech, ‘“Concern for the Person,” gave his over-all im-
presstons of the Conference

The order 1n which the lectures and papers are arranged 1s not that in
which they were given at the Conference The latter was determined by
considerations of convemience, location, and persons In this book they
are arranged according to the form of the lectures and the traditions
Furst are given the opening presidential address and the two general
public lectures, then the papers of the representatives of the three
traditions, who do not deal with the same topics but with those which
they consider to be of specialinterest in their traditions, then the papers
that are more or less comparative in their discussions, and lastly Dr
McMurrin's concluding address

The 1dea of the Conference originated with President Howard Lowry,
who preferred to stay in the background throughout It 1s thanks to
him that there was a Conference Our next thanks go to the anony-
mous donor and the Lecture Commuttee of the College, without whose
help the Conference could not have been what 1t was The success of
the Conference was due not only to the Executive Commttee the
representatives of the traditions who made their contributions through
lectures and papers, but also to the admimstration of the College which
cooperated 1n all decistons arrived at by the Commuttee Our thanks are
due to all of them They are also due to the students of the College and
the public of Wooster, who not only helped the Commuttee, but also
took interest 1n the lectures and papers and attended the sessions Six
countries, twenty three states, and thirty five mstitutions were repre-
sented at the Conference, we acknowledge our thanks to all of the
representatives

THE EDITORS

The College of Wooster
Wooster, Ohio

3 His lecture was perhaps the last of 1ts kind and his Executive Commuttee was grieved to
know of his death
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TOWARDS A MORE COMPREHENSIVE
CONCEPT OF THE PERSON

F S C NoxrTeROP

We are mn the mudst of a world-embracing philosophical and cultural
snteraction and reconstruction Every cultural and philosopheal tra-
dition, as embodied somewhere 1n social customs, 1s mvolved Every
species of the old 1s both affecting and being transformed by the new
At the same time, two normatively incompatible political and economic
phulosophies for modermzing the world are competing for men's muinds
and customs it Asta and Africa as well as the West, even to the brink of
Wwar i an atonuc age

The deepest assumptions of every domam of human experience ~
rebglous and secular, naturabstically descmiptive and normatively
presciiptive — aré engaged Our beliefs both about what 15 and what
ought to be — classical and contemporary, Orental and Occidental,
Afnican and Aryan ~ are affecting one another and, 1n the process,
transformung the religious and secular behefs, mstitutions and sogial
customs of people everywhere

The naturabstically descriptive transformation shows m the fact
that the peoples of Africa and Asia are of thewr own chorce adopting for
themselves the instruments and practices of modern agricultural, medi-
cal and physical scrences This 1s a new kind of technology For, bike the
atomuc bomb, 1t derives not from the narve reabistic way of thinkang of
natural history saence, or ordmmary observation, but from the image-
less, many-termed relational, indirectly confirmed, logically reahstic
constructs of mathematical scientrfre thinking So much have Japanese,
Clunese, Indian and other Asian scientists made this ancient Greeh and
rodern form of thought their own that today 1t can no longer be called
Western and 1s world-embracing

The normatively prescriptive transformation exhibits iself mn the
fact that the peoples of Africa and Asia have mmported from the West,
and made their own, the similar nnageless, syntactical constructs, with
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their novel norms concerning what ought-fo-be, of Western secularly
cosmopolitan egalitarian and religiously ecumenical science. This
science was the discovery and creation of the Roman Stoics, but re-
ceived its most consistent articulation in the Jeffersonian Declaration
of Independence and in the Bill of Rights which he, due to direct Stoic
as well as modern Lockean influence, insisted upon being added to the
American Federal Constitution. This legal science of political and
cconomic constructs, laden with incompatible naive realistic content,
passed also via Justinian's Constantinople into Tsarist and then into
Marxist Russia where, again, it was filled with mid-1gth century naive
realistic materialistic content. Thus it is that today both the nation
which is the Soviet Union and the nation which is the United States of
America are legal constructs, as are all other modern Western nations.
In this century, peoples everywhere have appealed to the Jeffersonian
version of Stoic Roman contractual legal science to declare their own
political and cultural independences. The consequence is that all the
modern nations throughout the world today are legal constructs. So
also are all modern economic institutions, be they the General Motors
Corporation, Burma Oil Ltd., the Bank of India, or the Bank of Ghana.
Of these new norms concerning what ougit-fo-be, both religiously and
secularly, and the old norms they are transforming, more later.
Immediately it must be noted that the interphilosophical and inter-
cultural movements of our world are not merely one way from the
modern to the ancient and from the Occidental to the Oriental and the
African. Equally important influences have occurred and are occurring
in the opposite direction. Each people throughout the world is insisting
on building their new egalitarian polity, so far as possible, in the light
their own respective religious and other cultural traditions. Also, in-
digenous Asian and African cultures have had and are continuing to
have prodigious transforming influences upon the modern West. I refer
to more than the Western concern with Oriental philosophy, in which
the French and Dutch have long been proficient, and which the East-
\West Honolulu Conferences beginning in 1939 and this conference show
to be important in the English-speaking world. In the realm of art,
recall the stimulus given to early French impressionism by Chinese
painting. Note the transforming influence of African music, by way of
New Orleans, upon Hollywood, the dancing of Western youth, and
contemporary Western radio, television, and the theatre generally.
But in the process, the beat of the jazz is torn from its native tribal
African ritualistic aesthetic and normative social controls to be com-
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bmed with something of the wntten scales and forms of classical
Western music but without its full normative cultural context and
discapline The result 15 that, when this native tnbal Afncan non-
Western music has run full cirewt culturally almost around the world
to make its impact m Austraban radio broadcasts on the native tribes
of Borneo, the effect 1s as culturally and socially disturbmng there asat
15 10 the behavior of the Beatmks i London The ethnologist, Mr Tom
Harnett Harnsson, has observed and descmibed what has happened as
follows

Until 1950 nobody had a radwo 11 Borneo s mountain regions But then each
long house bought a radio, which was kept on the verandah of the chief s room,
and radio music became the normal music As a result the matwves own
nstruments and old customs are disappeaning On the coast the development ss
staggenng Where drams could once be heard afl might radios are now bellowing
st full blast

This development has a ttemendous effect npon the people becauvse once you
bave discredited the old music {and only certam mdividuals could play those
beautiful instruments) once you have discredited the dancing {and only the
finest dancers could hold everyone spell bound with their sword dances) then
you have discredited a whale set of faiths connected wrth art and cultere and
even deeper than that you have discredited certamn types of wtellectual leader
shup so that 1t seems sitly to do old things ¢

Clearly, no culture, however solated and primsine, or modern 15
smmune Each s baving its impact upen every other wrth results which
are leaving the normative behefs and customs of no people entirely
what they were before

Furthermore, the personal and popular mamfestations everywhere
are emotionally disturbing, if not embsttering The cultural reaction in
Mississippr by religious persons and groups to the unammous decisions
of the Supreme Court 1n the desegregation cases tlustrates this m the
so-called modern American West Earher reactions of nght-wing Hm-
dus to the implementation of the sumiar Fundamental Freedoms i
Free India’s Constitution exemplify 1t in Asia The present-day Liber-
1an mn Esther Warner’'s New Song 1 a Strange Land expresses the same
emotive, existential predicament when he says "All we got to hive
under two laws ‘We got to live under the Libertan government (modern
Western) law They got plenty soldier 'We don’t give our heart to that
law The other law 15 the law of our people where the chief 15 the g
man That one we give heart to "2

1 The South East Assan Round Table, a Symposium on Tudmonal c:uxnms and Tech
nological Progress 1n South East Aua, SEATO, Bangkok, undated, p
2 Esther Wacner, Aew Song o1 ¢ Strange Land, Hougbton Vaffh, Bostcn 1948, p 36
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These examples suffice to show that it is not merely man’s more overt
secular customs, but also his inner feelings and normative convictions
about what a person ¢s and what it means to be a good, just, or re-
ligiously virtuous person that are being challenged, interculturally in-
fluenced and expanded, and, therefore, perhaps, made capable of a
more comprehensive articulation today. In any event, it is to this last
topic that the remainder of this paper will restrict itself.

The foregoing considerations show that in the impact of Western
contractual legal constructs, with their political and economic insti-
tutions, and of contemporary technological instruments of communi-
cation, upon the traditional religious and other customs of the world,
two different and, in considerable part, incompatible philosophies of
the religious and the secular person are in conflict. It is important that
we bring into the open the difference between these two philosophies.

The cultural anthropologists give the distinguishing mark of the
traditional concept of the person when they describe the degree to
which universally the normative beliefs and customs of people tra-
ditionally were and, to a greater extent than most liberal democrats
realize, still are, a function of family, tribal and racial loyalties or, in
short, what anthropologists call their kinship structure. For this reason
we shall refer to this world-wide traditional concept of both the natu-
ralistically descriptive and the normatively prescripti¥e person as the
kinship anthropological conception of the per;(g/

Empirically, its mark is that, strictly spedking, both the natural-
istically empirical person that 7s and the normative moral, legal, politi-
cal and religious person who oughi-to-be is not the individual, but the
patriarchal or matriarchal kinship anthropological, large ancestral joint
family, or the racial, purely bred tribe in which the individual is em-
bedded. If the kinship structure be patriarchal, then all normative
authority is predominantly in male hands; if matriarchal, the converse
is the case. Thus moral rights and privileges are not egalitarian edu-
cationally or otherwise with respect to differences in sex. Nor are they
egalitarianly normative for either sex, since in both the family and the
tribe, the rule of primogeniture determines who is the trustee of the
tribe and the family. Politically and religiously, to attain national
unity, this entails ordering the families hierarchically vis-a-vis the first
theocratic or royal family. Case follows as a corollary in any community
where there are peoples of different racial ancestry.

The top-most virtue, called “filial piety,” and the elder brother-
younger brother prescription in Confucian ethics illustrates this concept
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of the natural and the moral person in classical China and the Confucian
component of Korean, Japanese and Indochimese cultures, as do the
Jarge jomt patnarchal famties and the first famulial theocratic Emper-
ors or Maharajas in Chinese, Shunto Japanese, Hindu Indian and Hindu
Buddhust Asian cultures generally The caliphates of the Shates, with
therr rule of primogemture, Hlustrate 1t m Istam The frequent revolts
of the African tribal chieftains m the contemporary new African con-
tractual legal nations expresses its presence there, as does the afore-
quoted statement of the Libersan that 1t 15 “the chief (who) 1s the big
man we give heart to " Similarly, for the African Ruanda, the
cultural field anthropologist, Professor Jacques J Maquet, has found
that thewr kinship anthropologscal culture 1s grounded thus hierarchial~
1y m the normative pnnciple of mequahty 3

Nor 1s this kinship anthropological concept of the person foreign to
the West Fustel de Coulanges’ Ancient Cily, ke C W Westrup's
studies 1n eatly Roman law, make 1t evident that the nerms of the
morals, law and religron of the early Western peoples were similar
Only the names of the religions are different The present Enghsh
histortan, Mr Peter Laslett, has shown recently that Sir Robert Ful-
mer’s Patriarcha, which states and defends this kinship anthropological,
Judasc and Chrstian theory of God's will for man, 1s not the transcen-
dental rehigious and philosophical hocus-pocus 1t seems to be when
read from the standpomnt of the egabtaran contractual legal assump-
tions given 1n Locke’s criticism of Filmer in the former's treatise Of
Crosl Government Instead, Laslett shows 4 that Sir Robert’s classic 1s
but a descriptive statement of the de facto beliefs and customs exssting
educationally at Oxford and Cambndge, legally at the Bar, and poht1-
cally and religiously in the Crown and Canterbury of early 17th century
England Laslett’s first-hand study of the parish records of colomal
Virgima 3 reyeals also that this conception of the good Christian gentle-
man and the just educational and social system was camed by the
younger sons and the daughters of the gentry of Kent and Essex via the
Virgima Company mto the American colony From there, as the Ame-
nican colonial historsans, Professor Rollin G Osterwess and others have
shown, 1t spread throughout the Amencan South to capture Jater even

*F 5 C Morthrop and Hellea H Livingstan, editors, Crass Cultural Understanding
Epistemology sn Anthropology, Harper & Row, New York, 1964, pp 13-31

4 Sir Robert Filmer, Patriarcha and Other Politzcal Works, edited with an Introduction by
Peter Lastett, Basit Blacknell, Oviord, 1949, pp 1~46

¥ Peter Laslatt, “Sic Robert Filmer The Man \ersus the Whig Myth, 1 illiam and Mary
Quarterly, Yol Vi, No 4, Seres 3, pp $23-546
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the middleclass nonconformist Southern American Protestants. There
it persists as a religious and social challenge to the contractually legal,
cosmopolitanly universal and religiously tolerative and ecumenical
philosophy of the person of the Stoics, Locke, Jefferson and Madison
and the present Justices of the Supreme Court of the United States.

Seen in this cultural anthropological context, the present emotional
disturbances and embitterments can be described as the product of the
acceptance and uncompromising application of egalitarian contractual
legal science, not merely in Africa and Asia, but also in the West, to
shift the concept of a person and his religious or secular customs from
the kinship anthropological to an egalitarian contractual legal basis in
which all individuals (regardless of naively sensed natural history bio-
logical and kinship anthropological differences in sex, color of skin,
racial ancestry or temporal order of birth) stand equal, existe tially
consentual, and, therefore, meaningfully self-responsible befor;;e; con-
tractual common law.

Epistemologically stated, this means that both with respect to (a)
the descriptive naturalistic 75 of human nature and (b)\d}/;;escriptive
ought-to-be, the shift is being made from a naive realistic conception in
which sensed differences between persons are of the essence, to an
imageless, relationally syntactical, hypothetically contractual, and
existentially consentual, logically realistic meaning in which naively
sensed differences are normatively irrelevant. All these adjectives are
necessary, as the following considerations will show.

The symbol for this concept of the person is well known in our
Western cultural tradition. It is the blindfolded maiden with her pair
of scales measuring out justice; blindfolded because, in the constructs
of hypothetical, logically realistic thinking, whether it be that of
mathematical physics or contractual legal science, sensed images,
though important by way of rules of correspondence or epistemic corre-
lations for indirect confirmation or procedurally, do not enter into the
syntactical construction of the fundamental concepts of the theory.

Expressed in the language of pure mathematics or the symbolic logic
of relations, this means that the ultimate entities are always imageless,
many-termed relationally defined variables which, after the manner of
Ernst Mach’s relational theory of mass, derive their scientifically natu-
ralistic or their contractually legal normative properties syntactically
by way of the imagelessly formal properties of the relations in which
they are the terms. From this it follows analytically and tautologically
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that the formal properties of the relation must hold for all values of the
entity vanables

Ths means that any concept of the person 1 the normative socual
sciences or the humamaties, which understands and 1 adequate to the
moral religious and social revolution that 1s transformmg today’s
world, to produce the contemporary exustential agonizing cannot be a
purely existential philosaphy even though individual exstentsal person~
al commmutment 15 involved 1n the consentual component of the theory
For the logically realistic contractual construct, to which the existentsal
commutment 1s made and from which alone the egalitaran, cosmo-
pohitan norms follow, entails unrversal lawfulness and hence an es-
sentialist philosophy

As shown 1n greater detai elsewhere,® the logical realism of this nor-
mative philosophy of the person has several mmpheations It 1s the
equivalent, expressed 1n reahistic epistemological terms of Kant's sdeal~
1stic epistemologrcally grounded categorical imperative Such 15 the
case because 1t makes umversal lawfulness the criteron of morally
good behavior But it differs from Kant's theory in certam sigmficant
respects

First, 1t extends this normative prescription of Kant to embrace law
and pohtics as well as personal morahty, never permutting 1n principle
the personal morally good to be one thing and the offical legally and
polttically just judgment to be quste apother, after the manner of
Hobbes the 1gth century Enghsh junsprude Austin and more recent
Anglo-American legal and political positivists, such as the late Judge
Learned Hand, or, as occurred when Kant distingwished the good
personal morality from the normatively good and just in law and poh-
tics by grounding the former completely 1n the categonical imperative
and the notmative meaning of the latter m part at least 1 a posterion
factors

A second difference between the logically realistic conception of the
normative person and Kant's ideahstic epistemological version 1s that
the former entasls a more ngorous and symbohc logically analytic
statement of the categorical imperative than Kant gave, thereby free-
g1t from vulnerability to the well-known enticisms that, for example,
the morality of Hitler’s Germany (which ncidentally was of the
German folk kunship anthropological kind) passed Kant’s cnterion
of bemg generalized into umversal Jaws This crthasm anses be-

¢ F S C Northrop The Complenity of Legal and Ethecal Lxperence, Little, Brown and
Co, Boston, 1959, Chapters XVI~AXIY
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cause Kant expressed his categorical imperative in ordinary language
and thereby left it ambiguous whether not merely the normative re-
lation as a whole between persons, but also its substantive content
must be universally quantified for all persons. As noted above, logical
realism, whether referring to the descriptive 7s of mathematical natural
science or the onght-fo-be of normative subjects, requires all elementary
entitics in its theory to be variables, receiving all their defining proper-
ties syntactically from the formal properties of the imageless many-
termed axiomatically or postulationally constructed relations in which
they are the terms or relata. This entails that the content of the intrinsic
norms as well as its quantification as a whole must be universally
quantified for all persons. The logical realistic statement of Kant’s
categorical imperative, extended to cover normative law and politics,
then becomes:

For any person p and for any object of moral, legal or political judgment x, to
say that x is cither personally good or legally and politically just is equivalent to
saying that there is an imageless, axiomatically constructed, many-termed
relation R such that R is universally quantified for all p, thereby making it a
universal law, and the substantive content of R is also universally quantified

for all p.

Hitler’s laws, like the segregation laws of the Southern States or the
caste codes of the ancient Hindu laws of Manu, meet the first of these
two conditions, but not the second. For the concrete import of the
second quantification is that it permits the contracting parties, with
respect to what Kelsen has called the basic norm of the normative
system, to put any substantive content whatever into the universal
laws, subject to the condition that if this context prescribes specific
rights and duties for one person (or class of persons) in the system, any
person whatever must be substitutable for that person with respect to
these specific rights and privileges. That this was implicit in Kant’s
ordinary language statement of the categorical imperative, it is reason-
able to suppose.

In the logical realistic formulation, its warrant is, however, different.
Because, as repeated above, in such theory the entities receive their
essential or defining properties syntactically and therefore analytically
from the formal properties of the postulationally or contractually
constructed relations, it follows on tautological grounds that the re-
lations must hold for all instances of the variables, after the manner of
Peano’s Fifth Postulate in pure mathematics. Hence appeal to the
synthetic @ priori is no more necessary in the logically realistic nor-
mative concept of the person than it is in pure mathematics.
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India’s Untouchables, a firm believer in the Buddhist Nirvana concept
of the person and the nondualistic Vedantic self also.

Gandhi tells us that his politics derived from his religion and makes
it clear that his religion was fundamentally Buddhist-Hindu.8 His
rejection, in the latter part of his life of the caste system of Hinduism
meant that, as in the case of Ambedkar, he retained the nondualistic
Vedantic concept of the self and rejected its traditional naive realistic
Vaidesika dualistic kinship anthropological accompaniments.

The Buddha, of course, did this early in his life when, as the eldest
son of a ruling Hindu Maharaja, he threw aside all the regal riches and
prerogatives that went with such a kinship anthropological concept of
the moral and political person, to go forth and teach all Asian mankind
that in the radically empirical immediacy of anyone’s experience there
is, when all radically empirically sensings and sensa are eliminated or
abstracted away, a timeless, undifferentiated component of the person
with respect to which all people are not merely democratically equal,
but identical.

At this point, the logically realistic contractually legal concept of the
person, which today is as African and Asian as it is Western, and the
radical empirical Buddhist-nondualistic Vedanta concept supplement
and reinforce one another. This is as it should be, since, as noted above,
logical realistic theory takes on existential import only by epistemic
correlation with radically empirical immediacy. The final question,
therefore, arises: Is it possible for contemporary Western descriptive,
normative and philosophical thinkers to accept this radically empirical
Buddhist-nondualistic Vedaatic concept of the person also?

There is considerable evidence that this is already occurring. There
are, in addition, cogent, radically empirical reasons and philosophically
theoretical reasons for believing that it is necessary.

The occurrence appears in the prodigious impact upon the lay public,
as well as professional philosophers, theologians, artists and scientists,
of the personality and lectures of the Zen Buddhist, Professor Suzuki.
Even more notable is the degree to which practicing Western psychia-
trists, artists and art critics have gone deeply into the Buddhist and
nondualistic Vedantic concept of the self as essential to a constructive,
creative art, an emotively healthy contemporary Western human
personality, and an effective psychiatrical therapy. Among recent
psychiatrists, Jung is the outstanding example. In the arts, this concept

8 M. K. Gandhi, Gandhi’s Autobiography, The Story of my Experiments with Truth, Public
Affairs Press, Washington, 1948.
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denotative sensitivity consciousness is atomistic and pluralistic. If th
development of modern Western scientific and philosophical though
teaches us anything, it is that this pluralistic theory of radically em
pirical, denotative, sensitivity consciousness simply does not work. Th
reason, as the sequence of modern philosophical theories, following th
breakdown of the Lockean-Cartesian mental substance-material sub
stance ontological dualism, shows, is that it lcaves as an utter mysten
not merely the question of how the mind knows its body, but also hov
it knows any other conscious spirit.

In his book, What is Life?, the distinguished mathematical quantun
physicist, Professor Erwin Schrodinger, has drawn what seems to be
the obvious answer. After noting that “the pluralization of conscious
nesses or minds . .. leads almost immediately to the invention of souls
as many as there arc bodies,” he concludes that the “only possible
alternative is simply to keep to the immediate experience that con.
sciousness is a singular.”’10 In other words, for the radically empirica
sensitivity consciousness, as distinct from connotative, discursive
theoretic consciousness, an atomistic, pluralistic conception must be
replaced by an existentially, monistic or radically empirical continuum
theory. What is this but the Buddhist-nondualistic Vedantic theory?

It is not, therefore, beyond the range of possibility that out of the
world’s contemporary, emotive disturbances and demoralized existen-
tial agonizing there is emerging a truly world-embracing, more compre-
hensive concept of the person which is a correlation of the afore-
described logical realism and Buddhist-nondualistic Vedantic Hindu
radical empiricism.

10 Erwin Schrodinger, What s Life?, Macmillan, New York, 1946 P 89, p. 90.
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LOVE, SELF, AND CONTEMPORARY CULTURE

Ricaarp McKEsox

Phulosophuc problems are stated most clearly and comprehensively
today . paradoxes and didemmas The plulosophers of the past who
have come mnto new prominence as guides n unsnarling new problems
are the masters of paradox, like Kierkegaard and Nietzsche, or the
masters of precise distnctions whach skart paralogisms, like Hume and
Kant We live 1n a tume swited to the expression of the utmost anxiety
and despar precisely because the opportunities and hopes for human
accomphsh which ances have opened up are without
potential hmat It 15 a time 1 which the self 1s lost m alienations and
suppressions, 1 unposed conformities and wresponsible eccentrieities

precisely because for the first time m hustory all men may aspire to
reahize themselves as they concerve themselves and ther needs and
weals The three terms m my title mark the determinants of philo-
sophac problems of the self in the face of such paradoxes I shall tatk
about the self 1 “contemporary culture,” which 1s at once distinct
from the earher cultures from which 1t developed and at the same time
inclusive of the values of past cultures and of drverse traditions The
particular problems of our time reflect the universal problems of man-
kind We shall therefore consider changeless problems and new prob-
lems and the relations between permanence and change The “'self” m
conteraporary culture 15 all sehves, the selves of all men, whereas the
self which was analyzed by philosophers 1n the past was the selves of
sants, 07 sages, or utiates supplemented by the self which was de-
pueted by poets, tragedians, and epic writers i the thoughts and
actions of men who had smned, ¢f itted tragic ervors, ot discovered
by th ves as outsud \Iﬂe/(s)flem fests and expresses itself m
“love," which has always been a broad term covenng ambiguously all
objects of desire, mammate and human, but which has been trans-
formed in 1ts meanngs in conjunction with “tolerance’ to constitute
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the plural selves in the modern world. Love is self-oriented, and it is
motivated in three perspectives which present in philosophic analysis
problems of knowledge, of action, and of value.

Since the problems of the person or the self are stated in paradoxes,
three philosophic problems can be distinguished in the three basic para-
doxes of the self.{THe first is the paradox of philosophy and knowledge:
the self is self-knowledge, therefore it is at once knowledge of the limi-
tations of a particular, conditioned self and of the perfections of a
universal, ideal self. From Greek antiquity to the present the aphorism
“Know thyself”’ is synonymous with “Be thyself,” for the identity and

* being of the self are determined by the self’s knowledge of itself. Like
other oracular prescriptions, the self-knowledge of the Delphic in-
scription is ambiguous: it can mean the analysis of the peculiarities and
repressions which distinguish one man from other men, or it can mean,
as it came to mean in Socrates’ dialectical recourse to the aphorism, the
search for the virtues and values which any man shares in self-reali-
zation with all men. The individual in self-knowledge and self-reali-
zation is the self. -—Tﬁe second problem is marked by the paradox of
philosophy and action: the being of the self has been seen to be self-
knowledge, but-the character of the self is the product of action, and
the self as agent is the cause of actions to be performed and as character
is the product of actions already performed. A character is formed by
performing actions which thereafter, once the character is formed, are
performed more easily./fIabit becomes second nature, and characters,
good or bad, are the result of actions. Virtue, according to Aristotle, is
habit in accordance with the rule of right reason. The individual as
agent in any action and as agent in virtuous actions is the moral
character. The third problem is the paradox of philosophy and values:
the self is the repository of values in the paradoxical sense of being both
thereator of v:llu/es (for things acquire value because one desires or
prefers them) an¥-also the creature of values (for one grows in'character
and reality in the degree in which one desires and prefers what is good).

/ The self is the maker of values and the perceiver of values, the embodi-
ment of rights and the judge of what is right. The individual as moved

' by values and as exerciser of rights is the person.

‘The three paradoxes of the self arise from the reflexivity of the self.

he self as self-knowledge is ground for pessimism or optimism, for what
is known in self-knowledge is both the imperfections of individual men
in particular circumstances and the perfections of man in universal
possibilities. The character of a self is self-determination in action, both
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circumstances and cvolving modes of life both to preserve the conti-
nuity of basic views of man in traditional cultures and at the same time
to initiate the innovations of cultural change bearing on man and his
conception of himself and the world.

Two of these basic theories had already been formulated when Plato
claborated his theory of the sclf. He criticizes them in the dialogues in
which he develops his own theory of man, and the state, and the uni-
verse. One theory, which engages the attention of Socrates repeatedly
in Plato’s dialogues, finds the defining characteristics of the self in
spontaneity and creativity in thought and action. Man is the measure
of all things. The Sophists who wander through the Socratic dialogues
hold that the knowledge of things and the virtues of action are mani-
festations of man's power. The second basic theory appears less fre-
quently in the occasional refutations in the dialogues of the material-
istic conception of man and nature, which are assumed to be references
to Democritus although his name is never mentioned by Plato. In this
theory the person has a natural or even a metaphysical foundation.
Man, like everything else, is a congeries of atoms. An individual man is
characterized by the internal motions of his constituent parts and by
his external actions as an organic whole and his reactions to the motions
of external bodies that impinge on him. His motions are studied in the
science of physics, of which physiology and psychology are subdivisions
and his morals and politics are determined by pleasure and the passions
and by agreements among men concerning common desires. Plato sets
forth a third theory, opposed both to indeterminate relativism and

N ductionist materialism, in which the person is conceived as being by
~ participation in an cternal, spiritual, good model and as moved by
attraction to a changeless, transcendent, ideal realization. The person
appears on a background of values and aspirations, cognizant of moral,
cosmic, and religious ideals. The fourth theory, formed in reaction to
explanations of the self by use of ““power,” “nature,” or “ideal’’ as basic
concepts, seeks the person in the interaction of individualand environ-
ment — natural, biological, social, political, cosmic.~The individual,
paradoxically, is formed by the environments which in turn is modified
or formed by the self. The central problem is the relation of the indi-
vidual and society, the citizen and the state, the person and the uni-
verse. Plato held that the virtues of the individual and those of the
state are the same, because the parts of the soul and the classes of
society are analogous. His pupil, Aristotle, denied the analogy and held
that the virtues of men and the institutions of states are causally re-
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lated, and that politics 15 a single science, daaded mnto two parts on-
ented respectively to the study of virtues which are the sources of
action, including prudential political action, and to the study of consti-
tuttons and mstituttons which provide rules for action, including the
formation of customs and moral virtues

In the discussions of philosophers these basic conceptions of the self
and the person are frequently i controversial opposition but each of
them gives emphasis to a recognizable aspect of the self, and 1n the
formation of persens and cultures they enter into cooperative interplay
As 15 frequently the case, the same distinctions which, 1n the oppo-
sitions of philosophy, lead to the discovery or accusation that one’s
opponent 1s raismng meamngless questions may, m the communications
of culture, lead to the formation or recogmtion of supplementary values
Matenalists and spirttualists have opposed each other and have borrow-
ed terms and dialectics from each other, and the same 1s true of all the
distinctions that move back and forth between philosophy and ordi-
nary speech the realist has tdeals, and the idealsst recogmizes realty,
the absolutist recogmzes relativities, and the relativist encounters m-
vanants, the moralist who stresses intentions and purposes has a place
for utiities as well as enticisms for utihtanans, and the moralist who
examunes consequences and preferences considers ends i the processes
of formation as well as categoral imperatives 1 the fixities of stulti-
fication

The bemng of the self and self-knowledge are interrelated Both in
turn depend on the actions of the self, for the person 1s what he does
and he 1s known by what he does The consideration of the actions of
the self, however, 1s mvolved in a new set of paradoxes An actionis
properly considered the action of a person only if, on the one hand, he
s Cnostn 1t fredty and i, on the other band, it resolts from stadhe wnd
freed charactensstics of hus person If 1t 1s done, not by choice, but by
necessity or as a result of force or fear, tt 1s not an “‘action” 1 which he
1s free and for which he 15 responsible, morally or legally If 1t 15 done,
not by fixed habit, but by accrdent, or whim, or mattention, st 15 not an
**action” and 1t does not depend on moral nature or character or entail
responstbility The actions of a person and the formation of a person
both result from the interplay of freedom and obligation, from balances
of the unrestrained and the restrained. The art of balance between the
two depends on the utilization of the relation between the mdrvidual
and the state or socicty or the cosmos, between men and other men or
things or values It 1s the art of Jove, and "love” 15 the concept which
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provides the key both to the discussion of the relation of man to his
environment and to his ends and also to the formation of selves and
communities.

“Love” therefore has as many meanings as “‘self.” Both concepts
have an important place among the undefined and well-defined terms
which form the network of continuing philosophic discussion. From
antiquity “love’ has been a central term of coherence to explain the
communities, associations, schools, and sects of men and a central term
of aspiration to explain the formation and devotion of lovers, sages,
saints, heroes, and leaders. Love is attachment to persons and recog-
nition of values. It is a feeling of attachment to others and an activity
in pursuit of the good. It is attraction between opposites and attach-
ment of like to like. It binds the lover to the object which satisfies his
particular desires and needs, and it associates those who share common
interests in a community to achieve a common good or in an associ-
ation to use power to acquire what is wanted in common. It is defined
or described by means of values, needs, interests, wishes; and its
analysis leads to the generation of ladders of love relative to the good,
priorities of satisfaction relative to needs, kinds of association relative
to common interests, and structures of organization relative to common
ends. Different kinds of love are given basic places in different analyses
or systems, and all other loves are assimilated or reduced to charity
(agape, charitas), appetite (epithymia, horme; appetitus, cupiditas), or to
erotic love (eros, amor, libido), or to friendship (philia, amicitia). Any of
these basic conceptions of love can be used, and has been used, to relate
the self or the individual to the societies in which he is formed and
ultimately to mankind and the universe, to analyze the interdepen-
dences of the exercise of rights and freedoms and the formation of
virtues and obligations, and to explore the interdependence of equality
and individuality, of love and tolerance. I shall bypass the mystic, the
appetitive, and the erotic loves as roads to modern culture and concen-
trate on friendship or philia because the passage from friendship to
society is blocked by fewer analogies and clarified by fewer intuitions
than the other loves.

The analogy of friendship to society brings to attention a proportion
which has been employed with remarkable persistence in Eastern and
Western philosophy as a postulate concerning the functions of love and
tolerance in the associations of men. If all men were of equal virtue and
intellectual attainment, there would be no need for coercive force, or
for law, or for the state. Men would be associated in love and friendship.
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There are no laws m Plato’s Republic except the laws estabhishing and
regulating education, for there are no contracts or breaches of contract,
no property or theft, no torts or erimes of violence By way of contrast
the wstitutions of second best or actual states depend on laws which
are part persuasion and part force, and the drwlogue in which Plato
examines those mstitutions 1s called the Laws According to the theory
of Marx, the state will wither away and the use of coercive force will
chsappear 1n the classless soctety, but the preparation for that ultimate
freedom 15 the dictatorship of the proletariat According to Anstotle a
friend 15 another self, and friends have everythmg i common, without
distinction of mme and thine They therefore encounter no problems of
rectification or retribution If men were continent, the rules of nght
action would be effective as soon as they were understood without the
need of the habituations of vartue, 1f men were equal m understanding
and m virtue, they would act together by love without need of impul-
sion by consideration and restraint by tolerance Love and tolerance
need to be understood better today smce love 1s attachment to goods
and to persons and things concerved to be good m themsclves and by
themselves, and tolerance 1s endurance of evils apparent and real m
order to avord more widespread and more fundamental evils

Since men are not naturally equal in all respects assocrations are
formed which mstitute artificzal equahities agreed on for the common
purposes of the association or state These mstituted or recognized
equalitses take the place of the natural equalities of love which make a
fniend another sef The Greeks were fond of the word “equality”
(2s0tes), but they used it most frequently in conjunction with an adjec
tive or as the prefix ta a noun to specify the mode of equality sntended
Instituted equaltttes are called justice or nghts The relation of justice
{or the nght) and the nghts consequent on custem or law 15 not as
wnmediately clear m English as in other modern Western languages
which have suffered less attntion m the distinction preserved from
ancient languages of dikatosyne and dike, wushifta and s Law and
custom take the place of love as the bond which binds men together in
states They establish nghts and provide sanctions and rectifications of
wrongs done contrary to law Love and tolerance provide the foun-
dation of laws and nights, or fex and s, 1 2 world of men who are not
equal m abihities and virtues, but who are equal in the communities 11t
which they e Inlove, all goods are held i common Law 15 designed
to protect the common good and to preserve the private good In the
cufferentiation of public interest and private mnterest, which becomes

-
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necessary when the judgments and wants of men differ, law depends on
mutual confidence. Mutual confidence is somewhat less than philia or
friendship; it is the operative aspect of love in a society. Tolerance, as
its etymology makes clear, means to endure, that is, to tolerate.
Toleration is the endurance of unavoidable or unforeseeable evils. A
right is designed to protect an individual from the harm done by others
which is controllable for the common good; tolerance is the endurance
of the distasteful but tolerable effects of actions performed by others in
the exercise of their rights. The meanings of “‘rights” and of ““tolerance”
tend to become confused in discussion today because tolerance is a
precondition to the advancement of rights. Tolerance prepares for the
acquisition of rights, but it is not nceded when rights exist and are
recognized. If a man has a right, he is entitled to expect protection by
legal and administrative action in the possession and exercise of that
right. Tolerance is an attitude proper to the endurance of qualities or
actions of others which one does not like, toward which one is not
sympathetic, from which one expects consequences inconvenient or
harmful to one’s own interests. One does not tolerate what is congenial
or what is thought to be proper, and tolerance of disquieting changes of
circumstances is an unavoidable step in the diffusing and growth of the
rights of others and in the exercise of one’s own rights.

A pair of words has been used in flexible relation to each other in all
the languages of the West to discuss and to form the relations between
the individual self and his conditioning associations — nomos and drkai-
on, lex and 7us, law and right, lo7 and droit, Gesetz and Recht. There is no
fixed relation between the two: “lex’” and “‘ius’ are both translated in
some contexts by ““law,” and we forget that the word which is trans-
lated by “‘rightcousness’’ in the NVew Testament is translated by “‘jus-
tice”” in philosophical treatises. Nonetheless the development of the
person in political, social, and cultural history has been the develop-
ment of laws and rights. This development of laws and rights has its
foundation in the development of mutual confidence and respect in the
community (in the place of love or trust in personal relations) and of
mutual understanding and tolerance in the relations of members of the
community (in the place of endurance of or resistance to the objects of
hate or distrust).

The philosophy, of the person, as formed and presented in self-know-
ledge, exploi(:S/{wo sets of problems which are important in under-
standing th&Mature of the self and in acting in accordance with one’s
nature as a self. In the first place it discloses the structure of meanings
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The application of this reflexivity in action is part of the history of the
modern development of law and human rights. The idea of self-rule was
used in antiquity to define democracy, and Aristotle made it part of the
definition of a citizen, but Spinoza seems to have been the first major
philosopher to argue that democracy is the most “‘natural” of all forms
of government because it is most consonant with individual liberty and
with the preservation of equality in the natural rights of all men. Kant
made autonomy or self-legislation the foundation of morality, and John
Stuart Mill undertook to prove that representative government is the
ideally best form of government by adducing two other reflexivities as
criteria — its contribution to making human beings self-protecting and
self-dependent. Self-rule moderated the fixities of natural law in politi-
cal philosophy, and it is one point of agreement between Kant’s a
prior? categorical imperative and Mill’s utilitarian greatest-happiness
principle. The reflexive idea of self-determination is no less ancient than
self-rule, but self-determination was particularized in action as freedom
of thought, expression, belief, and assembly to take its place in the
varieties of liberties of self-determination which were formulated and
given institutional implementation in the development of bills of rights
and constitutions as self-rule was particularized in moral, political,
economic, and natural laws in the development of the rule of law.

The history of the development of human rights has its own reflex-
ivity, for the recognition of human rights follows an evolution based on
the exercise of human rights. Freedom of thought and belief took on
institutional status in the universities and nations of the late Middle
Ages and the Reformation. The early rights formulated in bills of
rights were political and civil rights — the right to participate in self-rule
which was transformed by recognition of the sovereign right of law-
making and right to free speech, free assembly and other freedoms
essential to the exercise of political rights. In the nineteenth century,
economic and soctal rights were given separate statement and distinct
institutionalization; and in the nineteenth century the emergence of
cultural rights is transforming the operation of the series of rights
developed for self-determination. After the approval of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights in 1948, two covenants were drawn up, a
Covenant of Civil and Political Rights and a Covenant of Economic,
Social, and Cultural Rights.

The interconnections among the human rights are so close that they
may be viewed as distinct rights or as a single identical right, and in
their evolution any one of them may be thought to be fundamental.
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freedom they have the power to advance economic and social rights and
equalities by individual and political action. In the framework of mass
democracy political and civil rights are meaningless unless men have
economic and social equality, for those who have economic power and
social status control their preferences and decisions: once men have
acquired economic and social equality the coercions of politics and the
state will be unnecessary. Is it necessary to establish political and civil
or economic and social equalities first? The tactics and ambiguities of
the controversy suggest that the resolution of the controversy will not
be by an unambiguous choice between the two alternatives, but that
new conceptions of freedom and responsibility will emerge from the
reflexivity of the self in thought and action. The controversial oppo-
sitions of the two opposed traditions may be transformed into cooper-
ative interrelations, much as the oppositions concerning the French
Revolution which seemed diametrical and irreconcilable contradictions
when Burke wrote his Reflections had been attenuated to alternative
approaches to civility and equality when Matthew Arnold wrote his
Equality.

3- Phitosophy and Values: the Self as Judge and Critic

h he problems of the knowledge of the person and of the actions of the
person are closely related to the problems of the person as embodiment
of rights and as judge of what is right. The new problems of the person
which have arisen in the twentieth century and in the period since the
close of the Second World War are problems of the self as judge and
critic, and problems of the first two kinds, of the known nature of the
self and its ¥6luntary actions, arise now in relation to judgments and
decisioﬁ%at is a person? He is constituted by his self-knowledge,
but his self-knowledge is an action of self-determination and self-rule
which he performs as an agent. Self-determination and self-rule set up
rights to act and laws governing action. When rightful or lawful actions
are considered or projected, the question arises, What is or should be
right in the exercise of rights? The paradox of reflexivity appears again
in the justification of rights. A right would not be a right unless it were
the right to do as one pleases without constraint, yet the justification of
the right to do as one pleases is that the exercise of that right makes it
possible for one to do what ought to be done or what is good. The right
to do as one should is a liberty only if one is led to want to do it by one’s
own judgment. The right to do as one pleases would seem to be sheer
relativism, unless the good either is defined as what one wants or as
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how are they related to the rights set forth in the early bills of rights
and what are the rights of all people and all the rights of free people?
The Committee of Experts which assembled the results of the UNESCO
inquiry in July 1947 concluded that philosophy was important in the
determination of human rights, but that there was no need for agree-
ment on a common philosophy: rather a pluralism of philosophies and
traditions might provide different bases and reasons for a common set
of rights. In the Report of the Committee human rights are divided
into Civil and Political Rights, and Economic and Social Rights, to
which Cultural Rights are added, “‘the right of all to share in the ad-
vancing gains of civilisation and to have full access to the enjoyment of
cultural opportunities and material improvements.” The Universal
Declaration of Human Rights was adopted by the General Assembly
of the United Nations in December 1948, and the two conventions on
Civil and Political Rights and on Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights
have been ratified by some member States of the United Nations, but
not yet by the United States. The difference between right and law,
thus, reappears in the difference of attitude of “‘sovereign’ states to a
declaration of rights and to a convention which has the binding force
of law.

Reflexivity and pluralism have operated conspicuously in the short
but crowded history of human rights since 1945. Advance in any of the
rights is advance in all the others, for they are all modes of self-determi-
nation, yet exercise of any of the rights may impede or confuse the
consequences or diminish the desirability of each of the others. All
rights are economic rights, and equally significantly all rights are
cultural rights. These identities are no new discovery in action or state-
ment concerned with rights. The declarations and constitutions drawn
up to establish the governments of the United States and of the indi-
vidual states in the eighteenth century used the expressions “life,
liberty, and property’’ and “life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness”
interchangeably, because property means not only material “goods”
but all that a man possesses including his virtues, his knowledge, and
his ideals; and happiness is not only the final good pursued by man but
also the means, including material instrumentalities, that are needed
for its attainment. If the exercise of economic rights is concentrated on
increase of material possessions, however, it will produce such a debase-
ment of culture that cultural rights have little scope or exercise; and
the exercise of cultural rights may lead to freedom of judgment which
departs from customary criteria of economic status and social appro-
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parties. A large number of peoples who were not self-governing before
the war acquired the right of sclf-government and were admitted to
membership in the United Nations where they exercised international
political influence unprecedented in the previous history of small
nations. As in the past their internal political problems have been
complicated by cconomie, educational, religious, and cultural problems
as well as by external political and diplomatic problems, but the prob-
lems of political rights conceived as opportunity to participate in
making basic decisions concerning one’s own destiny have been radical-
ly changed, in the new self-governing countries and in the older coun-
tries which all elaim the term “democracy,” by new forms of manipu-
lation and corruption, of persuasion and deception, and of coercion and
dictatorship.

Civil rights, the freedoms of expression and association, have been
transformed with the transformations, the supplementations, and
frustrations of economic and political rights. Civil rights are essential
to the operation of parties and are misused in the machinations of
factions. James Madison defined a faction as “‘a number of citizens,
whether amounting to a majority or minority of the whole, who are
united and actuated by some common impulse of passion, or of interest,
adverse to the rights of other citizens, or to the permanent and aggre-
gate interests of the community.” He argued that the causes of faction
cannot be removed, and that relief is only to be sought by controlling
its effects, which is possible in a large republic by taking in a greater
variety of interests and cffects. We have learned that action groups in
the twentieth century have a different function than factions in the
cighteenth century, for the pluralisms and reflexivities of world con-
tacts arc means of determining the rights of other citizens and the
aggregate interests of mankind. Rights which arc long established in
statement, opinion, and law are often not recognized in practice; and
new rights become possible from the use of recognized rights. Men have
the right to satisfy the sense that they arc getting somewhere, that
progress is possible for oncself and one’s own; that progress is rightfully
determined by where one wishes to get and not by objectives set for
one. Freedom of thought and expression are prerequisites of progress
in knowledge and art and in the use of reason in morals, politics, and
social relations.

The transformation of social rights has been marked by the move-
ment of the center of consideration of equalities from the institutions of
state to the customs of society to the associations and relations of men.
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When Anstotle divides justice mto distributive and retnibutive Justice
1s a particular virtue concerned with honor or money or security It 1s
a political virtue, and 1t 15 an wstitutionahzation of economic rights

Aristotle also treats justice 1n a general sense m which 1t 1s the whole of
virtue, for men are formed 1n virtue by the customs and approbations
of the commumities in which they grow up These are equalities of men
1n the obhigations which determine their actions i the commumty and
1n the recogmitions accorded actions valued 1n the customs of the com-
mumty They have become more and more, with recent social changes,
what they have always been to some extent, equahties achieved by
the action of the person rather than equalities imposed by the judg-
ment of the community ~ that 15, equalty of consideration (or the
right to equitable judgment of actions already taken) and equahty of
opportumty (or the right to self-determmation 1n actions to be taken)

The specification that justice shall govern the operation of many of the
special programs of the Umted Nations, like the technical assistance
programs, would be meaningless if justice were wmterpreted n older
senses than equal consideration and equal opportumty

The recogrution of cultural rights has transformed all other rights

Cultural nghts are nghts to particzpate in the benefits of advancements
1n science and technology and of acluevements 1n art and knowledge It
would be easy to treat cultural rights if they were simple additions to
other nights — 1f after one had the means to satisfy one's needs, to par-
ticipate 1n common hife to express one’s opuons, and to take ad-
vantage of one’s opportunities, one turned fmally to the enjoyment of
culture Cultural nghts are added to other nghts only by transforming
them to participate in the advances of culture 1s to practice the liberal
arts and so to change what one concerves to be individual needs, com-
mon goods, worthy of expression, and to one’s advantage, and the
effects of knowledge and art transform one’s taircumstances as they are
pettinent to the exercise of the dufferent rights It would be easter if
matenal needs were measured by some fixed objective standards, if the
regions of common decision were separated sharply from the regions of
individual choice, if freedom of thought and expresston could be en-
closed within clearly marked hmits beyond which thought 1s properly
controlled and expression 1s properly censored, and if values were
ranged 1n a defimte order and hierarchy, but all these freedoms are
affected by the cultural freedom of judgment and cnticism The evo-
Tution of the sense of justice or equality which relates different rights by
means of cultural nghts has been possible through “tolerance,” which
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has moved in that evolution from “endurance’ of unavoidable evils, to
“toleration’’ of the distasteful, the inconvenient, the unaccustomed and
disapproved, to “‘comprehension’ of the novel, the strange, and the
emergent.

The history of law and of the transformation and spread of the rule
of law since 1945 moves similarly by the antithetical oppositions of law
differently conceived and differently effective, not only political and
natural, but moral, social, economic, and logical law, by the supple-
mentary addition of different kinds of law and different nomic forces.
As rights have developed in a context of tolerance (which makes possi-
ble the development and pursuit of individual differences by men
restrained in circumstances and bound in associations in lieu of the
natural equality and mutual understanding of ideal men in ideal states),
so laws have developed in a context of responsibility (which binds men
in actual associations and communities in lieu of the love and mutual
confidence which associates the equal citizens of utopias). The evo-
lution of rights and laws depends on related changes in the concept and
operation of power. Rights establish the possibility of using power to
achieve the good of individuals or groups within a more inclusive
community; laws are established by the possibility of using power to
achieve the common good of the inclusive community. The rights of the
individual are determined by the sovereign power of the community
and they in turn determine the effective power of the individual; the
laws of the state are determined by the exercise of rights by individuals
and they in turn determine the effective power of the community. The
evolution of rights has been seen to depend in the emergence of toler-
ance as a third stage in the use of power: when right is coextensive with
power, the rights of those who lack power have their framework in
endurance of what is imposed; when rights are established as limitations
on sovereign power, the rights of all have their context and possibility
in the Zoleration of what is different from the customary and accepted;
when rights are established as self-determination and mutual interest,
the rights of mankind are developed in the context of Zolerance or
mutual-comprehension, which advances one’s own rights or self-deter-
mination as it makes the rights of others possible. The evolution of law
depends on a like development in the meanings and uses of power.

The history of law is bound up with the history of democracy, for
law is the exercise of power to bind men in communities or polities for
common ends, and it derives its power from the sovereign power of the
community, which is the power of the “people.” The first stage of the
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evolution of that power 15 mn “ruling,” and the constituttons of pohties
were described n termns of the functions of ruling and bemng ruled The
analysss of law and power had already reached a tugh degree of subtlety
m antiqmty when Anstotle argued that the defimtion of state (polss)
depends on a prior defmstion of constitution of government (politera)
which m turn depends on the defimtion of citizen (polites) He then
defmes the citzzen as one who shares m judicial functions and debber-
atwve offices, those who share these functions have supreme power or
sovereignty, and 1t 1s they who govern This 1s a reflexive defimtion of
the ruled by thewr functions as rulers of themselves Amnstotle grants
that thus defimition 1s best adapted to the aitizen of a democracy, but
1t 1s the definition of citizens in other states as well Reflexivity and
pluralism enter early mn the evolving conception of law It s frequently
said that Anistotle did not hold democracy mn high esteem, and that the
Greeks did not have a true conception of democracy, although they did
provide us with the name, for their democratic states were based on
slavery and were ruled by an ehite or, as in the case of Periclean Athens,
by a single aitizen Anistotle placed “democracy” among the three bad
constitutions, but the bad constitutrons were each the perversion of 2
good constitution, and the name that he gtves to the good constitution
corresponding to democracy is the generic name of constitution, ‘poli-
ty” {polifera) the good democratic constitution 1s by unphication the
very nature or essence of political constitutions Aristotle s defense of
democracy 15 that as the many are better judges of music and poetry
than a smgle man or a few or an expert, so too1n the exercise of deliber-
ative and judicial functions 1 the state the many provide mn therr
multiphieity the faculty of judgment and cnticism The same Greel
word 3s translated “judge’” and “cnitic ’, and our vocabulary of judg~
ment and criticism preserves the relation between moral and esthetic
thonght which tends to be stiffened into oppositions like those between
moral censorioysness and esthetic ammorahism, in our theomes In
antiquity and n the Middle Ages law 15 recognized by judgment of
what 15 right

Agamst this bachground of law as rule and self-rule the emergence
of the modern conception of law and sovereignty in the Repaissance 1s
sharply marked as a distinct and second stage of development 1t1s not
true that the Greeh and Latin philosophers had no word for, or concept
of, soveraignty or supreme power, these 1deas were not mnventions of
the Renatssance What 15 true 1s that the sdea of legslation or law-
mahing was developed and was made the charactenizing property of
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sovercignty. Law is made by the exercise of power rather than recog-
nized by the exercise of judgment relative to the usc of power. The
concept of the sovereignty of the people in the exercise of power in the
offices of the state was not new, but the notion that the exercise of
power is fundamentally the making of law concerning the exercise of
power marks a new stage in the conception of democracy; and after
Kant, morals too could be conceived as a kind of law-making. Kant’s
politics and cthics of sclf-rule and Mill’s politics and ethics of self-
protection shared differences from the ethics of virtue and the politics
of power which are reflected in nincteenth century developments in
democracy and in conceptions of democracy.

We have entered on a third stage in the history of law and the 1ule of
law which gives a new scnse to “world law’’ not unrelated to the new
sense acquired by “human rights.”” As conceptions, both are found in
the ancient literatures of the world, but the senses in which world law
and human rights apply to all men and to the actions of all men have
become more precise and more operative. It has been seen that in the
history of human rights the transition has been from the rights of the
strong to the rights of the individual and to the rights of all men, as the
institutions and associations of men have embodied more effectively
the conceptions of power, individuality, and universality which have
appeared in statements about rights from the first. The history of law
parallels those three stages of rights and equalities in three stages of
law and democracy. The transition has been from the exercise of the
sovereign power of law-making by the people to reflexive actions of all
men in the social democracy of contemporary culture. Democracy is
still defined by the mode of recognition and operation of law, but it is
no longer defined satisfactorily by identifying the people (the many or
the poor) as the ultimate power in the administration of the functions
of the community or as the sovereign will in making the constitution
and the laws of association; the differentia of democracy has come to be
found in discussion to secure agreement as opposed to the use of power
in actions and words to secure acquiescence based on subterfuge or
coercion.

The related histories of rights and law, of 7us and lex, come to their
crux in the emergence of the self or the person in contemporary culture.
He is the product of rights, which have been made possible by the
transformation and growth of “‘tolerance,” and of laws, which have
been made possible by the initiation and growth of “‘responsibility.”
Tolerance is the surrogate for understanding in the multiplying re-
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lations among men, responsibility 1s the surrogate for love in enlarging
assoctations and communities of men Tolerance has moved with the
development of human nghts from endurance to toleration, to the
tolerance of mutual comprehension, to give new meanings to the old
recogmitions that rights are coextensive with power and that all men
are born free and equal in their nghts Responsibilty has moved with
the development of the rule of law from agency to representation, to
the responsibiity of mutual confidence, to give new meanings to the
old recogmtions that laws are the ordering of the ruled by rulers and
that laws are the expression of the will of the people Rights have
ceased to be lumted to freedoms which can be guaranteed by preventing
mterference with the decisions or actions of individuals, as 15 the case 1n
freedom of worship and freedom of expression, they have come to
wclude nghts which depend on what all men or the inclusive com-
munity of mankind does, as 1s the case m freedom from want and free-
dom from fear Laws have ceased to be the product of law-making
concetved as the distinctive activity of one branch of a government
the American legal realists have concentrated attention on “‘judge-
made” law, admunistrative agencies exercise judicral and legislative
functions, and the rule of law has extended to the world communtty
without the enactments of a recogmized law-making body, or the coer-
cive Jurisdiction of a world court, or the operation of a federated ad-
mnistration

Tolerance 1s 2 context (like equality or mutual understanding) within
which the establishment and operation of rights 1s possible Responsi-
bility 1s a context (ke love or mutual confidence) within which the
estabhishment and operation of law 15 possible There 13 no reason why
freedom and responsibility should not be enhanced rather than hmited
by the opportunities and antagonisms of the more complex world n
which we live The self would then be the new creation, 1n freedom and
responsibility, by which a fuller realization of the individual and a
greater diversity of the world community might open up unanticipated
possibilities The pessimustic pictures of the coercrons and umformities
of contemporary culture are the frustrations which 1mpede the reah-
zation of the opportumties for freedom and responsibiity The new
phulosophy of the self must be more than a theory 1t must be a new
operation of love or confidence 1n others and of tolerance or under-
standing of others to develop new freedoms and responstbilities which
can be exercised by any man only as they are extended to all men
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THE PROBLEM OF IMMORTALITY*

Pavy TirricH

There have been complaints that our conference was more directed
towards God than towards the self although it was a Conference on the
human seli. This is beside the point. The planning did not include
psvchologisis and sociologists but experts in world religions, because
of the fact that Eastern Philosophers have not separated the self from
ultimate reality — and it might well be that this is one thing the West
can learn or rediscover in the dialogue of the world religions which has
started.

I have been asked to continue this trend of relatdng the problem of
the self to the problem of the ultimate by speaking about 2 symbol in
which the dimension of the ultmate in the self is most obviousiv ex-
pressed: the problem of immortality. The first thing I must do is 1o
describe the meaning of immortality, historically and svsiemadcally,
and then to ask: “How is it related to the human self asweseeittoday?”
Of course, when one speaks of immortality one looks immediatelv back
to Piato’s so-called arguments for the immortality of the soul. I believe
that none of them is an argument in the technical sense of the word,
but all of them point existentially to the trans-temporal velidity of the
true and the good, and to the trans-temporal pardcipation of indi-
viduals in this realm of the good and the true. They are not arguments
in the technical sense of the word, but argumensts aaq sominen:, or as we
would sav todav existential arguments. If they were considered as
arguments in the technical sense, then the warning of Socrates in the
Phacdo would be justified. He says vou cannot be altogether confident
of that. But if they are undersiood in the second sense, then they formu-
late something of which we are sub-consciously or consciously aware.

* Tre following iz the taps-reccrded lecture cf Tillick, who 3

passed away belcre doing so. A few editerial changes are made by the editors zoco
cestion ¢f Dr. Robert C. Kimball) Literary Executor of the Estate ¢f Penl Tillick, Tke

editors thank Dr. Kaimball for kis coopemation and permissicn to publish = Sl
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al point of view and the ontological or philosophical point of view. And
the Church rejected more or less the ontological point of view for the
sake of the educational. There are other attacks, of course, which I do
not nced to mention here in this context; they come from naturalism,
especially the reductionist naturalism, and positivism; but this comes
from outside and denics the problem as a problem and thereforeitisnot
our concern at this moment. But there is another attack not only on the
popular distortion of Platonism but on Platonism itself, which comes
from Persian ideas, from the religion of Zoroaster which was sporadical-
ly accepted in late Judaism, when Palestine was subjected to Persian
ideas of resurrection of the body. Thesc ideas were then fully accepted
and carried through in many respects by Christianity.

They were applicd first to Christ, on the basis of his appearance to
his disciples, as the first one who was resurrected, and then at the end
of history to all men. This leads in principle to a monistic understanding
of the relation of body and mind, to a unity which is in contrast to the
idea of souls as bodiless spirits, which I would call simply ghosts. Im-
mortality of ghosts is not a Christian idea, which is a better doctrine of
men, a better psychology than Plato’s in its dualistic interpretation.
1t has also another vision of man’s nature as well as of his predicament,
which it first emphasizes. This is the original Christian idea: there is no
natural immortality in man. He comes from dust and he goes back to it.
Only the gods have natural immortality; they are therefore called in
Grecece the immortals. And in the New Tesfament the word appears only
twice: in the one case it says, ‘‘to God who alone has immortality’’ and
the second time, ““who can clothe our mortality with immortality.”
There is no word of natural human immortality. And this corresponds
to the Old Testament tradition. The tree of life in its original mytho-
logical meaning in the paradise story is food of the gods, which gives
them immortality. Man in the paradise participated in this food. When
however trespassing the prohibitions of the gods he got knowledge of
the good and evil powers in nature, he was prevented from eating the
food of the gods as otherwise he also would have become like one of the
immortals. Now these ideas which are transformed in the biblical story
are symbols which were carried through and carried further by the
apostolic fathers, especially Ignatius, immediately after the apostolic
age. There is again the tree of life, there is again food of immortality.
It is the sacramental food of the Last Supper. This gives immortality.

The decisive point in all these symbolic kinds of speaking is the
negation of a natural immortality in terms of an immortal soul sub-
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meaning of this symbol - existential for us, symbolically, denying its
literal character and showing its function within the whole of the re-
ligious symbols. In John, in the Fourth Gospel, there is an even more
fundamental demytholization or, as one better could call it, the de-
literalization of the symbols of cternal life. The Fourth Gospel trics to
overcome the temporal character of immortality. It is not seen in the
future only, but also in the present and in the past. Immortality as well
as resurrcction are replaced in many places in the Fourth Gospel by the
term cternal life and the idea is that one has eternal life here and now.
Whoever is in a spiritual unity with Christ has cternal lifc now. And
Jesus comes from eternity; he precedes Abraham, as the Fourth Gospel
lets him say of himself. It is not life hereafter, it is the coming from the
cternal; and as Jesus then says in many words in the fourth gospel we
return to it. But many other questions must be asked. One is the
question of the time of resurrection and the destiny after it. For this
question, already in carly Christianity and now for us, the use of Indian
traditions is certainly necessary. If resurrection is thought of for the
dead and will happen on the day of consummation, then the question
arises: What in the time between death and the ultimate day? Then
the preliminary existence must be demanded; but isn’t then this pre-
liminary existence just what the idea of resurrection wanted to avoid,
namely, an existence as bodiless ghosts? If immediately after death the
resurrection occurs as for instance in the words of Jesus to the crucified
criminal, “Today thou wilt be with me in paradise,” then the last day
is not the decisive moment. Then this last day had meaning only for the
people who lived at that time. Now what does all this mean? We have
here several conflicts of traditions of symbols for eternal life. And these
conflicts unavoidably appear if the symbols are taken literally. But
the problems remain; and they are very important when we think of
the ultimate destiny of all human beings and ask the question, what
about the children more of whom died before they reached the first
year of their life than ever were adults on earth. What about the in-
sane? What about those who never could reach maturity for psycho-
logical or environmental reasons? This leads us to ask the question:
Isn’t there perhaps a value in the symbol of reincarnation which we
find in Asiatic religions, and also in the Orphic?

And we find it even in some enlightened people of the 18th century,
people like the greatest representative of German enlightenment, the
poet and philosopher Lessing, in his Education of Mankind, where he
wants that all those who have not reached maturity should get it after
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it. I prefer, with the Fourth Gospel, the symbol of eternal life to all the
others.

Now, if we speak of eternal life, how is it related to man's self? There
is first of all to be considered the popular quest for continuing sclf-
consciousness in all forms of ideas of immortality, more or less super-
stitious ones. It includes memory, the degrees of maturity, the degrees
of blessedness obtained, distinction from others, development — that
means, it contains in the superstitious imagination the whole structure
of finite reality. This symbolism, which is taken literally by most people
has its deepest roots in the Jewish, Christian and predominant Islamic
evaluation of the individual person. All doctrines are different under
this view. All theological doctrines change if this view is put on. From
the Christian point of view, which affirms the individual personality in
its eternal meaning, the creation is understood as good. The Fall is
responsible for the evil in reality. History is evaluated as a place of
salvation, and eternal life, not everlasting life, is possible. And it has
also many practical consequences. It produces in the three Israel-born
religions — Judaism, Islam, and Christianity - social and ethical points
of view. It produces, especially in Christianity, the technical conquest
of reality. It produces in Christianity the ethics of agape, of that love
which is described first in I Corinthians 13, over against the love which
is predominantly compassion and which was put in many discussions
with the Buddhists in Japan as the corresponding concept, which how-
ever is not the same because it is rooted in the identity of the substance
in all beings.

And now let me continue the Johanian demythologization in an
attempt to find another solution for the problem of immortality and
the sclf. First of all, eternity is not endlessness. The genuine meaning
of eternity is olam in Hebrew. Acon in Greek is a large number of
temporal moments seen together in a unity from above. So one can
speak of olamin ha olamin, the eternities of the eternities. It is not time-
lessness either, it is a unity which transcends our temporal experience.
In endlessness we are subject to every moment; in eternity, there is a
unity in every moment, in all moments together. So we must say, eter-
nity is neither timelessness nor endless continuation of time. But this
means something for self-consciousness. Self-consciousness is dependent
on the temporal process. Without the change of subject and object, the
subject would become catatonic, looking at one and the same point
immoveably and the object would never become a real object. So the
finite structure of self-consciousness is dependent upon our form of
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FREE WILL, THE CREATIVITY OF GOD, AND ORDER

PETER A. BERTOCCI

I

The nature of the finite person and his relation to Reality remains, as it
has been for ages in both Eastern and Western thought, a problem for
empirical and speculative thought. Nobody, in the East or in the West,
denies that the human person stands in an enigmatic relation to the
rest of being, for there are dimensions to his nature that seem to link
him with the rest of being. A microcosm somehow related to a macro-
cosm that includes many dimensions of non-personal being, the person-
al self has tended to be considered some sort of example of some other
dimension of being, sub-human or superhuman; man is a created,
imperfect image of God, or a focus of God, or a higher animal, or a
complicated matrix of electrical energy, or ... The tendency has been
to study him as a good sample of something else to which he clearly
seems related.

In this paper I shall try a different philosophical path. Instead of
assuming that we have all we need to know about the natural world
without investigating the nature of man, the counter-assumption is
that man is to be studied not as ‘“‘another instance of nature;” or,
instead of assuming that we know what divine Being must be like and
then considering the personal self an imperfect copy of God’s nature, I
shall try to analyze one phase especially of the person, and then ask
whether it might help in clarifying the meaning of creation in the
theistic conception of God that has been so influential in the West. I
shall limit myself to the nature of human freedom on what seems to
me to be its own terms before asking the question: What light might
this analysis throw on the nature of human freedom and divine cre-

ation.
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cannot be absolute, since an agency that has no effective power at all
would be nothing at all. Yet the distinction points out the fact that
will-power is the effective difference made by will-agency, given the
personality a person has developed, and given the other factors to be
dealt with at the moment of choice. Thus, the student who chooses to
study after having formed bad study habits, may well find that his will-
agency makes little headway, that is, that he has little effective power
over the habits formed. Yet this does not mean that there is no will-
agency at all, or even no will-power at all. The act of willing does have
some effect, some power against the formations in personality that
render it “powerless’’ to break the habit. No person wills arbitrarily in
the sense that he can do anything at will, or that he wills outside the
total context of his native and acquired capacities, or that he is im-
pervious to the environment that impinges on him at choice-point.
To put the same thing differently, any behavior or conduct in which
will-agency is present is caused by many factors including the will-
agency; the person often does not know ahead of time exactly how
much his will-agency can accomplish. Nevertheless, will-agency as felt
is will-activity and not wanf-activity or thought-activity, or ought-
activity; nor is will-agency the by-product of other activities. Will-
power, however, in a given situation may well be the product of all the
factors involved in the matrix of activities that constitute the total
person-personality. A person’s personality is the unique, more or less
unified, joint-product of the person’s unity of given activities as they
interact with the total environment. The person learns or acquires a
personality that expresses his mode of interaction with his environ-
ment. The person is not exhausted in his personality; but he always
lives and acts on, through and in it: hence the word person-personality.

111

Assuming, then, that will-agency is free within limits, but not arbi-
trary in a specious sense, we may ask: In what does the achievement of
freedom consist? As has just been suggested, the person in willing does
not act in a vacuum. The person does not will to will; he wills to think
or not to think; or he wills to pursue what he acknowledges to be right
or wrong. Moral freedom is the personal freedom to exert oneself in
favor of, or against, what one believes he ought to do. A person uses
his freedom to favor or oppose a situation in his personality-environ-
ment matrix that his willing at this moment of choice did not choose. For
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ence willing seerms to make 15 one of keeping some factors in focus and
operative and shutting off or decreasing the power of other factors that
M turn would be more effective 1f willing favored them Tollustrate of

T will to hold on to the hot plate that 1s paiming my fingers I am
heeping 1n focus the thinking of the goal  thus plate must not be
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dropped”” and favoring the feeling and other states favoring that goal,
and thus refuse to allow the experienced reflex ““drop hot plate” from
being fully cnacted.

I do not suggest the above as a complete account of a very compli-
cated situation; there are many more focal and peripheral factors
(conscious and, no doubt, unconscious) that no doubt have an cffect in
my conscious matrix at any one point. But could I articulate all of
these adequately, I doubt that the basic description just given would
be abrogatcd. ”"I.”I.)Ig is al lcast that (lC/l.vI.ty 0/ ﬁcrsonal g//oﬂ which, far
from producing the situation it confronts at any decision point, docs create
a situation that wonld not have ensucd had the decision not been made to
hold firm to cerlain activily-contents as opposed fo others. This willing is
free insofar as it is not the sheer outcome of a confluence of present and
past forces now operative in person-personality.3 But its intended effect
is to alter the existent situation in accordance with a goal decided upon
at that point.

\We have been speaking in minimal terms reminiscent of William
James' doctrine of fiat. I am no surer than he was of “how’’ all this
comes about. But, undaunted, I wish to go on to say, if I read the
situation aright, to will is to create. I use the word creafe and give up
the words change and alfer because I have a specific kind of change in
mind, namely crealive change. Creative change is more than the actu-
alizing of potential, although it presupposes both actuality and po-
tentiality in the creator. Creative change is a change in a situation that
would not have taken place if the situation had been allowed to “‘un-
fold” or to drift, as it were, with the outcome being no more than a
consequence of interacting factors left to themselves. Creative change
produces, in other words, a change that might well not have occurred,
and as far as we know, would not have occurred, without an activity
that entered the situation in such a way as to allow a result to take
place that simply would not have ensued without effort expended to
this effect.

Accordingly, a person is here held to be creative in a given situation
insofar as he wills in that situation an end that (ethical or not, aesthetic
or not, reasonable or not) would not have taken place until he so willed.
Willing to be sure, always is willing in a personality context; but when
willing takes place, it (will-agency) effects results believed to be possi-

3 «“The Psychological Self, the Ego, and Personality’’ in Psychological Review, 1945, 52,
91-99; and *'Foundations of Personalistic Psychology'' in Scientific Psychology, ed. B. B
Wolman, Basic Books, New York, 1965.
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ble in that situation, but results that so far as we know would not have

occutred if the willing did not endure until the end was achieved
Much 1s mvelved m what we have sard that needs further explication

But the situation to keep before us 1s ncely descnbed by Professor

Wiltmon H Sheldon when he says

The only genmne cause 15 one with a power quite 1ts own undenved from what

preceeds decading so far quate by atself what 1t will do Hence, when we reason
we are not m 150k but we are g and not feehngld

Sensitive to the dynarmcs of reason, feeling and wilhng, he contnues

Unless there were urges lures deep or shallow temporary or lasting native
or acquired each with its own magnetism there could be no choice made no
reflection as to which 15 better or best And these lures stand on their own feet
actual given trends mn the mdividual make up Reason doesn t create them
though it may discover them Nor does will create the lures The act of
will Uke reason may discover new goods but therr goodness 1s not created by

. . .

What, then, is the thesis bemng suggested? Willing, far from operating
m 2 psychic-brological vacuum 1s the effort of the person to deal with
the given factors 1n a choice-matnx that would follow 2 line of least
Teststance, as 1t were, 1f the person had not directed them i the hght of
anew task Willing on the other hand, could not create the new task,
were thinking impossible, or were there no dispositions and trends i
the total matrix of which 1t 1s a part Willing does not take over the
function of thinking, of wanting-desirng, of pleasing or displeasing, 1t
constructs neither the laws of reason nor the mtnnsic functions and
sequences of emotions Willing 15 hike a parent who cannot be a parent
without children, who must accept certam brute facts about their actu-
al and possible natures However, since the parent has energies Jeft
that are not exhausted by his children he s free to manage what they
Present to hum in ways they cannot manage by therselves, and
ways stilt apen to him

Nothing less 15 mvolved it seems, than to realize that the person,
wete he simply a composite of feeling, emotion, brute-sense-data, oughts
and rational activities, could not will When a person wills he does not
become the eyes or the destres or the sense-data or the memones Yetin

’7‘ ;h)man H Sheldon, Rational Religion Phitosophucal Library, New York, 1962 pp 26,
z
SId p g
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willing, when he is successful, he is able (will-power) to control these
raw materials in the choice-matrix so that while cach contributes its
share, cach further enters into conduct, into the formation of character
and personality, in a way it would not, as far as we can tell, if left to
itself. What is ncw as a result of a will, or its creative act, is not conduct
in which there is no emotion, reason, memory, obligation or something
other than these, but those components of cach that now constitute
the person's purpose (good or bad).

Indeed, in this context, we can say that the character and person-
ality of a person are the partial result of creative will — they are not
mere changes or alterations — in the sense that they constitute the kind
of unity - the degree of orchestration of dispositions and capacities —
that express the sclf-conscious purpose of the person. In particular, a
person's character is a creation of the person because, and to the extent
that, he has been able to bring into being — not something which is
neither desire nor thought nor obligation but — something that is new,
from the point of view of that person’s past and present. This new
partial creation, this new orchestration, was not impossible in view of
actualities and potentialities in the choice-matrix; but they now exist
because personal willing sustains and controls one focus rather than
another. Ior example, fear that could easily express itself in cowardly
flight is kept from ‘““taking over” the conscious matrix even as other
emotions like sympathy, anger, respect, are allowed to play a larger
part in an act of courage that was cautious as well as daring.

Iv

Is it too much to say that such creative change involves positive
addition to, and subtraction from, what is? Is there not illustrated in
human personality the production of a change that brings into being
new qualities and formations of character and personality at the ex-
pense of others? While I grant that it would not be an accurate de-
scription to say that willing brings into being the constituent emotion,
memories, thoughts, that it would not be accurate to say that willing
merely follows the contour, trend, or dynamics of the unattended
constituents, I do suggest that willing does produce something new.
For it sustains activities that might have ceased, and it activates and
directs trends that might have been ineffective.

How often in our lives actions that are begun by impulse are con-
tinued when impulse is dead. For example, an act that begins in sympa-
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whatever did exist to become new in form, quality, and pattern.

I am trying to get at a fact that defies articulation into any of the
usual forms of intelligibility, or swhat Tillich has well called the techni-
cal reason. We claim to understand the ticking of a watch by taking it
apart, secing how each part functions, and then putting it back again.
We claim to understand the growth of a good man by showing how this
good man is a fulfillment of past and present potential; that is, rather,
that such analysis and description does not do full justice to what
actually happens in willing a character into being. I am urging that in
the very nature of our expericnce and development of charzacter, insofar
as it is willed, we have a stark, brute kind of event that defies analysis
into logical connection, temporal connection, mechanical connection,
and even telic connection of the sort exhibited at the biological level. In
the creative event to which I have been pointing, something comes into
being because of willed effort that we say must have been “there” po-
tentially, but this is ex pos? facto, only after the creative event has taken
place. This fact, I think, needs more attention than it has gotten in the
past. For as far as we know in such instances, the reach actually exceeds
the grasp, and we need to be warned about explaining the reacked as a
“lawful” development from a latent past. At least it is a large as-
sumption that may well need to be given up in the light of what we
actually experience.

Why not simply hold to what is given, the fact of creation as being
the outright addition, increase, positing, of something new that is “like”
the old, but not the mere developing of the old? The good man is, if you
will, the man generated, not simply regenerated; the new man is built
not on the old man, but with the old man taken into account. There are,
no doubt, limits to creation, but this is no reason for supposing that
Socrates’ taking the hemlock in the spirit in which he took it, is not a
new fact in his life, and in the history of the world. I¢ is related, bui
severtheless created ; once created we can look and often we discover the
filament with the past. But the filament now there is there because it
too was created. It is the product of willing by a being who knows not
whether his fiat will realize his goal and then finds that it did! This is
freedom ; this is creation in human experience, at the very core of what
we hold precious in life, moral achievement.
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the rich cffulgence of his being. They are independent, but not self-
creafed, agencics.

It is this fact, then, that free persons are not God, that creatio ex
nihilo stipulates. The doctrine does not mean that God takes nothing
(little bits of nothing, as one of my students said) and makes something
out of it. Impossible, no doubt, to imagine, or even to conceive in purely
logical terms, the doctrine does mean that where earlier there had been
non-cxistence (no Socrates), there then appeared Socrates, a new being
—never as such existent before he was born — and that he took a hand in
his own creation in relation to God, as he formed the character and
personality that took the hemlock.

But the question persists: Whence would such sheer novelty, such
addition to all there is and has been, come? I confess I have no answer
if I take the usual lines of trying to imagine /ow a Socrates came into
being from an carlier stage in which, even granting him being in the
mind of God, he simply was not the existent that made his Apology for
philosophizing before the Athenian judges in 399 B.C. All I know is
that if I take the evidence at hand, a new fact, a different quality of
existence, came into being, developed, chose to die for his convictions
that he should obey God and yet not undermine the state or leave
Athens for Beotia.

If I am told that this fact was already among the possibilities in
God’s mind, I would grant it. But I would still urge that what still
defics imagination and logical conception is the how of transforming
that possibility into actual existence. In other words, I grant that the
creatio ex nihilo, of Socrates or anything else, cannot be explained if we
demand that explanation must involve explaining /0w any sheer
novelty can be added to what already is, if we use as a pattern of expla-
nation either mechanical know-how or logical implication. Logical im-
plication simply will not do, for finite freedom cannot be implied totally
by a network of logical relationships. And mechanical know-how is
simply not forth-coming when the problem is to account for the kind
of novelty that is more than the assembling of parts into a new combi-

nation.
VI

1 am suggesting that in a doctrine of creatio ex nililo we have
cornered an ultimate fact of being that must be the basis for other
explanation but is itself not ex licable. And this fact of -" tence is not

3 o

ot
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at odds with human expenence, and especially that of formung charac-
ter For this reason we must turn to the claym that thewsts themselves
have been, I hold, too ready to grant Nowhere im expenence, it has
been claimed, do we have an mstance of crealzo ex malnlo All human
creation for example, deals with matentals already at hand, and this
surely does not apply to creato ex mehilo whnch by defumtion means that
God has no Platonic co-eternal stuff, for example, which he persuades
to take on desired form Theists have been wont to argue that m this
mstance 1t should be understandable that man, the created, should not
find m humself or the created world empimcal ground for such a doc-
trine as creafio ex minko

But this 1s the very pount I am challenging, and which, hopefully, the
eather analysts of the concrete meanmg of freedom supports For if

" human freedom 18 at ali hike what we have analyzed, 1t does mvolve
adding qualttres and dimensions to personabty that simply were not
there, and would not be there now, apart from the free act Sumlarly,
creatso ex mehlo on the part of God need not mvolve, I suggest, anything
essentially different from what 15 given in our own experzence, although
there are differences of details beyond human 1magination and con-
ception Why do 1 say this?

Because 1t seems to me that whenever, anywhere, there s addition of
novelty, when a real difference appears the problem of creatio ex nahalo
15 on our hand - 3f 1t 35 2 problem at all But I also suggest thatitis a
problem only if the philosopher insists on trying to explain how novelty
comes 1nto bemng mstead of conformung his theory of reality to what 1s
givenin expenence Whether God creates, or finste persons create there
35 added to what 1s already present Specifically, for God to create free
finute persons 1s for him to bring wnto being, m connection with what 1s
given in s own being, something that could not come mto bemng, and
would nat come mnto betng, without s effort Granted that God not
only creates new beings but sustamns them mn a network of relations
hrdden from our hnowledge, can there be any ontological difference n
the act of creatton? It matters not what the sow of creation 1s, for what
s mvolved, whatever the how, 1s the novelty resulting And for this
aur own acts of will, 1n bringimng new dualities 1nto being m our own
life, provide the nearest and perhaps the best example we have mn
expenience of what 1t means to say creatio ex nanlo (be it human or
divine) At least, this 1s the suggestion here

Cant be that in our thunking about this whale matter of creation we
have been more affected than we reahzed by an understandable fear —
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It 1s unempincal T have urged, to separate the creative act from the
exstential context in which it lives And it has been argued that human
creativity, while adding to what 1s (a} works m relation to the matnx of
what 15 given up to the creative moment, and (b} 1s affected by the
kind of opportumties and obstacles constituting the matrix Put 1t this
way there 15 always some structure, some order of bewng as the necessary,
although not sufficrent, ground of creativity Let usillustrate at thehuman
Tevel

The sensing, remembening, thinking, feehng, wanting, oughting, and
appreciating of a funte person ~ each of these activities has a structure
and order of its own that constitutes the mner, continuing base for a
person's creatiity But though necessary, each 15 not the sufficient
support for the creative act itself A person walls withmn the structure of
abikties and dispositions therwr flexabihity allows, and he wills 1 an
environment, social and physical, that has 1ts own structures and possi-
biities of which s creative act must take account

1f, for example, Tsay “Iwill forgive another person so that he and I
can participate 1n a fellowship that neither of us knew before,” I find
myself confronting emotional dispositions and traits both in myself and
1m the other persons that will, according to theirr own order, offer
obstacles and opportumties with which my will to forgive must work
But my will to forgave does not “emerge” or “emanate” from my own
or their orders of abiity or dusposition To the extent that I succeed
bewg forgiving, and the other persons cooperate in the formation of the
new fellowship, to the extent we are creatively willing into beng a new
order

If this 15 true, we may say that to be creative, whether the act even-
tuate 1n good or eval, 1s to begin to build another order that bears some

relation to the old order The order may be short-lived and may not
be able to resist pressures from 1ts surrounding world In the mstance
at hand, for example, my enemy and I may find 1n the mitial stages of
our new relation that hostilities are greater than anticipated, and even
nsuperable Creattvity, i other words, 15 mmtiated within a structure
of order, a personal beng, who remains to follow through as he con-
fronts other orders of being, as they will to buld a kind of stabilsty that
wasnot there before No order, no freedom, no structures, no creativity

No amfied personal structure, fimite or divine, no freedom, no cre-
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ativity. This means that our actual product of creativity or existence
will always be a joint-product of what has been and now is.

We need always to keep in mind that in human experience when we
create we never create what bears no relation at all to what already is.
For example, in thinking we cannot create a logic that allows us to
disregard consistency; and in emoting, we create no kind of emotion
totally different from familiar kinds — we do create another emotional
quality. Hence, there is little actual ground for fear lest the creative
freedom we have will create discontinuities in the structural givens of
our lives.

On the other hand, if we do insist on no structural discontinuity
with the past, does this justify the contention that what we have called
creation is certainly not sheer novelty of the kind designated by “ex
nihilo’’? No. For to be continuous does not mean that there is no cre-
ation but only that what is created has characteristics in common with
what has already occurred. The fact again seems to be that while we
never know in advance exactly how much the creative process will
actually accomplish, we discover, once the creative act has accomplish-
ed its purpose or any part of it, that we can often trace some continuity
between the new accomplishment and the old facts! What the fact of
continuity proves is not that there is no creation, but that such creation
at least, is related to some order already established. And the fact of
continuity can also be understood ultimately in terms of some purpose
that is being worked out in and through events that are creative.

VIII

Finally, does this notion that creativity involves the addition of
something new, without disregarding the order already established,
help us to understand creatio ex nikilo at the divine level?

Broadly speaking, it seems to me to suggest that living or organic
processes are not reducible completely to inorganic events. The reader
may not be inclined to grant this, and, with such discoveries as DNA in
mind, prefer to think of the living as another level of the physical. But
this disagreement is of no real significance at this point, provided the
difference between what goes on in a stone, a starfish, a bone, and the
frontal lobe of a brain are seen as real differences. Philosophical analy-
sis here must be impressed not only by the broad differences between
the inorganic and the organic, but by different classifications of entities
within each one. If the fact is that different types of entities have
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properties that others do not have, the philosopher may well ask how
1t 15 that such different beings constitute an order of physical nature
even before he faces the guestion of the addition of hfe to a physical
realm In any case, that there are differences along with simdanty or
continmty 1s the basic fact for a theist to heep mn mnd as he considers
what 1s meant by the doctrine of creatio ex muhilo If certain realms of
being seem to be the necessary but not sufficient ground for new de-
velopments we seem to have an orderly world that is at the same ime a
world of change 1n which some changes are creations There 1s nothing
here certamly to keep a thewst from holding that the cosmuc Person has
the kind of umfied structure that can create new orders of bewmg, first
m relation to s own nature and possibilities, and then i relation to
created actuahities and possibilities 8 For the man thess 1s that to
talk about God creating the world, ex niklo, 1s to talk about 2 Being
whose complex, umfied nature 1t 13 to be creatwve also creative
relations to Ins own given ontic structure The very fact that, once the
creative actwity has taken place, 3t can be seen as a relatively con-
tinutous order of change, 1tself testifies to the fact that, as Creator, God
1s not arbitrary n the vicious sense but creates with a purpose 1n view
and m relation to givens of hus own nature, and then 15 also affected by
the events m which hus Creator-creatures are mvolved

We draw our argument to a close, reminding ourselves of Plato’s
warning that in ontological matters we are mn the realm of the probable
only God 1s the kind of umified being who, m creating 1s himself
mvolved n and affected by the additions (and subtractions) he makes,
although this contsnuty-m-novelty seems clearly to indicate that they
do not exhavst s nature n either change or creation For to be a
creator, as human experience mdicates, 15 to be a creator withm a
certam structure that mamtains tself i and through the creations that
reflect the structure God as a Person, as Creator, 18 non-changing But
what he creates, the quabity of Ins own expernence, will be affected by,
but not controlled by, the created warld

Starthing as such a view of God and man may be, a more basic 1n-
tention 1s mvolved we must stop thinking of change and creativity

¢ On other metaphysical grounds [ would prefer the hypothests that what we know as the
Space fime world of sense perception 18 integrat to the actwvity of God and not *outsie of
His being But such a personahstie, 1dealistie view of the space time world aside, 1 would
ege in any case ihat the space time world 1nsofar as it mamfests related order of change,
may well be expres g the purpose of Gad s nner rature meluding bus capacity to create
2/ And for God ta create enthier for an independent space tie world ot to be invalved

i 1he graded orderly interrelated levels of changes as aspects of bis own bewng Is for our
Purposes here not critical
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.against a background of permanence. Creativity-and-Unity, Creativity-
wn-Unity, here is the ontological fact that forever marries creativity and
continuity. Instead of wondering how anything can be added to all there
is ex mihilo, we must face the category of categories — that reality is a
Creative Order, yes, analagous to, but not reducible to, the creative
order exhibited in the finite person. If we conceive of God as the Creator
Person — both person and creator at once — what fact of existence, in
the scientific, moral, aesthetic, or religious realm have we actually
disregarded?



OTHER PERSONS, OTHER THINGS

RicrARD HoCKING

¥ A Western perplexity threatenng philosophucal coherence
In the philosophical dialogue between East and West which 1s proceed-
ng nowadays with unparalleled vigor, 1t 15 proper to admut to a stub-
born Western perplexity having to do with the opposmition between
persons and things In much of Western thought thus opposition 15
mienstiied to a greater degree than 1s the case m Buddhst phenome-
nahsm, Vedinta morssm or Confuciamsm The perplexity 1s a reflective
one which seems, in the practical course of life, artificial and finely
drawn Vet 1t 13 pressed upon us in one gwse or another by the mtel-
lectual situation of heightened duality 1 which the Western world
fnds itself and has found 1tse especially sunce the scientific revolution
and the time of Descartes

Much of our philosophical thinking about persons at present takes
the form of doctrines concerning freedom n human hstory Major
contributions to this way of thinking about persons come from the
existential phiosophers 1n whose wntmgs we find a rich empirical
exploration of subjectivity, alienation, encounter, exploitation, ab-
surdity, jay, despar These terms have become famubar m the chmate
of a renewed philosophical anthropology

Meanwhile, scientific thinking about the impersonal order of nature,
and about the human ammal as an ingredient m the objectivity of
nature, knows hittle or nothing of the existental categones Scientific
thinking, espectally since the scientific revolution 1s more at home 1n
dealing with the world of things than 1t 1s wath the existential analysts
of human history

Here are two perspectives of thought within the Western world
which pull apart, each mamntamning its own mode of autonomy, each
o g its own “ontological weight” (I borrow Marcel’s term) mn the
sense of mtending to disclose a real structure Our tlunking about
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persons and things is threatened with incoherence. Attempts to miti-
gate the difficulties often take two forms. In one form, the perspective
of history is reduced to the status of mere handmaiden to science: in
the other form, the perspective of science is reinterpreted as simply an
intellectual thread running through human history. The price of such
prace measures is too high in that the ontological claims of one or the
other of these perspectives are denied. Is there not a more coherent way
to suy “hoth-and” to the historical-existential perspective with its
adequacy to the experience of persons and the scientific perspective
with its adequacy to the experience of things, acknowledging the onto-
logical claims of both?

For the present purpose let us focus on once element in the experienced
opposition between persons and things, namely the sense of the pres-
enice of ather persons. This is a crucial factor if only because the analysis
of it clarifies issues which divide monadic doctrines from existential
doctrines of the person. It is one which has not been subjected to close
categorial analysis before the present century. In this third quarter of
the century, the accumulation of philosophical work on this particular
factor which is now available invites appraisal. The presence of other
persons is a fact at once utterly familiar and a profound mystery.
Consider how readily we articulate the contrast between the “thou’” of
encountered other subjectivity and the "it” of scientific objectivity in
terms other than scientific. Persons are ends as well as means; things
are means on occasion, but never ends, we say. A Kantian style persists
in the midst of current philosophical diversity simply by reason of its
experiential accuracy.

2. A mode of recovering cohercnce through a philosophical reversal

-

This part of the general perplexity, the part having to do with the
presence of other persons, has persisted under a veil. In modern Wes?(frn
thought the inhibitions to an adequate categorial analysis are f.ar-mhar
enough. The Cartesian line of thought could do justice to an intuition of
monadic solitude, but not to the experience of other persons. The
classically empirical line of thought could hardly advance beyond
honest Hume’s difficulty about finding even the self-identical person,
lct alone the encountered other person. And in the critical tradition, we
are instructed to retreat to the logical ground of judging that'the .free
individual person is a practical postulate in one’s own case, with little
categorial basis for the postulation of other persons. It is little wonde.r
that the analysis of the presence of other persons was delayed. Not until
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the comparatively recent intensification of the opposition of hustory and
nature was well established could the perplexity be unverled and analy-
sis proceed When acknowledged at afl as a problem for reflection, 1t
was at first faced an a manner that was etther too romantic {e g Fichte)
or too scientific (¢ g Comte) The scientific leaning was bound to lead
to the attempt to analyze the experience of other persons as a special,
and dependent, case of scientific objectivity Given the prestige of
suence, this approach had priority The existentzal stress on hastory and
the stoncal categories has come about as a late corrective, largely as a
result of the exigencies of twentieth century expenence
When a persistent perplexity such as this one is seen to threaten
coherence of thought i the hght of one approach, 1t may happen thata
reversal of approach will reinstate coherence and overcome the per-
plexity
Something of thus sort of philosophical reversal 1s illustrated by
Kant's brief  Waderlegung des Idealismus” m s first critique Kant
undertakes a refutation of 1deahsm which, i the outcome, mdirectly
remnstates a more coherent 1deahism He rejects the prevalent thesis of
the :dealisms which he refutes (especially those of Descartes and Ber~
keley) that mind 1s better hnown than objective things, that mind 15
known immediately and things only mediately He asserts the precise
appostte, that things are hknown immediately, and mind (nsofar asitis
empincally known) 15 known mediately He makes the empincal case
that we come to our knowledge of mind by way of our encounter with
things It 15 “outer expenence'” which 1s really immediate, whereas
InRET expenence 15 possible only by way of outer expenience Since the
context of this philosophical reversal 1s the thought-grounded frame of
the categones as “deduced,” Kant has effectively rewnstated a transcen-
dentally rdealistic type of coherence 1n the experience of mmd and of
things 1n a necessary polanty
By an analogous turn-around, in the spint of the Kantian Wider-
legung, there 1s warrant for laying aside the already famibar attempt to
ftt the expenence of other persons mto the perspective of scientific
“b)ectmty. since this attempt has repeatedly led to the rejection of the
eustential ymmedhacy of other persons and to the conclusion that the
whole hstorieal perspective on persons stands 1 no categonal con-
nechion with the perspective of scientific objectivaty The reverse
procedure would start, instead, with the esstential inmediacy of other
bersons as the ground of human history and 1ts categores, and would
explore the possibility that, m this context, the ontological claums of
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both the perspective of history and the perspective of scientific ob-
jectivity could be sustained in a necessary polarity. Within such a
categorial frame one could claim to reestablish a threatened philo-
sophical coherence.

3. Lvidences of such a philosophical reversal in progress in recent Wes-
tern thought

In the past two generations a number of discussions of the experience
of other persons have appeared in the most diverse philosophical con-
texts and in a number of Western countries. This phenomenon suggests
a widespread preoccupation with this special problem, not always
consciously shared. In England, writings of John Wisdom, Strawson
and A. J. Ayer come to mind; in the United States, those of C. S. Peirce,
Royce and Hocking; in Germany, those of Husserl, Scheler and Heideg-
ger; and in rance, those of Marcel and Sartre. There are distinct lines
of convergence in some of these representative discussions. In general,
they all exhibit the enriched (“radical,” “wider”’) empiricism which
marks philosophical work in our day.

In order to show that the suggested philosophical reversal is indeed
in progress, it is enlightening not only to identify very briefly some of
the positions held by these thinkers with regard to the presence of
other persons, but also to arrange these positions in a sort of spectrum
with the more abstractly scientific (objective) positions at one extreme
and the more concrete, dialectically historical (existential) positions at
the other. (This mode of arrangement, of course, involves a disregard of
chronology).

In John Wisdom's book, Other Minds, we find a deal of intricate
discussion of the states of another mind after the analogy of a house
across the street where the blinds are drawn, whence issue the sounds of
a party. One is unable to crash in to see what is up. As this analogy
suggests, the comprehension of other persons is at best indirect and
tentative. The desiderata of scientific objectivity are to be sought; but
they are only precariously to be attained.

In a similarly guarded manner, A. J. Ayer, in his essay on “The
Concept of a Person,” argues for a ““weak analogy” as the logical form
of knowing other persons. His position is intended to be positively
scientific.

In Husserl's phenomenological study, Cariesian Meditations, we find
a fifth and concluding meditation on “monadological intersubjectivity”
in which the stress is upon the a prior7, and yet given, “monad com-
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munty” {no less'), and upon the distinctne “shanng of a world* by a
multsitude of monads The justaposition of momidic privacy and the
publicity of the world 15 indeed sharply presented, though without an
expenential resolution of the difficulties mvolved Tlus position re~
presents a departure from the uncertainties of John Wisdomand A
Ayer smce 1t acknowledges a factor of phenomenologieal certitude
Scheler's work, The Essence and Form of Sympathy, furqshes an enrichs
ment of this position, particularly in the chapters which are descriptive
of the Fremderfahrung, the expenence of another person, and other 1
The phenomenological onientation 1s more scientific than lustoncal, as
15 requured by the discrphne of the Wesensschan
C S Peirce’s thought, with its sustamned emphasis on a concretely
evolutionary cosmology, includes as an aspect of hus theory of scientific
mduction the conception of the scientsfic commumty of iterpretation
a communtty of mquining scentific persons, as itself evolving withinan
evolving natural world of things The presence of other persons in the
cantext of mterpretation 1s made an exphicit concern He writes of a
resultng * special adaptation of the mind to the umverse so that we are
more apt to make true theories than we otherwise should do * 1 Perrcd’s
characteristic rehance on a calculus of chances carrtes with it its own
apriore factors The temporal dimension of evolution comes strongly to
the fore, though not with full recognition of the categonies of human
Tustary
In Strawson's discussion of persons in hus book, Indwiduals, we find
such dalectical affirmations as these *“There 1s no sense 1n the idea of
asenbing states of consciousness to oneself, or at afl, unless the aserhor
already knows how 1o ascribe at least some states of consciousness to
others The recogmtion of the necessary polar relation of person to
other person becomes explicit * “We could not talk to one another
about the prvate if we could not talk to one another about the public
* The topic of mund does not dividesntounconnected subyeets * Hercisa
clear step bey ond both the monadism of Husserl and the weak analogy
of A T Ayer (In fact, Ayer complains that Strawson docs not alow
the argument from analogy tostart) Theinternal relatedness of prrsons
within a categorial frame 15 affirmed as a disclosure of drscnptive
metaphysies
Hewdegger, in Beng and Tvme, Part 1, pursng “fundamental on-
tology,” males the exsstential, istorical character of persons his cen-
tral theme, and 1n so domng he emphastzes a basic and exstential kind

¥ Bockier, Prirsoghacal 35 ssings of Priree, p 213
-
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of intersubjectivity as an immediate experience. His descriptive explo-
rations of “‘being-in-the-world-with-others,” “the with-world,” “being-
with,” “being-there-with-others” are characteristic of an existential
thinker. He discerns the principle that being-with-others is definitive
of every single person.

Sartre devotes Part I1I of Being and Nothingness to “‘being to others”
(le pour-autrus). His thought is thoroughly existential in structure. He
explores the situation of being an embodied person. His chapter on “the
look” (le regard) has its expected astringent quality. The presence of
another person is judged a hostility, as creating a situation in which
one may be made a thing of. Sartre’s position is ontological, concrete,
historical. There is an intimated sense of organic solidarity in the com-
munity of persons, the working out of which is to be found in his Cr:#-
que of Dialectical Reason. It is clear that, in Sartre’s judgment, the
existence and presence of others cannot be a probability merely, but is
a dialectical necessity.

In The Meaning of God in Human Experience, Part IV, W. E.Hocking
explores and clarifies the “‘experience of not being alone in knowing the
world,” especially in knowing the world of impersonal things. The in-
itial and central datum, the “concrete a priors,” inseparable from the
sense that nature is a common world, is “‘the original experience of the
presence of God in the world.” Here also the break with monadism is
decisive. The divine presence in nature furnishes the condition for all
fluctuating human experience of the presence of finite other persons.

The explorations by Marcel of the central experience of ““presence”’
likewise refer to the immediacies in the relations of person to person.
His Socratic journey ot reflections beyond scientific objectivity comes
into the light of the divine presence. More coherently than Sartre he
explores also the person-threatening situations of “exigence,” those
negative situations dominated by the sense of the loss of presence of
other persons. In Marcel’s thought, concreteness and the dialectical
sense of an embodied history are essential, not accident.? .

In approaching this end of the spectrum onenotes that thej increasing-
ly shared emphasis is on an ontological necessity involvefi in the sense
of the presence of other persons and on a certain dialectical .chara'cter
of the history of personal encounter. Other persons are-not fitted '1nt.o
the perspective of scientific objectivity as inferred entitu?s. The princi-
ple of concreteness is exhibited in the immediate experience of other
persons. The pertinence of this principle to a coherent cosmology and

2 Cf. esp. Being and Having and Creative Fidelity. 1 < l‘—’qg
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mind" in a sense required by scientific objectivity, so here, in a reverse
sense, one may use the notion of closure to affirm that existential
inwardness is closed to nature in a sense required by existential history.
Thus, on the one hand, there is no compromising the autonomy of
inwardness, and on the other hand no disjunction (or “bifurcation”’) of
personal life and natural process.

2. This theme of existential concreteness carries with it a sense of
intimacy with matter, one might even say a non-Marxian historical
materiality. The action whereby a person’s inner life is committed to a
shared situation involves a physical bodying forth of this action in the
public domain of the world of things. If we recall John Wisdom’s
imagry, this is by no means the case of houses across the street from
cach other with blinds drawn to shield sccret lives. Rather it is a
meeting of neighbors before their houses on the public street itself. One
who chooses privacy returns indoors after publicly signifying his in-
tention to do so. Marcel's thesis that * I am my body” is far from being
a declaration of scientific reduction of person to thing. Rather it is the
epiphany of a mystery wherein the inwardness of the person is both an
autonomy and ‘‘not-other” than the body of which one says “I am my
body.” Marcel writes: ““In asserting ‘I am my body’ one is actually
making a negative judgment: ‘It is neither true nor meaningful to
assert that I am other than my body;! ..." 4

3. Thus far, we are generally familiar with the existential explo-
ration of inwardness, embodiment and situation as historical categories.
The account is in danger, however, of passing over in silence a premise
involved in the emphasis on embodiment as the ground of historical
concreteness. Without the cosmological acknowledgment of the whole
impersonal world of things ~ the domain of scientific objectivity —.the
existential philosophy of the concrete falters. Physical nature provides
the minimum precondition of the physical presence of person tq person.
“Impersonal nature as shared” is a necessary factor in the existential
conception of “‘situation.” '

\We are reminded that existential thinkers are sometimes chided
with being too indifferent to the world of things as disclosed by the
sciences. And yet their concern with an empirically adequate, hence
historically concrete, doctrine of persons comes sooner or latef face to
face with the impersonal order of things as an essential constituent (';)f
the account. It seems clear that Marcel’s ‘I am my body” and §artre s
“The body is the instrument which I am” begin to establish the

4 Creative Fidelity, p. 19.
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strongest sart of tie with nature as that same world of things with
whach scientific objectivaty 1s concerned

4 But once such a beginmng has been made, where does one find a
stopping place” The process of extrapolation suggests that the neater
environment, and by degrees the further and further environment, not
just of other persons (human and any other the cosmos may nourish}
but the ever widening physical environment as well, all become con-
tinuous shared extensions of our bodies and hustortes Why may not
Marcel’s “not-other,” as sigmfying a mystery i the relation of mward-
ness and embodiment, grow beyond ‘my body” to the whole extent of
the world? Any stopping part way seems open to challenge as arbitrary
Sartre puts the 1ssue {remembering that s term “for-tself” means
personal inwardness) ““As such the body 1 not distmet from the situ-
ation of the foratself, since for the for-itself, to exust and to be situated
are one and the same, on the other hand, the body 1s identihed with the
whole world iasmuch as the world 15 the total situation of the for-stself
and the measure of its exstence ” This remarhable statement equates
“world" with “situation * This can only 1mply a thoroughgomng person-
centering of the whole cosmos The same world which 1s the impersonal,
neutral, constant, objective order of physical things 1s likewise the
concrete rummum sttuation wheremn all persons share The union of
the mmnpersonal and the pubhc 15 too striking to overlook

5 With this extrapolation a new factor presses for consideration
The smpersonal warld of things, with sts ontological self-contamedness
{in the sense of Whitehead’s group-theory conception that “nature 1s
closed to mund”} 1s what 1t 35 beyond any endurance or extinction of
human kind and 11 vast or minute mvanance 1 relation to human
creativity and history To say of this unbounded and self- dly
mpersonal world of things that 1t 15 the total situation of human
persons 15 to affirm that it actually testifies to the presence of another
person beyond human finttude The world as situation 1s the divine
presence mahing 1tself felt, at the very least as unbounded umt This
same whole world of things can be our total situation only as a gift, for
our Iimited creative powers could not brng this result about

A hindred conception of the divine presence as sensed 1n the un-
bounded umty of the world of things 15 to be traced m some of the
comological msights of Newton and of a hine of predecessors runnimng
back to Nicholas of Cusa and perhaps to Robert Grosseteste 5

How could one withdraw from this outcome? To attempt to do so

* Ct hoyré, From the Closed World fo the Infimte Unmirerse




70 OTHER PERSONS, OTHER THINGS

would require one or another of two difficult denials. Either one would
deny that the world of things is self-containedly impersonal. But this
is to deny the “‘ontological weight” which attaches fundamentally to
scientific objectivity. Or one would deny that the world of things is
wholly public (this shared character being involved in the conception
of the world as “total situation” for persons). But the public character
of the whole world of things is also one of the fundamentals of scientific
objectivity; it is wholly so or not at all. The conclusion would appear to
be that the same impersonal public-ness of the world of things which is
fundamental for the perspective of scientific objectivity is likewise
fundamental for the perspective of existential history. Expressed in an
alternative way, the categorial frame which sustains both scientific ob-
jectivity and existential history in dialectial opposition discloses also
that each of these perspectives requires the self-contained intensi-
fication of the other for its own perfection. The Western perplexity
from which we started thus becomes, in the light of our philosophical
reversal, a situation of dialectical coherence, once the mystery of the
presence of other persons is seen to be the central experience.
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stick to mechanistic interpretations ... Human behavior is the same kind as any
other behavior. A machine behaves as it does because it is constructed in a
certain way out of certain materials. A human being behaves as e does because
he is organized in a certain way and consists of protoplasm. The one is no more
mechanical than the other. For practical purposes the term “mechanism’’ means
sitiply that such concepts as *“foresight’” and “‘purpose” can be dispensed with
.+« Such terms have no proper place in a psychological vocabulary. They are
literary, not scientific. We can explain everything that a human being does in the
same terms, or the same sorf of terms, with which we explain the operations of a
machine ... human behavior has no relation to purpose; it is as mechanical as
the behavior of a shot-gun or of creeping ivy.

You can sum up what Professor Bode has said in the following syllo-
gism: Man is an animal. Animals are machines. Therefore man is a
machine. This is an ancient argument, but in one form or another it is
always with us: to understand human behavior you must understand
mechanical behavior because all human behavior is mechanical. Man is
nothing but a mechanism. Thercfore all of his behavior is thoroughly
mechanical. Now, given this conception I can return to the question
with which I said T would like to begin. It is this: Which departments
in a liberal arts college presuppose this conception of man as a con-
dition for staving in business? Which departments would be forced into
bankruptcy if this conception were rejected? The question can be ex-
tended: Which departments would have no stake in the matter one
way or the other? Which departments would be forced into bankruptcy
if they were required to presuppose this conception of man as a con-
dition for staying in business?

I do not know how my colleagues would answer. I can imagine a
spokesman for the departments of mathematics, ph}fsics anc} chemistr'y
insisting that their subject-matter is neutral to this question, that it
does not presuppose any conception of man. But beyond these three,
how far can you go? What about biology, psychology, a{lthrol.)ology,
and sociology? Would their answer be that their business is to find out
what man is, not to presuppose what he is? What about departrfxents
of history, economics, political science, education, literature, plulqso-
phy, religion? T have learned that it is wise to count ten bef.ore te.lhng
members of other departments what conception of man their subject-
matter presupposes, or whether it presupposes any at gu. The.y prefer
to do this kind of talking for themselves. All these things being so, I
hesitate to answer my question for any department except my own.
However, if I understand the sort of behaviors w.hich a qepartment of
philosophy secks to initiate and sustain in the minds of 1ts.custome;s,
and secks also to elucidate for them, then I would say that it would be
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forced 1nto bankruptey if 1t presupposed, or were constraned to pre~
suppose, the conception of man set forth in Professor Bode's words
When I think of what goes on m such courses as logic, ethics, aes-
thetics, semantics, epistemology, metaphysics, T am at a loss to sce
how these enterpnises would make even as much sense as they do, if you
presuppose the conception of man set forth in Professor Bode’s words
That conception bars the question “Why?” meanng to “For what
purpose?”’ It would also bar the question “Why ?”” meaning *‘For what
reason?”’ The questions, “What 1s your purpose in doing so and so?"”
and “‘What 18 your reason for doing so and so?” would not anise Under
these circumstances, how would those courses acquire or retamn any
content?® If no one ever does anything on purpose or for a reason, what
would you have to talk about 1n those courses? You can say that the
philosophical disciphines do not presuppose the conception of man set
forth 1 Professor Bode’s words You can go further, and say that 1f
they do presuppose a conception of man, 1t 1s1ncompatible with that one

I

I have drawn your attention to the mechamists This 1s not the only
mode of behittlement to be found among those who address themselves
to the question, “What 15 man? What 1s 1t, to be human?”* There are
also the skeptics They, in a different way, are no less deflationary 1
recall coming upon the following passage 1n Professor C A Campbell’s
Selfhood and Godhood*

About the concept of * God”” current phulosophy has had hittle to say Current

philosophy has not much to say about the concept of * the world ’ But what
about the concept of “'the soul”? On thts topic current phdosophy has un-

A aebianatd, ma A% oo w4 ek b A w3 4ha ncranng of what 2t has
rent philosophy,

. - a “self * in the

sense of an 1d d dbeng . about the sclf 132

matter of course for Posttivists. A bike skepucxs;n 15 implicat 1n the Be-
havionsts and quasi-Behavionsts The roots of skepticism about the soul or
the self are wade and deep

Professor Campbell does not share this shepticsm He 1s merely
reporting on1t I do nat think the Bratish are umque in this shepticism
about the self 1 recently came upon a not untypreal statement 1n an
American journal The author said
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reasons for doubting or denying these claims?"’ If he says he hasn’t any
reasons, and doesn’t necd any, he opens himself to the question “Why
not? Why have you no reasons? Why don’t you need any? Is there
somcthing about your doubt or denial that makes it self-authenti-
cating?” He could, of course, plead ignorance as to what processes are
physiological. But he could liquidate this ignorance by taking a course
in physiology. If he refused to do this on the grounds that he doubts or
denies what physiologists say, he opens himself to the question: “What
reasons have you for doubting or denying what they say?”

(2) A rational animal has a psyche. His psyche is the locus of psycho-
logical processes, that is, processes studied by psychology. Examples
of these would, I suppose, be sensations and emotions. Does anyone
doubt that he has a psyche? Or that his psyche is the Jocus of psycho-
logical processes? Has he never been aware of such psychological pro-
cesses as pain or jealousy or getting thirstier and thirstier? It is a mark
of processes, whether physiological or psychological, that they happen
to you. They are not activities which you perform. You are victim or
beneficiary. For example: getting hungry is something that happens
to you; whereas preparing food and cating it are activities which you
perform.

(3) A rational animal, in addition to having a body and a psyche, 7s
an agent. An agent is neither a locus nor a process. You come close to
it if you say that an agent performs activities. Activities differ from
processes in that they are performed whereas processes are not. An
activity is something you do, whereas a process is something that
happens. Activityis-brhmvior performed by an agent, voluntarily, on
purpos¢*and for a reason. Some behavior is process; e.g., dehydration
causing you to feel thirst; and thirst tempting you to drink. But some
behavior is activity, e.g., getting a drink of water because you believe
it will quench your thirst. Does anyone doubt or deny that some of his
behavior is activity? Does he believe or assert that it is all process? If
so, he opens himself to the question: “What reasons have you for this
doubt or denial or belief or assertion?”’ If he refuses to take up the
challenge, what is his reason for refusing? If he takes up the challenge
he will be dealing in reasons.

The activities which rational animals perform are either theoretical
or practi call)g his distinction, between theoretical activity and practi'cal
activity, is difficult to elucidate. Professor Dewey made a reputatlon
for himself by advancing the theory that all activity is practical. By
theoretical activity I mean activity productive of theory. That may not
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roll the stone very far up the hill, but 1t ponts to something whichas
an essenttal mgrechent in the concept of rational ammal Theoretical
activity may be performed with reference to processes or with reference
to activities When a physician demands a theory about the digestive
process before recommending a treatment for indagestion, he illustrates
the behavior of a rational ammal But when a pedagogue demands a
theory about the learning activity before recommending a teachmg-
procedure, he also lustrates the behavior of a rational ammal

1t takes theoretical activity to elucidate the behavior of the bramn
and nervous system and the behavior of the solar system But these two
behaviors do not themselves embody theory The physiologist 15 not
trymng to detect the theory upon which a bram and nervous system acts
The astronomer 1s not trymg to detect the theory upon which the solar
system acts This imtation does not mean that physiologists and
astronomers do not perform theoretical activittes They do But 1t does
mean that the behaviors about which they produce theories are radical-
Iy different from behaviors which embody theories You do not ask
after the theory on which the brain acts, but you had better ask after
the theory on which a brain surgeon acts, or an ignorant mind acts
when 1t 15 engaged 1n hqmdating 1ts 1gnorance, 1n getting-to-know

My pont 1n all of this 1s that st 15 the mark of a rational antmal to act
on theory, and upon occasion to formulate or try to formulate the
theory upon which 1t acts You cannot say that the body or the solar
system s a rational ammal, because neither acts on theory, and a
fortion, nesther formulates or tres+to formalate the theory upon which
tacts But you can say that physiologists and astronomers are ational
ammals Let there be no question about that They mamifest thew
rationality mn therr actreity They perform theoretrcal actiity with
reference to behaviors which do not embody theories This marks them
2% r2bongl annals Bat they can, if they ave reflectively wokned,
perform theoretical activity with reference to behaviors which do em-
body theones, € g, their own behavior as scientists This doubly marks
them as rational ammals You could, I suppose, use the phrase “reason
1 her more exalted mood" to deseribe this self-critical activity on the
part of rational amimals

When someone ashs “What am I, anyway?" an excellent answer1s
""You are a rational ammal You have a body which 1s the locus of
physiological processes, and a psyche which 15 the locus of psycho-
logieal processes You are an agent which performs actiities Some of

your activities are theoretical, that 13, productive of theory These
-
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theories may refer to processes which happen, or to activities which
you perform. If the former, you are not trying to formulate the theory
embodied in an activity; if the latter, you are trying to formulate the
theory embodied in an activity.”

This may sound like a complicated answer to a simple question. But
it may be that the question, “What am I, anyway?"’ is not simple; and
anyway, this answer, no matter how complicated, has the advantage of
being indefeasible. When I say that it is indefeasible, I do not mean
that it is free of difficulties. I do not know any notion that can give rise
to more questions, or to more difficult questions, than the notion of
rational animal. But if a notion is indefeasible, if it is an indubitandum,
you put up with the difficulties, no matter how many or how great.
Though they exasperate you, you hold on.

To make this point clear I would invoke the notion of responsible
doubts, questions and denials, by analogy to responsible beliefs and
knowledge-claims. If a person says he knows something, he opens him-
self to the question, “How do you know that?”’ If he says he believes
something, he opens himself to the question, “Why do you believe
that?”’ In both cases we expect him to respond, to answer for himself.
If he is not able to respond, not able to answer for himself, we say that,
in the matter of his beliefs and knowledge-claims, he is irresponsible.
This is a damaging criticism. If he has any respect for our judgment he
will not lay himself open to such criticism. Now in talk about the self
we are sensitive. We shrink from identifying ourselves with irresponsi-
ble belief or knowledge-claims. This is all to the good. When a person,
speaking for himself, says he knows he was not created, or believes that
he will not survive the death of his body, and gives good reasons for
what he says, he commands intellectual respect. It may not end there,
but at least a good beginning may be made there.

We have been disciplined to expect and to respect responsible beliefs
and knowledge-claims. But I think we are less disciplined in respect to
doubts, questions, and denials. We are more ready to doubt, to question
to deny, particularly in talk about the self, without asking whether we
are in a position to justify, to answer on behalf of, to produce good
reasons for, our doubts or questions or denials. If a person asks you:
“What am I, anyway?”’ and you tell him he is a rational animal, and. he
says, ‘I doubt that,” or “‘I question that” or “I deny that,i’ heis be;mg
irresponsible, unless he can give you good reasons for his dou.btlng,
questioning, or denying. But what is a good reason for doubting or
denying that you have a body, or that you deal in reasons? If you tell
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him that some of hus behavior 1s theoretical, that 1s productive of
theory, sometimes directed upon behavior which embodies no theory
and sometimes upon behavior which embodaes theory, and he says *'I
doubt that”” or “I question that” or “I deny that,” he 15 beng srre-
sponsible unless he can gwe you good reasons for ns doubting, ques~
troning, or denying But what 15 a good reason for doubtmg or denyng
that you seek to understand natural processes or rational activities?
‘There may be other indefeasible answers to the question, “What am 12"
1t there are, 0 much the better, but whether there are, or are not, there
1s no good reason for rejecting this one And if there are, they must be
compatible with this one There 15 nothing we know, and nothing we
have good reasons for believing, which would constramn us to doubt,
question or deny that we are rational ammals

w

Gwen the guestion, “What am I, anyway?” “What 15 1t to be
human?” and the answer, *“ You are a rational anmmal,” **To be humans
tobe arational ammal,” there are further questions you can bwild on the
answer, and further things you can go on to say Before examining some
of these 1t would be well to note the intiating question stself 1 have all
along been assuming that the question, “What am X, anyway>”, while
perhaps vague and ambiguous, 15 not hopelessly so, assuming also that
1t 15 not meaningless, and that st 15 not asked mechanically, or rheton-
cally, or sresponsibly

The question, “What am 1, anyway?” 15 not 1dentical with the
question “What 1s man that Thou art mindful of lum?,” but 1t has a
certun affinity to this more famous question Asked mn a certamn way,
and for a certawn sort of reason, 1t can mndicate that a person has re-
flected on Iz conditon humaine, and finds Tumself puzzled by 1t The
pomt of the questron he ntends would not be met by saying “You are
an Amencan aitizen™ or *“You are a marned man' or “You are a senior
i college,” nor 1s 1t met m any of an indefinite number of other ways
Perhaps he has been companng himself with other ammals or with
plants or inanimate objects or with some cunningly devised cybernetic
machine Perhaps he has caught a belitting ghmpse of umself m the
hight of some aspects of modern astronomy, or modesn psychology or

modemn bierature It 35 possible for expenences of this sort to goad a
Personintoasking “What am I, anyway?'' The pomnt 1s that a questien
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originating in this way is a meaningful question, and invites a meaning-
ful answer.,

I'have been assuming that the question is not asked mechanically. If
you shout the question in a good ccho-location, then the sounds that
boomerang back to you, if they could be said to ask the question at all,
would do so mechanically. If you speak the question into a tape-
recorder, and play it back, then, if the recorder could be said to ask the
question at all, it would do so mechanically. If clouds were blown by
the wind into the shape of the words used to ask this question, then, if
the wind or the clouds could be said to ask the question at all, they
would do so mechanically. No clement of judgment, no element of
realized ignorance, no ability or intention to evaluate an answer, en-
tered into the framing of the question in the case of the echo, the tape-
rccorder, or the clouds. They do not authorize or stand back of the
question. In short, it is not fheir question.

The question, “What am I, anyway?”" can be asked rhetorically. So
asked, it does not invite the answer, “You are a rational animal,” be-
cause it does not invite any answer. The purpose of asking a question
rhetorically is to produce an effect not an answer. You do not want an
answer, and are ordinarily flustered or frustrated if you get one.

The question is assumed also to be asked responsibly. To ask a
question responsibly is to be able to indicate the grounds, or the sort of
grounds, on which you will accept or reject answers. Suppose some one
asks you what time it is. You answer: ‘‘By my watch, it is 10 o’clock.”
And he says: “I am not interested in your watch. I want to know what
time it is.”” So you dial the time number on the phone, and say: ‘“‘By
the phone, it is now one minute after ten,” and he says: “I am not
interested in the phone, I want to know what time it is.”” Let this go on
until your patience or your ingenuity runs out. Then you say: “On
what grounds will you accept an answer?” And he says: “On no
grounds. In the case of this question there are no grounds on which I
am prepared to accept answers;” or: ““I do not know. In the case of this
question, I do not know on what grounds I am prepared to accept
answers.” He would be asking his question irresponsibly, or asking an
irresponsible question. He could not respond, in the name of his
question, to your answer. Or suppose he accepted azny answer you gave
him, because he had no basis on which to reject answers, he would then
also be asking his question irresponsibly. Once you caught on to this
you would say: “Pay no attention to him. Don’t try to answer him. Or,
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give im the first answer that comes mto your head On #haf question
he's not responsible ”

1 thunk the question, “What am I, anyway?'' can be asked msuch a
way that the ashing of 1t 1s not less, not mech 1, not rhe-
toncal and not yrresponsible, and that the words, “What am I, any-
way?” can express a question to which an mndefeasible answer would
be ‘‘You are a rational ammal

You can bmld certain further questions on that answer These
further questions form part of the logical efficacy of that answer If you
accept, or even entertamn, that answer, you are thereby entitled to
these further questions If you reject the answer, the questions ““do not
anse,” n an older :diom “Cadit quaestio ” That you are entitled to the
question does not mean that you are therefore entitled to an answer,
nor to any particular answer you may want or get It means that the
way s clear, that it makes sense for you to ask the question

For example, you can ash “How did rational ammals, as a species,
come to extst? How did they onginate in the first place? Were they
created? Or produced by the operation of natural processes? Or did
they produce themselves? Or was thewr comng to be quite causeless?
Or have they always existed? ' Youcanask “How 4o rational antmals,
asindiniduals, come to exast? How do they onginate now? Therr bodies
are procreated Does the same hold for the rest of them? If an agent has
a body and a psyche, what mode of umty do they ilustrate? Does this
bear on the question, ‘How do rational anmmals, considered as mdi-
widuals, come to exast?*”

You can ask what, m the case of a rational animal, the relation 15
between the agent and hus body There are some answers that you can
at least hold up at the border It will not do, prima facie at least, to
admit the answer, “The agent 1s the body * Your refation to yout body
15 obscure imdeed, but 15 3t one of dentsty? There 15 almost over-
whelming evidence for example, that 1t 1s an nstrument of your pur-
poses, but this does not give you identity There 15 considerable evi-
dence that 1t 15 the locus of processes studied by physsology, but this
does not give you 1dentsty If the relation 15 not one of wdentity, then
you can ash the further question, “How 1s 1t that, in the case of 2
rattonal amimal, the agent 1 able to act upon his body?** This 1s one of

the most vexing questions in il philosophy The more you fuss with it,
the worse 1t gets 1 would offer it as an example af what T have else-
where called “open questions’’ But, for all its vexing character, I
would rather be stuck with the question, “How 15 an agent able to act
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on his body?” than with the question, “Is an agent able to act on his
body?”

You can ask whether man is the only rational animal; whether, that is,
the concept “rational animal” defines the concept ““man.” Man, we say,
rcasons and can be reasoned with. Does this hold of any other, pre-
sumably “sub-human,” animals? Are there still other, presumably
“super-human,” animals? Does it also hold of them? You can ask
whether there is a necessary connection between the concept ‘‘rational”
and the concept ‘‘animal.”” If you are rational, must you be animal?
Must you e.g., have a body and (presumably) a psyche? If a being has
neither body, parts nor passions, does it count as an animal? If not,
does that rule it out as rational? Would you be unable to say that it
reasons and can be reasoned with? I see nothing wrong with the
question,” ““What am I, anyway” ?; nor with the answer, “You are a
rational animal,” but I see nothing wrong with the further question,
““Is man the only rational animal, or the only rational being?”’ There
may be other animals besides humans that are also rational. There may
be other beings, besides animals, that are also rational. But whether
there are, or are not, it still makes excellent sense to say that manisa
rational animal; that he reasons and can be reasoned with. However, if
there are, then we know something of what it would be like to be one
of them.

If, in the case of rational animals, the agent be not identical with his
body, you can have the question whether he survives the death of his
body. This is a good question. I do not see why some persons hold it in
contempt. It is a highly speculative question, no doubt; but not there-
fore either meaningless or contemptible. I see nothing in the concept of
rational animal, nor in the claim that I am one, that vetoes the question,
“Do I, as agent, survive the death of my body?”’ I think those who
would rule this gquestion out as improper are simply too intent upon
having their fireworks on the ground.

There is the thesis that man is a rational animal. Some persons insist
that the important part of the thesis is that man is an animal. They are
more convinced that he is an animal, or more impressed by the fact
that he is an animal, than that he is rational. If they cannot get it
nailed down that man is an animal, they feel perhaps that they cannot
go on to the further thesis that animals are machines. This is important
because they want to argue that man is a machine. This is a familiar
line of reasoning. Within recent years, however, the thesis that humans
are machines has lost the spot-light to the thesis that machines are
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I am aware that in these days of post-Christian religion, post-Freu-
dian psychology, linguistic philosophy, thermo-nuclear warfare, be-
havioral sciences, op art, pop art, anti-art, population explosion, au-
tomation, space exploration and racial emancipations, it ill-behooves a
person to sponsor so vague and general a question as “What am I, any-
way?”’, ""What is it to be human?’', “What do we know or believe or
hope about the ‘I’ in ‘T know’ or ‘I believe’ or ‘I hope’?”’ The question,
in all intellectual and social conscience, is bedraggled enough; but to
follow up with the answer “Whatever else you are, you are a rational
animal,” is to invite impatience and incredulity and a certain intel-
lectual intolerance. “Rational animal, indeed! If there is anything we
know, anything we have learned, anything we have conceded and come
finally to terms with, it is that man is an animal; and, if anything
beyond that, an ¢rrational animal.” If your thesis is that man is an
ignorant and irrational animal, you will get a concessive hearing, pro-
vided it does not take you too long to make your point. But to claim
that man is first and foremost a rational animal is no more plausible
than to claim that he is a sinner as much in need of forgiveness as in
need of knowledge.

It is not easy to account for this state of mind. It may be a mood of
disenchantment, but whose fault is that? Who was the enchanter and
who the enchanted? There is nothing particularly enchanting about the
fact that man is a rational animal. If you start to unpack it, you come
upon the fact that he reasons and can be reasoned with. Whatever else
you may come upon, there is no future in denying #hat. What would you
use for evidence? How would you come by such evidence? How would
you use it? At each step you would exhibit the fact that you reason and
can be reasoned with. If experience and history and science prove any-
thing, it is that man reasons and can be reasoned with. It seems to me
that the thesis that man is a rational animal is not so much a great
truth as a neglected or ignored or forgotten truth; not so much a great
truth as a fundamental truth, one which you do well to begin with if
you propose to arrive at any further truths about what it is to be
human. There is a difference between a fundamental truth and “the
whole” truth, whatever the latter may turn out to be; but there is this
connection: the “whole truth” must not contain a denial of a funda-

mental truth. ’ .
For example, if you ask: “What am I, anyway?”, you have to live
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with the answer, “You are a rational ammal Whatever else, you are
that Ifanything else or nothung else s, that at least you are " However,
1do ot find in this any help with the much more difficult and haunting
question, “Who am I, anyway?”’ To ask “What am I?” s to ash a
generahizing question To ask “Who am I?" 1s to ask a particularizing
or individualizing question I am not mdifferent to the question, “What
am 12", but I am much more concerned, and much more canght i the
bottle, with the question, * Who am I?” My pomt 1s that an indefeasible
answer to the what-question does not seem to prommse any help with
the who-question If 1t does, I am over-locking something

It seems to me that, of all people, teachers 1n a hberal arts college are
ll-advised to look askance at the thests that man is a rational ammal,
that he reasons and can be reasoned with If he were not, where would
they get in the exercise of thewr professson? They have a professional
concern n the activity called learming, 1 the sense of getting to know
Thewr primary amm 1s to mitiate and sustan in the minds of thewr
customers this activaty called learning, m the sense of getting to know
Now, to learn, n this sense, 15 to add to what you already know
Pedagogy begins at that pomnt Tt presupposes that you already know
somethung, and 1t proposes to get yout to add tost If you cannot reason
or be reasened with, how 1s this ever to be done? Pedagogy aims at
responstble learning What makes responsible learning responsible? At
least this, that you come to see, and are able to show, that what you
already know requires what you propose to take on as Jearming How
could you do this, 1f you could nerther reason or be reasoned wath?

By way of conclusion the concept of rational anymal, ang all that
you can legitimately squeeze out of 1t, 1s fundamental to understanding
of thehuman, whether i oneself or in others As yon first encounter the
notton 1t may stahe you as vague, general, obscure, ambiguons, inflated
burned out and tnviat No matter, you must work at 1t and withat I
do not think the tash 1s hopeless There are at least four well-trodden
ways i which, if you put your mind to1t, you can learn what it1s to be
a rational ammal (1) You can begn by recogmzng that you are one,
and set yourself to learn from that, what 1t 15 to be one In the end,
there may be no better way (2} You can, and do, learn, from dealing
w1th other rationl ammals, what 1815 to be one Attend to the fact that
others reason, and, within usable himts, can be reasoned with Attend
to what they do and how they do 1t Next to the fact that you arc a
rational amimal, I would place this fact that you have deabngs with
rational ammals, as a way 1 which you can and do leamn what 1t 15 to
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be one. (3) You can and do extend your holdings considerably by
mastering the traditions and documents in which the history of rational
animals is embodied and recorded. Rational animals have been in
business a long time. For whatever it is worth, their rationality is
cmbodied in an enormous range of big and little achievements. This
whole thing is human civilization, human activity as human beings
performed it and then worked up the story of it. Rational animals have
a history, in the sense of a past; and they have a history in the sense of
a worked-out story of that past. By getting to know this history, you
extend and deepen your knowledge of what it is to be a rational animal.
(4) And, to complete my list, there is much to be learned by mastering
the disciplines in which modes of rational behavior are studied. I can
speak most responsibly here if I restrict my remarks to the philosophical
disciplines. Other persons can speak better about other disciplines. My
point is that it will not do for a person to say: “I am a rational animal;
therefore, I have no stake in logic or ethics or aesthetic or semantics.”
These and other philosophical disciplines spell out for you much of what
you say you are. You do not study the philosophical disciplines in order
to become, or to learn how to become, a rational animal. You are one,
already. If you were not, you could not study these disciplines. But that
does not mean that they are useless. It is one thing to be a rational
animal. You do not need them there. It is another thing to learn what it
is to be a rational animal. They can help you there.
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the vision of the divine pattern into the likeness of which the adherent
of the faith stood under the command to transform space-time; and in
his life, the Muslim had been too engaged in the business of making
history to articulate his mission and ideology in systematic manner. He
certainly argued about it, but controversy had no appeal for him. The
greatest and final argument he had was “Voila!” pointing to himself
and his fellow Muslims as exemplars of the faith; and both he and his
opponents were convinced by this argument. The spectacle of the
Muslim hurling himself upon the realm of religious and moral values,
realizing them with a completeness that hardly knew or tolerated ex-
ceptions while making history in the process, was as sublime as it was
disarming. Three generations later, roughly after a century or alittle
more, the job of controverting the opponents’ opinions, of weighing
alternatives and exposing their shortcomings, fell on the shoulders of
the Mu‘tazilah; and these certainly proved themselves in the many
battles of ideas in which they engaged. Their history was as brilliant as
that of their brethren who had spent themselves in the realization of
the divine pattern within as well as without, in themselves as in the
world around them.

Mu‘tazilah doctrine is founded on five axioms: first, al fawhid or
unity of God. This axiom was emphasized against the contentions of
the Karaites (Jewish anthropomorphists), of the Manichaean dualists,
of the Christian trinitarians, and of the Near Eastern philosophers who
were for the most part gnostic emanationists. Under this principle the
Mu‘tazilah sought to establish the existence, uniqueness and fran-
scendence of God, which were threatened by those schools. The second
axiom was al'ad! (justice), which was emphasized against the con-
tentions of the advocates of racialism, election, predestination, irration-
alism and justification by faith among all the above-mentioned groups,
as well as against those Muslims who were determinists, intercessionists
and advocates of the primacy of revelation over reason. Here, the
Mu‘tazilah sought to establish the universalism, rationalism, humanism
and moral freedom of Islam. The third and fourth axioms, namely al
wa'd wa al wa‘fd (the promise of reward and threat of punishment) and
al manzilah bayna al manzilatayn (the intermediate station between
salvation and damnation) are subsidiaries to the principle of justice.
On the one hand, reward and punishment were held to be necessary if
God’s disposal of man’s destiny was to be an absolutely just ome.
Otherwise, 7.¢., if all man’s deeds ended in forgiveness and paradise, in
punishment and hellfire, or in neither, 1.¢., in vanity and futility, divine
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man’s ethical nature which they regarded as the central problem of the
self. Their concern was a very Islamic one, since in Islam the be-all and
end-all of human life ~ indeed, of all creation —is the realizationin space-
time of a divine trust; and their reasoning is clear. If God is transcen-
dent —and the Muslim believes He is — He may not be said to invade, or
be invaded by, creation. God is forever unique. Therefore, there is in
Islam neither incarnation, nor pantheism; neither emanation from God
nor fusion into God. These are all constructs devoid of foundation. The
only unquestionable, given reality is that man, the creature, stands
under an imperative, viz., the command of value, that he is commanded
as well as moved by value to seek its realization in the realm of the
actual.

According to the Mu‘tazilah, four different principles follow from this
given reality, and their establishment is the task of all religious and
philosophical thought. These are, first, that there is a command, a law,
or shari‘ah — a divine pattern which is the divine will for man; and that
this pattern is not man’s creation but is su7 generss, for though the law
is always relational to man, it is not relative to him. Otherwise, if value
or the so-called “divine command” is man’s creation or is relative to
him, then ethics is either the satisfaction of instincts and desires or the
rule by convention. In either case the imperativeness and justification
of the command are jeopardized. The second principle is that man has
an innate capacity to know that command or divine pattern, a capacity
cultivable and susceptible of higher and Jower degrees of perceptive
strength, but nonetheless internal to man’s realities and devolving upon
him. Otherwise skepticism and cynicism become unavoidable. Further-
more, such capacity liberates man from dependence on external sources
such as the church or tradition, which can never by themselves be
critical. The third principle is that man, whether as subject or maiériel
of value-realization, has the capacity to act or not to act in accordance
with the command. The aspect of man as the subject of value-reali-
zation is precisely his moral freedom; his aspect as matériel is his mal‘le-
ability as well as that of creation, the openness of all space-time to in-
formation by the divine pattern. The fourth and last principle is that
there must be an order in which the doing or non-doing of man, his
realization or violation of the divine pattern, will not be in vain, but will
be of consequence for him, as well as for the cosmos; that while the
consequence for the cosmos is an objective, real plus or @us of va:Iue,
the consequence for the subject is personal reward or pumshm‘ent. Upon
this principle depend the immortality of the soul, resurrection of the
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body, the Day of judgment, and paradise and hell It was the Mu'tazt-
lah thinkers’ investigation of the problem of the self in these terms
which led to the establishment of these principles in the tradition of
Istarmc thought
The Mu‘tazilah approached the problem of the self from four sides

the constitution of the self, 1ts iberty to know, its hiberty to do, andsts
place in the order of etermty Obwviously, under each of these headings,
the Mu‘tazilah sought to establish one of the four principles to which 1t
corresponds

1 The Constitution of the Self

The Murtaziah held the self to consist of soul and body According
to whether the relation of soul and body 1s regarded as substantial or
accidental, two views may here be distinguished The first was the view
of Bishribn al Mu'tamar, who defined man as “consisting of body and
soul, smce both these are man, and man, the subject of acts, 15 both
soul and body "' 4 This defimtion, together with s msistence on the
inseparability of the two conmstituents in the act, on their mnterde-
pendence mn constituting man, betray the Artstotehan mfluence under
which he labored ¢ Very few Mu'tazilah agreed with Bishr m ths
matter, and we may say that his view was not representative

The second view ~ namely, that the soul-body relation 1s accidental ~
was elaborated by al Nazzim and his master, Abdl al Hudhayl, and
was held by the majonty of Mu'tazilah thinkers While identifying the
self as that “on which the sight falls when 1t falls on a person,” Abii al
Hudhay! emphasized that *“hair, nails and the Iike are not defimtive of
the self,” 7 that *“the soul 15 acaidental to the body,” 8 and that ‘ the
soul1s other than the hfe of the body *' @ To the soul which 1s insepara-
ble from the body and essentially related to 3t in the Anstotehan sense
held by Bishr, he gave the name of “hfe * Such *'soul” or “ife’” Abii al
Hudhayt recogmzed as necessary to and interdependent with the body
But 1 addition to the “body” and its essentially-related “hfe,” the
sell consists of a soul whose relation to the living body 15 acaidental

CAlAshad op o, Vol X, p 25

§ Al Shabrastand op e, p 93
X ¢ Aristotle, De Amma, Book 11, Ch 1, 2, at the end of which Anstotle defines the soul as
“:h;:s‘m;ht y or formulable essence of somettung that possesses a potentiality of being be

Y AlAsharl,op ait, Vol 1L pp 24-28

Iba Harm op o, Vol V,p 47, al Ashacl op ait, Vol LI, p 30

¥ AlAsharl,op ait, Vol 1, p 29 To this he added the evidence of the Qur nin 39 43
©iz, the consideration of the fact that in sleep, man may lose the soul without losiog hife
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and absolute character truth and goodness are also divine attributes,
and that the divine attributes are not not-God, but that they are
precisely He Himeelf,20 then we can casily sce how the Mu‘tazilah
perceived a separate metaphysical status for the moral laws which only
a voul, metaphysically separate from the body and its “'life,” can grasp.

2. Rational Knoiledee

The soul, then, i a constituent of the self, and its role is that of
cognizing the divine attributes which are the divine will or command
for man. Such cognition is precisely what the Mu'tazilah have called
“rational knowledge.”' On its possibility depends moral obligation. It
is all the same whether we regard the animals as not obligated morally
because of their lack of rational knowledge, or we regard them as
lacking in 1ational knowledge because they stand under no moral obli-
gation. Using this very comparison with the animals,?! the Mu‘tazilah
held the connection of the two, i.¢., rational knowledge and moral free-
dom, to be absolutely necessary. The onc falls without the other. For
the Mu‘tazilah, both are the first given facts of mature humanity and
are 1eciprocally convertible.

According to the Mu'tazilah, the self is endowed with a faculty which
has a dual role. This faculty is reason; and its two roles are speculation,
whose object is knowledge; and control, whose object is guidance. By
the former, t.c., by theoretical or speculative reason, “‘we acquire our
knowledge” 22 and "'reach the universal by means of the particular, and
grasp 1elations between things.” 28 By the latter, 12.c., by practical
reason, we plan and govern our existence and life. Although knowledge
is prior to government, the latter is the more conditioned and hence,
the higher. Anticipating the pragmatists, the Mu'tazilah recognized
that knowing is for the sake of doing, and they put the higher premium
on the work of practical 1eason. Thus they regarded not instinct but
insanity as the opposite of reason, and argued that it is precisely the
insane who is fice from sclf-imposed control.24 Instinct, on the other

20 Indeed, this s the characteristic principle of all Mu'tazilah theology and the ais of their
tau hld axsom (al Ash‘arl, op cit, pp 165, 484, 532~7, al Shahrastani, op i, p. 85; al
Khaysat, op. et , p. 8)

2t Al Baghdadl, op e, p. 157

22 Al Ashtar], op. ctf , p 480 N
23 Drawing on the etymological meaming of ‘‘reason’ (Arabic ‘agl), al Jubba‘l said

“Reason 15 called reason because by 1t man controls himself aganst doing that which the
wnsane man does not prevent himeclf from doing The root of the term reason (‘agl) 1s the
reins (‘ngdl) of the camel bv which the ammal 1s prevented from doing what 1s not desirable

for 1t to do "’ (Ibid )
24 Jhid,
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hand, operates under strict laws This definition of reason determines
at once the Mu‘tazilah’s interest - whuch 1s moral If the self1stoIne a
moral Iife, 1t must be endowed with a faculty by which 1t can know the
good by 1ts own effort, and by which 1t can freely govern the Iife of the
person so as to pursue and realize that good To know the good when 1t
1s impossible and unreahzable 1s vain, to govern hfe so as to realize an
unknown good 1s impossible, and to do erther in a determined, not free
manner 1s not ethical That 15 the framework of the Mu‘tazilah's theory
of rational cognition

They began their argument with a refutation of Plato’s doctrine of
knowledge as anamnesis or remembrance, 2% and again, their objective
was moral In order that the acqusition of knowledge be mentorious,
they tell us, 1t should be free Amnammnesis 1s caused by the Platonic
“mud~wifery” actwity of the teacher The learmng activity of the self
does not devolve entirely upon the learner How then can he be re-
sponsible for his knowledge? But not to be responsible for one s know-
ledge 1mplies not to be responsible for the deeds which follow from and
are dependent upon that knowledge Therefore, the Mu'tazilah con-
cluded, anamnesis contradicts man’s given moral freedom which 1m-
putes to man total responsibility for his acts, for therr unfolding m
space-time as well as for all that they presuppose, not excluding the
very state of s knowledge Accordmng to Plato, knowledge does not
depart completely from the soul, but 15 veiled therein and remamns tn a
state of potentiality until the subject 1s reminded of 1t For the Mu tazi-
iah, this too 15 a compromuse of the freedom to know which 15 const-
tuttve, though partially, of moral freedom For the potential presence
of knowledge 1 man determines already what he 1s to become aware of
when anamnesis takes place He 1s not entirely free regarding his own
acquisttion of knowledge 26 But if rational cognrtion 1s not a free activ-
ty, but 1s determined first 1n 1ts object that lies within the soul and then
1 the remembrance of such parts of this object as are deterrmned by a
person other than the knower, then the moral value of rational cogm-
tion falls to the ground But rational cogmiton, accordmg to the
Mu'tazlah, 1s cogmition of God, of the truth and the good, and 1s the
Prime moral obligation of all men, one of the two cardmal functions of
the soul For them, this 15 an axtom which may be demed only at the
cost of a thoroughgoing skepticism, and they concluded that 1t must
therefore be free and, hence, be otherwise than as Plato had found out

¥ AL Jurpiol, 0p est, p sadf
Windig g RS
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Moreover, rational cognition, or theoretical activity of the soul, is not
accidentally related to practical activity, to control and guidance. To
know the good is not only the presupposition of doing it. The partition
between knowledge and action is thin, despite the priority of the for-
mer. Indeed, if the prior presupposition of rational control is itself
under determination, control cannot escape without injury. And it is
doubtful whether moral freedom would remain possible in this case.2?
Contrary to Plato, the Mu‘tazilah argued, rational cognition is not
anamnesis but the free exercise of the rational faculty, its survey of
truth and falsehood, of good and evil, and its recognition of the truth as
true, of the good as good. This was their first point.

The second Mu‘tazilah argument is that rational knowledge — both
on the theoretical and on the practical levels — is not acquired suddenly
as if by illumination, but progressively through the gradual exercise of
the rational faculty.28 That this is true of practical knowledge, to which
experience can always add, is obvious. The case of theoretical know-
ledge, however, is otherwise. Abi al Hudhayl divided theoretical
knowledge into departments, the one obligatory to all men, and the
other not necessary and capable of being acquired in different degrees
without detriment. Necessary is the knowledge of God and of the evi-
dence He gave of Himself and of His command ;2% contingent is the
empirical knowledge of the world and of nature.30 Only the former was
held by the Mu‘tazilah as indispensible for adulthood.31 Al Jahiz, for
instance, was convinced that ‘“no man may be said to have reached
adulthood who has not known God.”” 32 Knowledge of God, he argued,
is rationally obligatory (i.e., necessary) and must be acquired if the
person is said to be a ‘dgil (i.e., capable of self-imposed control, reason-
able).33 Such a person may be assisted by being told that a God exists
who makes such and such commands. As soon as the claim has present-
ed itself to his consciousness, adult man is duty-bound to examine the
report, reach the inevitable conclusion and acknowledge God 34 and His

27 Al Shahrastani, op. cit., pp. 51-52.

28 Al Baghdadi, op. cit., p. 111, ] )
29 “Al Jahiz said: ‘It is not permissible that a man attain the age of maturity and remain

ignorant of God.””’” (al Baghdadi, op. cit., p. 160). ‘‘All the Mu‘tazilah agree that knowledge of
God is rationally obligatory and insist on establishing such knowledge by reason, not by
revelation or consensus of the community.’”” (al Jurjini, op. cit., p. 61).

30 Al Baghdadi, op. cit., p. 111. o

31 “Adulthood is not achieved except with the maturation of the reason and this implies
not only the capacity to acquire rational knowledge but also the actual acquisition of neces-
sary truths.” (al Ash‘ari, op. ¢it., p. 480).

32 Al Baghdadi, op. cit., p. 160.

33 Al Jurjani, op. cit., p. 61.

34 A) Ash‘ari, op. cil., p. 480.
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command He 15 not expected to know the full details of fawhid,3s
but, in addition to God’s existence, he should be aware of the obh-
gations which God had imposed upon him Otherwise, “he would die a
kafir (unbehever) unworthy of eternal pumshment 1n hell " 38
While empincal knowledge 15 and must always be partial, probable
and relatve, the Mu'tazilah regarded rational knowledge of God as
certam and complete, a partial knowledge of Him being unthmkable 37
That 1s a thesis hard to defend, but the Mu'tazilah were dniven tost by
the consideration that there shall be no middle road between fawhid (or
the strictly monotheistic thesis) and erther polytheisma or unbehef
Turstly, they argued, there 1s but one kind of knowledge of God, and
that 15 rational knowledge It 1s impossible that God be object of exther
Lnowledge by sense or by report The former 1s obvious, the latter —
namely, knowledge by report - 1s not knowledge at all but a claim for
knowledge But only that knowledge which 1s acquired by sense or
report can be complete or mncomplete depending on how much of the
object the senses have beheld or the report has covered Such know-
ledge 1s ruled out m this case ex kypothes: God's being cannot be partial
because 1t 15 mdivisible, and since 1t 15 indivistble - because 1 God there
are neither parts nor aspects ~ God 1s one and simple, and being and
perfection are His eseence Any knowledge of Him they argued, must
therefore be complete, and if any knowledge of God 1s necessary, a
complete hnowledge of Him (2 ¢, of His exastence as well as of His will
and command) must be equally so Apparently the Mu'tazilah here
forgot their :Wdentification of God's essence with His attnibutes and the
mmpheation that, since the attributes are hnowable partially, know-
ledge of God 15 50 too Whle such cniticism of the Mu'tanlah position
1s legitimate, 1t should be remembered that 1t does not affect their po-
sition on the existence of God That God1s that He has a wall {or attni-
butes) which 1s reles ant for man ~ are propositions which, by defimtion,
admt of no middie answer And 1t 1s probably this aspect of the matter
that fed the Mu'tazmlah to shoot, as 1t were, beyond thewr target
As for revelation, the Mutaziah assigned to 1t the role of assisting
reason, especially 1a cases where, for lack of endowment or lack of
cultivation, man s prevented from attaming hnowledge of God and of

* Al Nazaim here shows the deep tnsight Jatent in the notion that * theologies are human
Creatures’ Mans divergent reports of the natute of God, he tells us are mere deational
Tepresentations of an essence that is one, perfect and complete which 15 the presupposition
of .(hese Tepresentations (a} Ash arl op at,p 393)

* Al Baghdadl, op o, p 160

7 AAshad, 0p e, p 391
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moral principles. But even then, revelation does not excuse the subject
from the exercise of reason but lays it all the more heavily upon him to
seek conviction regarding the truths revealed. As it were, revelation
here plays the role of breaking through the obstruction, of furnishing a
short lift on the rough road. It never serves as a gratuitous dispenser of
all truth.8 It must be repeated that such role is allowed (for revelation)
only for the rationally handicapped, which, in one degree or another, we
all are. That is why revelation is a highly needed corrective. For normal
reason, or reason as such, revelation is not necessary, though its reports
- having the same object — cannot but agree with the findings of
reason. Exercise of the rational faculty does and should bring man to
knowledge of God and of good and evil without external aids.39 It is
therefore clear that “‘normal” or “mature” reason is a distinction the
Mu‘tazilah made in order to cannonize the rational method rather than
any particular application of it.40 Furthermore, what revelation brings
is not an overpowering of the rational faculty; it is not a “creed”” which
must be consented to, despite its irrationality. Rather, the revealed
content is itself part of the system of truth which is all rational and
critical ;41 and once its breakthrough is made, it should ensue in a re-
newal of rational activity and a recapture of the same content by
rational means.

Knowledge of God and of His command may be rational. But how
can it be necessary in the sense that man must seek and attain it? What
if man is simply not interested in such pursuit? If he is interested, one
can understand how one consideration, such as the givenness of moral
obligation, may lead him to another and finally to the necessary con-
clusion concerning God. His knowledge will then be necessary in the
sense that its propositional steps are related to one another according
to strict rules of Jogical deduction. But can we say that it was necessary
in the sense that the subject is compelled to initiate and follow such a
logical escalation at all?

Yes, answer the Mu‘tazilah; and to accomodate their new thought
they invented the notion of “‘rational fear.” 42 The idea of God, they

38 Ibid., p. 480.

39 Al Shahrastani, op. cit., p. 51; al Baghdadi, op. cit., p. 93. .

40 Consider in this regard the Mu‘tazilah’s division of the life of reason into stages (infancy
to full maturity} in which the requirement and achievement of reason is progressively greater.
(al Baghdadi, op. cit., p. 160; al S__hahrastin‘i, op. cit., p. 65; al és_h‘ar‘i, op. ¢cit., p. 480).

41 Tagqlid, or inherited knowledge (tradition, communal practice, etc.) “is acceptable only

when it is not oppugn to reason. Until such knowledge is put to the test by reason and %ts
veracity ascertained, it may be accepted as ‘true guess’ (zann sadlg),’’ — doubtless for its

practical value. (al Jurjani, op. cit., p. 18).
42 Al Jurjani, op. cif., p. 61.
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argued, anhicipating Immanuel Kant as well as Rudolph Otto, 1s such
that 1ts mere presentation, as a clam contending for rational establish-
ment, constitutes such ternfying and appealing challenge that it puts
man m a state of “rational fear,” unless and until he considers the
claim and reaches a conclusive decision regarding #t The specter of
punishment and doom as well as the appeal of infimite beauty and
gaodness which the 1dea of God presents leaves unmoved only the man
devord of rational endowment and itelhgence 43 The man who does
not fear the “fremendum’” that 18 God so that he would seek to ascertan
His esstence and, if convinced, to conform to His demand, the man who
15 not moved not by the “fascinans” that 1s God so that he would seck
to contemplate, to prasse, to “enjoy”” His sublime character ~ such a
man 15 simply unreasonable We call msane whomsoever 1s guity of
much less than that Stnce the Mu tazlah were convinced that the
claim to the truth which the 1dea of God presents, 1f 1t 1s to be decided,
cannot but ensue in the recogmtion of His existence and of His will
which 15 the morally mmperative, they counted “rational fear” tanta-
mount to necessity

3 Moral Freedom

The Mu'tanilah thought that if, as the Qur’an says,# God offered His
trust to the angels and to the mountamns, and they rejected 1t with
horror, but man accepted it, 1t must be mtegral to His will that the
worthiest possible fulfillment of that trust 1s that which 1s done by
man Certawnly the angels and the mountains, heaven and earth, actu-
ahize divine wall But they do so with the necessity of natural law Great
as their realization of the divine command may be 1t 1s not as great
therefore, as man’s for whom the possibility of downg otherwise 15
always open Man, the Mu'tanlah asserted wth the Gur'am, 1o greater
than God's angels,45 and this is so precisely because the angels cannot
disobey, cannot not-do God's bidding, whereas man can An obedience
freely and dehberately preferred to a possible disobedience 15 worth far
more than one entered nto necessanty, without chowce Where the
doors of evil are wade open and man nonetheless does the good, Ius deed
™es to another level of being It becomes the carrier of moral value
Conversely, without the freedom to do otherwise than to abey the
divine imperative, without the possibility to realize disvalue, man’s

@ Ind, pp 74-38
M Qurin 33 72
“ Qurin, 2 30
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obedience may have all the utilitarian value of which it is capable, but
is cthically worthless. That is why the Mu‘tazilah regarded moral free-
dom as an axiom conditioning all their theology and philosophy. And in
doing so, they thought they were truc to the innermost core of Islam.

But frecdom is not all for which they found the faith of Islam to be
speaking. They found that the Qur’an also asserted that nothing takes
place in heaven and earth except with His knowledge;46 that every-
thing that happens, happens by His decree;47 that it is He who moved
sun and carth, stars and the moon ;48 that it is He who sends the rain
and revives the carth,? who creates the embryo and sends it its food.50
Determinism is thus complete in the realm of nature. But nature is not
merely the realm of moon and stars, mountains and rivers. Bringing
this determinism closer to man, the Qur'an says that it is God who
decrees when and how every man shall live or die,51 when and how
cvery man shall carry out cevery little business of life.52 Thus Islam
placed man squarely within the realm of nature. Going still deeper, the
Qur’an says that nothing social or communal happens in history with-
out His knowing it;53 that the growth, life and decay of all societies is
by His decree 51 —in short, that the personal and the social are no less
“nature’”’ and completely determined by God than mountains and trees.
Finally, going still deeper, the Qur'an tells us that nothing within the
hearts of men is entertained or rejected, hated or loved but that it is so
by divine knowledge and decree;55 that every man’s right decision as
well as bad decision ~ even his conversion to or resistance of the faith ~
is determined by divine knowledge and decree;56 indeed, that man’s
moral life itself, his most personal moments of decision, are public in
this sense, viz., that God knows of and has ordered them.57 Thus Islam
has taught an absolutely complete cosmos, a creation so conpletely
determined that it cannot admit even the smallest possibility of a gap
in its ordering and determination.

This is certainly no defence of freedom. What Islam has offered its

48 Qur'in, 34:3.

47 Qur'an, 3:5; 35:1I; 57:22,
48 Qur'dn, 7:54.

4% Qur’an, 6:99.

50 Qur'in, 13:8; 41:47.

51 Qur'in, 3:145.

52 Qur'dn, 10:6I; 34:3.

53 Qur'an, 7:34; I5:4.

54 Qur'an, 17:58; 23:43.

55 Qur'an, 27:74.

56 Qur'in, 64:4.

57 Qur’an, 14:27; 39:23; 45:23.
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thinkers 1s an antinomy of freedom, and 1t 15 to such antmomy that the
Mu'tazilah addressed themselves Therr predecessors, the earlier Mus-
Tims, ived and acted asf both thesis and antithesis were true, wathout
feehing the need to explan or to elaborate Indeed, they could hardly
be smd to have been aware of the antinomic character of the problem
But when, mn the second and third centunies A H , the new converts,
mcapable of following the fathers m this total and mtwtive commutt-
ment, began to question thew understanding of the double aspect of
man's freedom and to emphasize the one at the cost of the other, a
danger point was reached It was at this tune that the Mu'tazlah arose
to meet the challenge To them, the Islamuc tradition owes 1ts break-
through towards an explanation of the antinomy, and this remains the
Mu‘tazilah’s noblest contribution

The Mu‘tazilah have argued for the thesis as strongly as they did for
the antithesis For determumsm, they argued with Mu ammar that all
the accrdents of a body {motton and rest, color and taste, heat and cold,
mosture and dryness, etc ) are acts of that body by nature 38 that hfe
15 the act of the lnving and death the act of the dead,® that all the
heavenly movements, the motion and rest of the planets, thewr harmony
and distance are thewr own acts (“acts other than God s™ ~ said by an
opponent i emphasts of the non-determnistic nature of the Mu'tazilah
viewl) 86 Such yudgment was made possible after the Mu tazlah had
already established the nature of things as permanent and unchange-
able and linked this permanence with God's eternal knowledge of them
With al Nazzim, the Mu‘tazilah msisted that of the same substance
two different effects cannot proceed, that the effects or acts of a
substance must be pecubiar to 1its nature, a nature which does not
change without a change i the substance 81 On these Anstotehan
premuses the Mu'tazilah buit the orderly cosmos m which there can be
no causal gaps

When the Mu‘tazilah turned thew attention to freedom, they found
the 155ue encumbered with a major misunderstandmg, and they set
themsels s first to the task of defining the problem They distingmshed
between acts by nature and acts by will, predicating the former to all
things, dead and alive, and hmiting the latter to man This caused no
mean consternation among their fellow-Mushms who strongly disap-

proved of any attribution of creative power to nature lest monotheism
.
-
1
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be compromised.52 Indeed, their insistence than an essential difference
separates the acts of nature and the acts of will caused the Mu‘tazilah
to be misunderstood as saying that there are two creators — God and
man - and to be wrongly accused of shirk, or association of other gods
with God. Actually, the intention of the Mu‘tazilah was the very oppo-
site. They had distinguished between the two in order to reserve cre-
ation for God and grant to man the lesser capacity of orienting already-
created fully-determined, chains of causality. That is what they meant
when they asserted man to be not the “creator” of his deeds, but simply
their chooser or willer,63

The point is as delicate as it is crucial. The doing of deeds, the pro-
duction of effects is always the result of fawallud, or the engendering of
one thing by another - in short, of chained causation or causal nexus.
There is no cffect without a cause, however distant — indeed even
inexistent - it may be from its effect. Willing of a thing, on the other
hand, is never attached to the object of willing until the willing has
taken place. Prior to this, the willing subject may always choose to will
that object as much as another.6! Thus, al Iskafl defined the mutawallad
(determined) act as “every act which occurs without prior selection
between it and other alternative acts,” whereas the willed act is that
which occurs only after such selection has taken place. To “create acts,”
or actually to produce real effects in space-time as would result from
certain causes is man's prerogative, and it is all the power he has.65
Effects are produced by their causes according to rule; and their subser-
vience to rule is the orderliness of creation. In this domain man is utter-
ly impotent and is determined as any other creature in the cosmos. To
assert man'’s freedom, therefore, does not mean to assert his capacity to
create or to gencrate anything ex nihilo. Such a freedom is utterly im-
possible for man. God alone is capable of it. It is to the Mu'tazilah’s
immortal credit that they have separated the problem of moral freedom
from this misconceived association of it with an impossible claim. The
task of philosophy, then, is not to prove man’s capacity to generate
(fawlid), but to orient the causal chain. To this end the Mu'tazilah
offered the following three arguments.

First, they claimed that there is an awareness of man'’s capacity to

62 Al Khayyat, op. cit., pp. 51-52, 60-61.
63 Al Shahrastdnl, op. cit., pp. 72, 80. .
63 +A] Nazzim said; ‘The subject’s capacity to act is always the capacity to do and not to

do that act.”’” (al Shahrastani, op. cit., p. 66). . .
65 s)}Man can do no more than to will; all events are the acts of bodies by nature. Thus

Thumamah Ibn al Ashras, Mu‘ammar, as well as al Jihiz are reported to have said. {al
Baghdadi, op. cit., p. 137).
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buing about a certamn effect mn response to felt needs ~ such as the
capacity to move one’s body or to put 1t at rest 6 —~ and that this
awareness 15 gven Itis a datum inseparable from man’s consciouns hife
Secondly, moral obligation, which 1s the presupposition of every “do’
and “don’t,” of every “ought” and “ought-not,” 1s equally another
guen datum of human awareness The greatest part of human life an
earth tahes this factuahty for granted For, 1t 1s impossible to feel
oblged, or to expect any man to feel so, unless oblhigation 1s real, and
1t 15 nonsensteal to command or to obey, to deserve ment or demerntt,
without the implication that the command or obedience 1s the subject’s
responsibility  Without obhigation, the dufference between the unpo-
sition of duty {takiff), arbitrary capnce (taskhir), and the impossible
work (a'ylz) falls to the ground 67 Thurdly, even 1f we disregard the
stnctly moral and religious obhgation (faklff shar'ti), the Mu'tazilah
asked, 15 not our whole daily hfe woven around obhigation and responsi-
bility regarding the most common things? Are not these data at the
base of the greater part of our feelings and emotions? Is 1t not the
sophist only that denies them and does so while contradicting himself
by feeling, demanding and holding others responsible, as we do?8 Now
obhigation 15 impossible without freedom As Kant was to put 1t, “du
kannst” 1s a necessary presupposition of “*dr sollst ” For the Mu‘tazilah
there could be no rational doubt regarding freedom Its assertion s
supported by ncontrovertible data of the moral consciousness Its
dental 15 a constructiomst claim devoid of reality

In addition to these arguments, the Mu‘taziieh marshalled such
verses of the Qur'an as they could find to support the claum for freedom
"'We have shown man the path, and he may follow 1t with gratitude ot
deviate ungratefully,” 8 “'Say, the truth 1s from your Lord, whoever
wills, may believe theremn, and whoever does not may not,’ % and
others were utilized 7! But these verses, we must admat, must be scenin
the light of the other verses which support determtmsm Together, they
constitute evidence for the antinomuc nature of freedom rather than for
freedora simpliester 1t 15 1 the moral overtone of the Qur'an asa whole,
rather than 1n any such particular verse, that evidence for moral free-
dom should be sought

'1‘9M Shahrastind, Nihdyat af Igdam fy [im al Aalim ed by A Guilaume, Oxford 1932
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be compromised.®? Indeed, their insistence than an essential difference
separates the acts of nature and the acts of will caused the Mu‘tazilah
to be misunderstood as saying that there are two creators — God and
man - and to be wrongly accused of shirk, or association of other gods
with God. Actually, the intention of the Mu'‘tazilah was the very oppo-
site. They had distinguished between the two in order to reserve cre-
ation for God and grant to man the lesser capacity of orienting already-
created fully-determined, chains of causality. That is what they meant
when they asserted man to be not the “creator” of his deeds, but simply
their chooser or willer.63

The point is as delicate as it iz crucial. The doing of deeds, the pro-
duction of effects is always the result of fawallud, or the engendering of
one thing by another - in short, of chained causation or causal nexus.
There is no effect without a cause, however distant - indeed even
inexistent - it may be from its effect. Willing of a thing, on the other
hand, is never attached to the object of willing until the willing has
taken place. Prior to this, the willing subject may always choose to will
that object as much as another.8% Thus, al Iskifi defined the mufawallad
(determined) act as “every act which occurs without prior selection
between it and other alternative acts,” whereas the willed act is that
which occurs only after such selection has taken place. To ““create acts,”
or actually to produce real effects in space-time as would result from
certain causes is man's prerogative, and it is all the power he has.63
Effects are produced by their causes according to rule; and their subser-
vience to rule is the orderliness of creation. In this domain man is utter-
ly impotent and is determined as any other creature in the cosmos. To
assert man'’s freedom, therefore, does not mean to assert his capacity to
create or to generate anything ex nihilo. Such a freedom is utterly im-
possible for man. God alone is capable of it. It is to the Mu'tazilah's
immortal credit that they have separated the problem of moral freedom
from this misconceived association of it with an impossible claim. The
task of philosophy,, then, is not to prove man’s capacity to generate
(fawlid), but to orient the causal chain. To this end the Mu'‘tazilah
offered the following three arguments.

First, they claimed that there is an awareness of man’s capacity to

€z Al Khavyat, op. o, pp. 51-52, 60-61.

€3 Al Shahrastdni, op. cit., pp. 72, So.
81 7] Narzim said; ‘The subject’s capacity to act is always the capacity to do and pot 10

do that act.’” (al Shahrastani, op. cit., p. 66). ) T
€3 «\fan can do no more than to will; all events are the acts of bodies by nature. us

Thumamah Ibn al Aghras, Mu‘ammar, as well as al Jahiz are repoctad to have said. (al
Baghdadi, op. cit., p. 137).
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His nature, once His will 15 1dentified with His essence-in-percips as
well as with the good That the good and evil deeds of men remain with
all therr dispanty 1n eternal juxtaposttionis not campatible wath justice
Indeed such a claim spells nothing short of disaster for morality,
namely, the final futility of the moral hfe A system of rewards and
pumshments 1s indispensible to offset the dispanties of actualized good
and evil And this system must be mshituted after a rechoning, which
Islam calls the Day of Judgment The system itself 1s the order of
paradise and hell This order 1s not “‘the Lingdom of God” in the
Chnstian sense, 1n which the final realization of the absolute, ever
dented on earth, 1s to take place The absolute, in Islam, 1s possible of
realization here and now, within space-time Rather, the ‘other world”
15 a system of rewards and pums} ts for man's success or fatlure to
achteve that absolute According to the Mu‘tazilah, 1t 1s necessitated by
the acknowledgement of the factuality of moral obligation as well as of
the freedom of the subject which the former imphes and which 1s equal-
Iy given as a fact of ethical consciousness Islamuc history has also told
us that many men have succeeded 1n such realization and have de-
served the eternal reward

The Mu‘tazilah followed this reasomng of Islam and adapted 1t to
their system of thought Accordmng to them, the soul, being by nature
different from the body-crm-hife, does not suffer the same fate as the
latter and 1s therefore not destroyed at death It must, at least and
above all, survive the body 1n order to meet, as the real author of human
deeds, 1ts deserved justification or rejection But an analysis of reward
and pumshment quickly convinced the Mu tazilah that the soul cannot
stand to be judged, rewarded or punished without the body Hence,
they held resurrection of the body necessary 1n order that the soul may
enjoy the only bhsses or suffer the only hardships it knows 72 This 1s
not to say that reward and pumishment are all bodily , but that even the
spintual ones are inconcervable without the substratum that the body
furmishes for the soul A disembodied soul, though 1ts existence 1s not
dependent upon that of the body, 1s nonetheless not one which we hnow
as capable of enjoying rewards or suffening pumshments It cannot
apprehend these without the body The body must therefore be resur-
ln:rctcd rejomned to the soul and empowered to sustamn 1tself in eternal
ife

It 15 hence obrious that the Mu‘tazilah built their doctrines of the

n

The joys of reward and of are jble unless the soul
teeaters {ts body  * (al hhayyat, op o, p 37)
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The foregoing proofs, whether they are regarded as psychological in
nature or as varieties of the reductio ad absurdum, all point to the
incontrovertible fact that the Mu‘tazilah subordinated everything in
their system to moral considerations; that the cornerstone of their
whole faith, Islam - its be-all and end-all ~ is the purely ethical ques-
tion of man’s direction of his own life on earth. The self, in their system,
is nothing, unless it is free to act by will. To use Qur’anic imagery, the
self is called upon to grasp and to realize a divine trust. But this trust is
not in a vacuum; neither is it imposed in abstraction from man’s
intricate involvement in nature, in society and history. These are the
theater of the self’s activity, the matériaux of its operations. For the self
to implement the divine trust, it can and should only stand in the midst
of the infinite causal chains of nature. There, acting as the focus at
which the causal chains of reality converge, the self reorients, by its
free decision, their course and destination without diminution of or
addition to their causal efficacy. The self’s theater, for the Mu‘tazilah
and for Islam, is an orderly one; and her decision makes all the differ-
ence between the realization and non-realization of the absolute on
earth.

5. The Place of Self in the Eternal Order

The Mu‘tazilah held that God is absolutely just and that His ordering
of creation is no less so. His will is the good; it realizes itself necessarily
in nature, but only commands its realization by man. Man, equipped
by nature to discover divine will or the good, is capable of grasping it,
and consequently, of falling under its moving power and appeal. Reve-
lation has come to serve as a prop and guide, and its doing so consti-
tutes a challenge which rational man cannot ignore. He must hence-
forth investigate revelation’s claims; and truth being one as God is one,
a genuine application of man’s rational faculty cannot but confirm the
propositions and judgments of revelation. Having grasped the good, or
divine will, man is obligated to realize it; but he is free to do so, or not
to do so. Whereas man’s realization is a positive contribution to the
total value of creation, his non-realization is a real privation and posi-
tive loss to that total. Once done, every human deed belongs to history
and its net contribution cannot be undone. This is an eternal order
which admits no tampering — whether in man’s favor or against him.
Otherwise, God’s justice and righteousness and the order of the universe

itself are gravely endangered.
God, however, does not work in vain. To do so would be contrary to
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His nature, once His wll 15 adentified with His essence-tn-percept as
well as wath the good That the good and evil deeds of men reman with
all their dispanty in eternal juxtapositionis not campatible with justice
Indeed, such a claim spells nothing short of dwsaster for morality,
namely, the final futiity of the moral bfe A system of rewards and
putushments 15 mdispensible to offset the dispanties of actualized good
and evil And this system must be mstituted after a reckoning, which
Islam calls the Day of Judgment The system stself 1s the order of
paradise and hell This order s not the kmgdom of God” 1 the
Chnstian sense, m which the final reahzation of the absolute, ever
demed on earth, 1s to take place The absolute, 1n Islam 1s possible of
realization here and now, within space-time Rather, the ‘other world”
> a system of rewards and punishments for man’s suceess or fadure to
achieve that absolute According to the Mu'tazilah, 1t 1s necessitated by
the acknowledgement of the factuality of moral obligation as well as of
the freedom of the subject which the former unplies and which 1s equal-
1y gaven as a fact of ethical conscrousness Islamuc history has also told
us that many men have succeeded in such reahzation and bave de-
served the eternal reward

The Mu‘tazilah followed this reasoning of Islam and adapted it to
therr system of thought According to them, the soul, being by nature
different from the body-cum-life, does not suffer the same fate as the
latter and 1s therefore not destroyed at death It must, at least and
above all, survive the body m order fo meet, as the real anthor of human
deeds, 1ts deserved justification or rejection But an analysis of reward
and punishment quichly convinced the Mu tazilah that the soul cannot
stand to be yudged, rewarded or punished without the body Hence,
they held resurrection of the body necessary 1n order that the soul may
enjoy the only bhsses or suffer the only hardships 1t knows 72 This 1s
not to say that reward and pumshment are all bodily, but that even the
spitttual ones are inconceivable without the substratum that the body
furmishes for the soul A disernbodied soul, though sts existence 15 not
dependent upon that of the body, 15 nonetheless not one which we hnow
s capable of enjoying rewards or suffering pumishments It cannot
apprehend these without the body The body must therefore be resur-
;’e{cted, rejoined to the soul and empowered to sustam itself in eternal

ife
1t 15 hence abvious that the Mu‘tazilah built their doctrnes of the
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indestructibility of the soul, of the resurrection of the body, of the Day
of Judgment and of paradise and hell on the grounds of rational ethics,
as Immanuel Kant was to do a thousand years later.73

Another conclusion to which the Mu‘tazilah’s rationalism led them
was that only those persons who have earned rewards or punishments
would be resurrected and entered into cither paradisc or hell. The
others who, either for lack of adequate endowment or of causal efficacy,
had not disturbed the net total of the value of creation ~ such as infants,
the mentally deranged or retarded, and the incapacitated — would not
be resurrected and would not share in cither paradise or hell.74 “Those
whom God had not put under the obligation to know Him ... are not
responsible (mukallafah),” Thumimah said; and “... their fate is
dust.” 75 This is certainly a hard position to take in the light of God’s
great compassion and mercy; and not all the Mu'tazilah pursued the
point to }‘_llumz'mmh’s merciless conclusion. Al Jubb&’i, for instance,
invented '‘the abode of peace” to accommodate this third class be-
longing neither to paradise nor to hell; and al Nazziam discarded the
idea of class in paradise, extending God’s mercy, the vision of Him and
the heavenly joys, ecqually to all its inhabitants.76

We may therefore conclude that the Mu‘tazilah were not only Muslim
philosophers, but the philosophers of Islam. They condensed the faith
to its essential principles and applied their mental energies to establish-
ing them in thought. Their theory of the constitution of the self as a
tripartite entity was a corollary of the principle of the ideal self-ex-
istence of a pattern for ethical activity (the Ought, God’s command or
will), the fulfillment or otherwise of which demands a soul-subject other

73 As he did in his second critique, namely, Critique of Practical Reason.

74 Al Baghdadl, op. cit., p. 157.

78 Ibid.

78 Al Baghdadl, op. cit., p. 161; al Shahrastinl, Nihdyat al Igddm fi ‘Ilm al Kaldm, p. 8o.
The story is told that al Ash’arl asked Jubba’l to tell him regarding the fate of three brothers,
two adults, one virtuous and the other vicious, and an infant. Al Jubba’l answered that the
virtuous will go to paradise, the vicious to hell and the infant to the abode of peace. Al
Ash'arl rejoined: If the infant sought to join his virtuous brother, would he be perm}tted to
do so? Al Jubba'l answered: No, because the virtuous brother reached paradise by his moral
achievement and desert of which the infant had none. Al Ash‘arl asked; What if the infant
rejoined to God, ““You have taken away my life too soon, before I could do Your will and earn
what my brother has carned.”” Al Jubba'l replied that God would answer thus: ““I knew that
if you lived you would not have done My will or earned any desert. 1 took away your life too
soon because I was merciful to you.’' Al Ash‘arl asked: What if the condem'ned brother,
overhearing this conversation, said, *'You knew that I would not realize Your will and would
earn punishment in hell. Why were You not merciful in my case so as to have taken away my
lifc before I carned my punishment?”” Al Jubba’l had no answer. Such were the difficult
problems posed by their opponents to the Mu‘tazilah, and there was no solution to them once
their inflexibly hard line of reward and purishment was taken.
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than the body cum-hife which 1s sts carner Thew theory of rational
cogmition 15 2 corollary of the prmeiple of such knowability and the
moral responstbility for its achievement Thear theory of moral freedom
1s the corollary of the realizability of the divine pattern as well as of the
malleability of the human and other maeférasnx of space time for such
reahzation Finally, therr principle of the place of the soul in the eternal
order 15 the corolfary of the principle of the world order as one of abso-
lute justice, the moral aspect of the monothestic principle stself of
fashid without which the whole system may be as well ordered as
clockwark but, 1n final analysts, futile and 1 vamn, meapable of touch-
ing the person 1n his most indivadual moment For 1t1s this very person
this T and this body cum life, that 1s the real and mdividual self of the
person and that will and must some day stand mn front of all being and
reality to render account of tself and to recerve, according to that abso-
lute yustice, every atom of reward and punishment 1t has earned % And
nothing Jess than that will save snan from the doom of vamty, futity
and ecymicism

" When Earth Is shaken with her (final) earthquake,
And Eacth yieldeth up her burdens
And man saith What aileth her?
That day she will relate her chroncles
Recause thy Lord inspireth her
That day mankind will issue forth in scattered groups (o be shown their deeds
And whasa doeth good an atom s weight will see it then
And whoso doeth 1ff an atom s weight wilt see it then -
{Qut 30 M Pickthatl s te, 99 1-8)
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UNITY: APPEARANCE AND REALITY

I the light of the Sufi Doclrines of “Wahdat-ul-Wajud’" of Ibn ’Arabi
and “Wahdat-ush-Shahud” of Shaikh Almad Sarhindi

Mirza QADEER Baic

The conception of unity in Islam comes mainly from the Qur'an. The
Qur’an says that God is one and there is nothing like Him. He is suf-
ficient unto Himself and He is beyond the needs of the worlds, yet God
is nearer to man than man’s life line. The nature of this nearness and of
His being beyond the beyond is discussed by the Sufis at great length.
Abu Bakr Kalabadi (died 496/995, Muslim/Christian) the author of one
of the carliest authentic treatises on Sufism recorded a summary of the
belief of the carlier Sufis in the Unity of God.

The Sufis are agreed that God is One, Alone, Single, Eternal, Everlasting,
Knowing, Powerful, Living Hearing, Sccing, Strong, Mighty, Majestic, Great,
Generous, Clement, Proud, Awful, Enduring, First, God, Lord, Ruler, Master,
Merciful, Compassionate, Desirous, Speaking, Creating, Sustaining, that He is
qualified with all the Attributes wherewith He has qualified Himself, and named
with all the Names whereby He has named Himself; that since eternity He has
not ceased to continue with His Names and Attributes without resembling
creation in any respect, that His IEssence does not resemble the essences, nor His
Attributes the attributes; that not one of the terms applies to the created beings
and indicating their creation in time, has currency over Him, that He has not
ccased to be Leader, Foremost, before all things born in time, Existent before
everything, that there is no eternal but He, and no God beside Him, that He is
neither body nor shape, nor form, nor person, nor element, nor accident, that
with Him there is ncither junction nor separation, neither movement nor rest,
neither augmentation nor decrease, that He has neither parts nor particles, nor
members nor limbs, nor aspects nor places that He is not affected by faults, not
overcome with slumber, nor altered by times nor specified by allusions that He
is not contained by space, nor affected by time; that He cannot be said to be
touched or to be isolated, or to dwell in places; that He is not compassed by
thoughts, nor covered by veils, nor attained by eyes.1

The later Sufis developed the doctrines of unity in great detail. Here

we intend to examine the two leading doctrines:
(1) of Wahdat-ul-Wujud: the unity of existence propounded by

1 Kalabadi — Kitab al Ta’arruf Ii Madhad akl al Tasawwuf, tr. by A. J. Arberry, the
Doctrine of the Sufis, pp. 14 and 15.
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Muhy-ad-Din Ibn ’Araby, also known as the Great Shaikh (born at the
town of Murcia i Spain in 560/1164 and died at Demascus 1n 638/1240),
and

(2) of Wahdat-ush-Shahud the umty of Appearance, propounded
by Shaikh Ahmad of Sarhind, also known as the renewer of faith after
one thousand years (born Sarhind 1n India 1n 971/1564 and died there
1n 1034/1624)

According to Ibn "Arabi there 1s nothing 1 existence except the One
Real Being — God A Hag, the Truth, and 4! Khalg, the creation, are
two phases of the same Reality To treat the creation or the world as
something separate from God would be duality and would lead to
polytheism, the apparent duality of 4! Hag and Al Khalg 1s not the
duality of beings but the duality of aspects of the One Real Being For
Al Hag 1s the mner aspect and Al Kkalg 15 the outward aspect of
Reality In other words, 4! Hag1s the One 1n a state of transcendence
and Al Khalg 1s the Many 1n a state of immanence of Reality

If you assert (pure) transcendence you hmit God

And 1f you assert pure immanence you define Him,

But if you assert both things you follow the right course,
And you are a leader and a master 1 Gnosis 2

To explain the relation of the two phases of Reality Ibn *Arab: holds
that there was no time when Reality of the One Being was non-existent
and then came 1nto existence There was the One Being all the timemn a
state that could not be defined by names or attributes, the most that
could be said 1s that 1t was the state of {al"smma) blindness It was the
state of begmning without end and end without beginming In the next
stage, which 15 the first stage of the mode of knowledge, the Names and
Attributes acquire distinction and difference If the distinction of
Names and Attributes 15 imphicit and brief, 1t 15 regarded as the First
Determunate, 1f the distinction of the Names and Attributes 1s explicit
and m detul, 1t 15 regarded as the Second Determinate, but both these
stages are merely conceptual

This 13 the display of being 1n an epiphany contamning in tself all the

active, necessary, and divine mamfestations as well as all the passie,
contingent and mundane manifestations Ibn "Arabi regards this as the
state of First Emanation, the First Intelligence, the First Determinate,
the Reality of Muhammad, the Reality of Realities At the same fime
Tbn *Arabi insssts that the Names are identical with the Attnibutes and,
stmilacly, the Attnbutes and the Names are identical with the Lssence

* 1bn *Arabl, Fusus al Hikam P 76
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Thus he maintains that the Knower (Alim), the Knowledge ("), and
the known (Ma'lum) are the same. But all these states of Essence,
Attributes and Names refer to the aspect of transcendence of Unity.
In the following states belonging to the aspect of immanence, Being is
manifested in different souls and spirits, next comes the determination
of ideas whereby Being is manifested in the world of thought and
imagination. This state also includes passive manifestations the charac-
teriStic of which is the potentiality of receiving impressions. The last
state is the descent in the world of senses, the world of outward mani-
festation, the creation possessing sensible existences.

God was the Hidden Treasure, He wanted to be known; so He re-
vealed Himself to Himself and the creation followed. This act of cre-
ation which occurs eternally and continuously according to Ibn ’Arabi,
is nothing but a descent of the Creator Himself into the being of things.
Ibn ’Arabi quotes the Qur’an to illustrate the act of creation:

When God intends the creation of a thing
His command is: “Be,”” and it becomes.
(The Qur’an, 36:82)

The question arises what is it that God commands to be, when it
becomes? If a thing capable of receiving the command already exists,
then is it proper to call it the creation in the true sense of the term?
Conversely, could any non-entity be the object of command at all? Ibn
’Arabi obviously faces a difficulty at this stage because it would seem
that no non-entity could be the object of the command to be; or, if an
entity already exists to receive the command then the question of
creation does not arise at all. To escape this difficulty Ibn ’Arabi
propounds a theory of the Fixed Prototypes (4 yan al Thabita).

The Fixed Prototypes are the ideas of God’s future becoming —in the
mind of God Himself — the contents of His knowledge of Himself. It
was the Fixed Prototypes that received the command to be (ku#) and
the creation started coming into being (Fayakun) accordingly. But the
Fixed Prototypes themselves do not assume the shape of concrete mani-
festations. They are mere ideas in the Mind of God. As ideas, they do
not come out of the Mind of God, leaving a blank there. What actually
takes the form of existence is the reflection of the Fixed Prototypes, the
contents of the knowledge of God of Himself. It is clarified through a
simile: a reflection may be seen in a mirror but it cannot be claimed
that the object reflected in the mirror has actually assumed existence in
the mirror. The object is merely reflected in the mirror and nothing
more. Hence the creation as such is merely nominal, unreal, objectively
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non-gxistent and God alone exists God 15 mamfested i all things and
1s yet above all things He 1s everywhere and yet above everywhere
There 15 nothing but God, nothing in easstence other than He, there 1s
not even a “there” where the essence of all things 1s one Agam, "My
eyes see naught but His face and my ear hears no other than His
speech ™

To sum up, Ibn "Arabi insists that hus doctrine 1s 1n accordance with
the Qur'an and quotes the following verse to support his behef *

He 15 the First, He 15 the Last,
He 1s the Outward (Mamifest)
He 1s the Inward (Hidden)
(The Qur’an, 57 3)

Durmg the later tenthfsixteenth (Mushm/Chnstian) century at the
time of Shaikh Ahmad, the theory of Wakdal-1l-Wujud had taken al-
most complete control over the heart, mind, and soul of the Sufis in
India Shatkh Ahmad himself was brought up n the traditions of
Wakdat-ul-Wugud and 1t was under their mfluence that he wrote to his
spinitual gmde
Ala;'3 lthxs Shan a 1s the religion of ignorant men Qur religion 1s 1ofidehty and
lfl;:hefma!nd unbelief are the locks and face of that beantiful fairy Belef and
unbelief are the same n our way ®

Later on a new kind of experience took hold of hus soul and a sense of
duality between God and Umverse arose He found that the world hasa
bemg of 1ts own, not as the Real, but a semblance or shadow of the
Real Thus sense of duality caused hum to doubt his previous expertence
when he found the world to be one with God All the previous hnow-
ledge leading to Unity (Itf:had), Comprehension (Ihata), Penetration

{Stiryan), Nearness (Qurb) and Umon with the Essence (Ma'ysatt-
zaltyya) began to disappear ¢
Thus new expertence undermtned his confidence in Wakdat-ul-Wujud,
but hys previous expertence and knowledge kept hum from rejecting 1t
and gomng to the extreme 5

This was for hum a transittonal period, dunng which he pondered
much over the problems rased 1n s mind by his new expeniences At
135t 1t was rey ealed to hum that all the pres 1ous stages were "“the theatre
of adumbrations and Iimirtations of Immanence™ and the real object

+ Shakh Ahman, VaMubat Vol 1 3t
I
‘Buvay gt
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Shatkh Ahmad declared that that kand of Tawhid (umty) was a-
chieved through deception m 1deas, rmagination, and meditation It
was the creation of one’s own mimagmation The 1dea of umty became
furm tn the mind of the adherent Such a persen was not endowed with
a state of spinntual expenence (Sakib-1-Hal) but only with knowledge
{Sahib1"Ilm) The second group of adherents expenienced Tawhid
through their love of God (Zaug) and the strong desire of the heart to
know God (Jazbak) Those Sufis, according to Shatkh Ahmad, reached
the state of umty either through the grace of God or through their own
efforts based on the love of God In their case, the love of God over~
powered their faculty of vision and they became obltvious to every
object other than the Beloved As they were unable to see anything
except the Beloved, they did not recognise any other object in existence
That aspect of Tawhtd was derived from the state of spintual expen-
ence (44wal) and was above the scope of 1magination and conception
If the attention of such people of the heart (Sahtb-1-Qalb) were diverted
towards the Universe, they witnessed their Beloved 1 every particle
and regarded objects as mantfestations and nurrors of the Beloved If,
through the grace of God, they were guided to the higher stages leading
towards the Converter of Hearts (Mugahbbul Qulub ~ God) and pro-
gressed further, then the cogmtion of umty belonging to the previous
stage started to disappear It was after they attamned this stage that
they realised the mistake of their previous expenence and found the
previous cogmition to be unswitable to their present state to the extent
that some of them rejected the previous experience and condemned
those who adhered to 1t, while some did not bother to confirm or reject
the previous experience and became wmdifferent to 1t 1n their lugher
stages 11
Yet there were some other Sufis who reahised the Unity after reaching
the state of passing away (Fana) and absorption (/slaghrag) n their
spmtual expenience (Mashkud) Their object was to remain eternally
non-existent 1n their Mashhud They regarded regaimng COnsclousness
or returning to the self as mfidelity (Kujr) They wanted to be alnays
under the burden of the Existent and did not rest for a moment, be-
cause rest could be obtained only 1n a state of unconsciousness (Gha/-
Ial) Eternal absorption (staghrag) recogmsed no neghgence and hept
the believer always restless It was in this state of restlessness that
Shatkh ul-Tslamn Harw used to say that, if someone were to mahe hum
unconscious of God for 2 moment, God would forgu e all the sins of that
5 Ihg
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cause the assertion was agamnst facts But as he did not sce the stars at
that time, he dented thetr existence The light of the sun made the stars
mvistble The same was the case with those Sufis, who were so over-
whelmed by God that everythung other than He became invisible to
them Shaikh Ahmad insisted that all thewr utterances were due to the
viston of the Unity of God and the World and not to the existence of that
Unat;

Tu{mng to the teachings of Ibn "Araby, Shatkh Ahmad rejected the
very premses which necessanly lead to Wakdat ul-Wupnd He held that
the Names and Attrbutes are not identical with the Essence (Zat) of
God, nor 1s the World an amenation of the Names and Attributes of
God According to Shatkh Ahmad the Names and Attributes exast over
and above the Zat They are netther identical with nor do they forma
part of the Za? God 1s perfect 1n Himself

Venly God 1s sufficient unto Himself and needs none of the worlds 1%

According to Sharkh Ahmad God 1s beyond all Names and Attn-
butes (Asman Sifat), all modes and relations (Shuyunn I fibarat) all
projection and mntrojection (Buruzu Kumun), all that 1s reabsable and
explicable (Mawsulu mafsul), all mtuibon and mystic expenence
(Kashfie Shahud), all that 1s empincal and rational (Mahsusn Ma gul),
and cven beyond all that 15 conceivable and imaginable (Mawhumu
Afwtakhayynl) Inshort

He the Holy Lord 1s beyond the beyond again beyond the beyond agam
beyond the beyond 1¢

Existence (Wnyud) and Necessity (Wgub) are two Attnibutes of God
and are over and above the Zat God exssts through His Zat and not
through the Attnibute of Evastence God 15 necessary through His Zat
and not through the quahty of being Necessary (1Wuyub) In God the
Zatand the Names and Attrbutes are not wdentical, nior are the Natmes
and Attnbutes sdentical with each other Indeed God comprehends
everything and 1s everywhere, but the nature of His comprehenston
(Thata) or cocxstence (Ma'y yat) with the phenomenal World 1s beyond
our understanding

Swnilarly, although He possesses the Attnbutes of Exustence {1u-
1ud), Lafe (Hayat), Knowledge (lm), Power (Qudrat}, Wil {Irada),
Heanng (Sans'), Scemng (Basar), Speech (Kalam), and Creation (Tak-

38 2bt Vol 1T 26 100, 110
W Ihd Vo) 111 1
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win), His Attributes, too, are beyond our understanding and do not
admit any consideration of How and Why (Bi Chunu Bi Chigun). God
exists, but He exists by His own Essence (Zaf) and not by virtue of the
quality of Existence (Wujud), which is additional to His Zat. Similarly,
He is Knowing ("4%im) by His own Self, He is Powerful (Qadiz), Willing
(Murid), Hearing (Sami’), Seeing (Basir), and Creator (Khalig) through
His own Self and not by virtue of these Attributes, which are ad-
ditional to His Zaz. The attributes are the effect (Azlal) of His Zat and
not identical with it.17 Likewise, the world is the effect (Zil) of the
Attributes and not identical with the Attributes or the Being.

So Shaikh Ahmad and Ibn ’Arabi differ on the basic premise of the
doctrine of Tawhid. The former holds that the Zat of God is ineffable,
that the Attributes are mere effect of the Zat, and that the world is in
turn the mere etfect of the Attributes; but the latter maintains that the
Zat is identical with the Names and Attributes, and thus identical with
God Himself. Shaikh Ahmad points out that here Ibn ’Arabi is speaking
at the stage of illumination of Zai (T'ajalli-i-Zat).18 At this stage of
mystic experience, everything except the brightness of Zat becomes
oblivious and the mystic feels that he has a direct vision of the Being.
In fact it is only when the mystic outgrows this stage that he realizes
the mistake involved in the previous experience. Shaikh Ahmad him-
self had the same experience and entertained the same ideas.!® As he
outgrew this stage, he realized his mistake, confessed it, and published
his repentance.?0

Further, Ibn ’Arabi holds that the Fixed Prototypes (4 yan-al-thabi-
ta) are the reality of the world. Here also Shaikh Ahmad does not agree
with Ibn ’Arabi that the A’yan-al-thabita’ are the realities of the Con-
tingent. He maintains that when God decided to create the World, He
created Existence and also created other Attributes such as Life,
Knowledge, Power, Hearing, Seeing, and Speech, within Existence.
These Attributes formed the different aspects of Existence, and at the
same time all the qualities found their opposite in Non-entity ("4dam).
Only the Zat of God remained beyond all Attributes and all non-
entities ('Adam). Opposed to Existence is Absolute Non-entity ('ddam-
i-Mahaz). Similarly, opposed to the Attribute of Life is a kind of non-
entity known as death (Mawt); opposed to the Attribute of Knowledge

17 I#d. Vol, III 26.

18 Ipid. Vol. 1. 290, Vol. I11: 75.

19 Atz this stage Sh:tukh Ahmad wrote to his son that “‘the reality of God 1s the Absolute
Existence.”’ Maktubat, Vol. 1. 2.

20 Shaikh Ahmad, Maktubat. Vol. 1: 2 6 .
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1s another land of non-entity known as ignorance (Jakl}, opposed to the
Attnbute of Power (Qudrat) 15 another kind of non-entity known as
powerlessness (772), and so on When God wants to create any object
of the Contingent, He casts a reflection of a particular Attnbute of the
Necessary (IWjub) upon 1ts opposed non-entity ( Adam-i-Mutagabila)
and the object of the Contingent comes mto bemng For exampte, God
casts the reflection of Exustence upon its opposed non-entity of pure
Non-existence (Adam-1-Mahaz) and the fimte existence of the Con-
tingent comes mto bemng Similarly He casts the reflection of Lafe
{Hayal} upon its opposed non-entity, that 1s death (Maws), and the life
of the Contingent comes mto bemg, He casts the reflection of Know-
ledge ("I2m) uponts opposed non-entity, which1s ignorance (Jahi}, and
the knowledge belonging to the Contingent comes wto being In this
way, according to Shartkh Ahmad, the whole process of creation goes on

The ’A’yan-al-thatata’ are not the reahties of the World Shartkh Ahmad
msists It 1s the opposed non-entities (Adam-r-AMutagabila) and the
reflections of the Attnibutes mngled 1n the opposite non-entities that
form the realities of the objects belonging to the Contingent World

Precisely, the ongin or the essence of the World 1s non-entity What-
ever quahties such as fimte exsstence, hfe, knowledge, power, etc ate
seen 1n the world, do not really belong to the World, but are bestowed
on 1t by God Thus Shatkh Ahmad sums up

So according to Ibn Arab: the reahties of the Contingent are the Names and

Attnibutes which are separated from one another 1n the rask of knowledge but

according to this fagrr, the realities of the Contingent are those non-entities
T e L . et om . . eer

wh A mem a3

Thus existence (IWeyud) 3s the cause of all perfections, and Nan-
entity (" Adam) 1s the object of all imperfections To claim real exastence
for the Contingent, and to attnbute all perfections t01t, rawses 1t to the
rank of the Necessary, which 1s not befitting to the Greatness of God,
and this also leads to infidehty and heresy

Sharkh Ahmad also wsists that 1t 1 not night for the believers i
Wakdat-ul-Wegud to apply the modes and functions of the Contimgent
to the Necessary The level of the Contingent has modes and attrbutes
of its own which are different from those of the Necessary Tven these
modes and attnibutes that belong to the Contingent, cin be discrimu-
nted from one another and the difference of thesr vanous functions 1s
never ending For example, heating and burning arc the properties of
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fire and are limited to fire only. Neither of these properties ~ heating
and burning - are possessed by water. In the same way, cold is the
property of water and is limited to water, but not to fire. Though both
water and fire belong to the Contingent, their properties and particu-
larities cannot be applied to cach other. How then can the particular
characteristics of modes of being as different as the Divine and the
Worldly be applicable to cach other?

Shaikh Ahmad holds that each mode of being has separate functions
particular to it and not applicable to the other. Necessary and Inde-
pendent Being has the special characteristics of Wholeness and Divini-
tv, and the Contingent and Dependent Being is characterised by the
defectiveness and imperfection,21

The first state is that of Lordship and Creative Being and the second
of Servitude and being created. The application of the modes and
functions of the one state to the other is not only rejected by mystic
experience but also goes against the Revelation:

Gaod is Holier than the qualities they ascribe to Him.22

Therefore it is wrong to say that Allis He or that there exists nothing
but God. It may be noted that Shaikh Almad does not maintain du-
alism. He does not hold that God and the World are two existences
independent of cach other. He agrees that, as far as God is c9ncemed,
He exists independent of anything. The existence or non-existence of
the World does not affect God. He is the same as He was before the

World came into being:

o
e is now the Same as He was. 23

Shaikh Ahmad argues further that, although the World has a sepa-
rate existence, this existence is not real. The origin of the World is pure
Non-entity (‘Adam-i-Mahaz) but existence has been bestowed on it

through the quality of existence. o .
The existence of the World is a gift and is finite. It does not exist

independent of God. - . - Ny

Shaikh Ahmad clarifies his meaning by citing an ex.aml.)le. if some-
one lights one end of a stick and, holding ’.che other', WhlI'l.S it round in a
circle, he produces the appearance qf a c_1rcle of fire which appears to
have an existence of its own: but this existence depends on the action

Shaikh Ahmad, Maktubal. Vol. I: 297.

21
22 The Qur’an. 37: 180.
23 gh::il?h Ahmad, Maktubat. Vol. It 256.

A
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of the man who whrls the stick The existence of the circle of fire does
not become part of the existence of the mover, nor 15 the existence of
the mover affected by the existence or non-existence of the circle of
fire This proves that the origin of the circle of fire 1s non entity but the
perpetual action of the mover of the burmng stick has given 1t an un-
real existence Simnilarly finite existence has been bestowed on pure
non-entity ("Adam 1-Mahaz) by the blessings of God The ongin of the
World, Shaikh Ahmad nsists, remains pure non-entity which 1s the
case of all defects, impunty and wickedness Whatever perfections may
be seen 1n the Contingent World are all from the Necessary Existence
and other qualities which are the reflections of the Perfection of God
That 1s why, Shaithh Ahmad explains, 1t 1s declared by Revelation 24

‘Whatever good you have 1t1s from God ~ and whatever bad you have 1t 1s from
your own self

Thus Shaikh Ahmad concludes that God 1s the Light of all Heaven
and Earth and whatever 1s other than He 1s dark Shaithh Ahmad does
not agrec with Ibn "Arabi that the World has no existence of 1ts own
and whatever we sce as the world 1s the fabrication of our own mind
{Mawhm) If this were so, all the moral commandments of Revelation
would be meamingless How can God bestow reward or punishment on
something which 1s non-exastent and which 1s the fabrication of one s
ownmind {(Mawhum) > On the other hand Shaikh Ahmad does not agree
with the 'Ulama, who hold that the World has a separate existence of
itsown They believe in the duality of existence, one existence belong-
ng to God and the other to the World The existence attnbuted to God
1s primary and eternal, the existence of the World 1s the creation of the
Existence of God but the former 1s not part of the latter On this
hypothesis declares Shathh Ahmad, the existence of the World could
1n no way share in the perfections and blessings of the Ultimate Lx-
1stence of God But the orthodox 'Ulama beheve that 1t does so, and
thus their philosophy 15 1llogical and false

Real Lxistence belongs to God One cannot hnow God except
through God Himself, that 1s through Revelation It 1s impossible for
man to comprehend God through mystic expertence Therefore, what-
ever 1s known of God except through Revelation, 1s not perfect and
should be rejected

The only relation between Man and God 1s that of the creature and

N IWd Vol T 234 Vol I 1
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the Creator, servitude and Lordship. The more one realises one’s in
ability to know God the more one, in fact, knows God.25 He is the On
who has Himself praised Himself, and the best way to know Him i
through His own Words, that is, through the Qur’an.26

o id. 1. J11: 122. . . .
j;cii”gh;]i;h Ahmad quotes the saying of Abu Bakr, the first Caliph of Islam that:

m ’ inabili 4 i knowledge; Holy is He Who'l

ious of one’s own inability to know God is true ; Holy is :
bcc;o}\c;: (:Sls;':lroc::d to Himself open to His creature except by way of realizing its own 10
not k ¢

acity to know Him.”
pq'f; éhaikh Ahmad, Maktubat. Vol. I11: L.
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VARIANTS IN THE CONCEPTS OF THE
SELF IN THE ISLAMIC TRADITION

HarorLp B SmITH

We are accustomed to think that Islam 1s mflexible, even monolithte 1n
dogma and law Yet 1n spite of persecutions and counter-persecutions
over the centuries 1t has exhibited a surprising diversity, what Duncan
Black Macdonald used to call a “liberty of variety 1n unity * Perhaps
this catholicity 1s most apparent in the mamfold vanants of the doc-
tnnes pertarung to the self The spectrum of expressed 1deas ranges
from the extremes of determunism where the individual 1s a mere cipher,
a cog n a cosmic machine, without identity or autonomy, to the
extremes of momistic mysticism where the reality of the ego 1s com-
pletely swallowed up in the consciousness of an Ultimate

Perhaps we might use a crescent, symbo! familiar to all Mushms, to
represent the scheme of thought I wish to elaborate The center of the
crescent, the pont of greatest breadth mught represent the position of
the Qur'an, one curving point mught represent the vanous degrees of

phasis on divine trai d and the dualism of Creator and cre-
ation, the other mught represent the movement toward greater empha-
sis on divine immanence and the Uty of God and the world

At the extremes, surpnsingly, we come to positions that are strangely
alike 1n so far as they affect views of man and the self At one extreme,
God 15 the only actor, all subsidiary reahties depend on his nstan-
tancous recreation, at the other, God s all that 1s The self 1n the one
1s reduced to moments 1n the activity of God, 1n the other the self1s a
particle of the Divine Being destined to be reabsorbed in the whole asa
drop of spray that falls back 1n the ocean

In between, however, we have a great vanety of positions 1n which
the sclf 1s recogmzed as having greater or lesser degrees of mdependent
sigmificance and autonomy Here we always find a paradovical dialectic
th1t posits both subservience of the individual self to the will and
thought of the Ultimate Being and areas of ntegral freedom where the
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ego has a particular role to play in the whole. The whole figure of the
crescent is characterized, as must probably be the case in all religious
concepts of the self, by this interplay between views of the individual
self and the Ultimate Self. The self of man owes its existence and sig-
nificance either to a divine act of creation or else to a process of deri-
vation or emanation from the divine.

The Qur’an which in one way or another is the primary source of all
Islamic cultural forms posits man as a combination of matter and spirit
owing his existence to God. Moulded from mud, symbol of matter,
sharing with other animal forms the common property of life, he is
distinguished from all the rest of creation in that God breathed into
him alone a portion of His own spirit. Since he is created, and created
out of mud, he cannot be thought of as being in any way equal to God
and can never presume to set himself up against the divine will. In one
sense he is of the earth and a dependent creature. Yet the spirit of God,
breathed into him, sets him apart from and above all other dependent
creatures and gives him a unique affinity with his creator. He is a being
capable of rational behavior, judgment, decision, and moral choice. The
Qur’an gives weight to this spiritual fact by asserting that God created
man to be his representative or vice-regent on earth. He set him on
earth to govern all the rest of creation which is made subservient to his
will.

In paradoxical statements that leave unresolved the dialectical
tension between two extremes, the Qur’an deals with the issue of free-
dom and predestination. When the thought is centered on God the
doctrine of absolute sovereignty is clearly expressed and man seems to
be robbed of free choice and responsibility for his actions. Man’s evil
deeds and good deeds alike are directly caused by the divine will since
nothing happens unless God wills it or permits it. Even in matters of
faith and disbelief the eternal decrees of God are operative and some
are guided to faith and some led to disbelief.

When the focus is turned on man, however, it is made evident that
man is endowed by God with freedom and responsibility. It is .t}.liS
particular characteristic that makes him an “individual”’ with affinities
to God who is the supreme moral being. God reveals to man univeréal
moral principles that are the expression of His eternal and holy V&fﬂl-
Yet man is a center of latent power in that he is capable of responding
to or rejecting God’s guidance.

Another dialectic that entered into later speculation about the se.lf
was drawn between the transcendence of God who stands off from his
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creation as the supremely other and his immanence 1 the world and
the hife of man

Over the centurtes these two elements of tension that were left un-
resolved 1n the Book of Books, led to continuous debate concerning
man, his autonomy, his place 1n the umerse, and his relation to the
divine One From the earliest beginmngs of systematic formulation the
trend n orthodox cireles was to focus on those passages 1n the Qur'an
that emphasized the transcendent majesty of God and the absolute
sovereignty of s will and therefore to deny any freedom or autonomy
to man Man’s actions are established long before Ius birth or creation,
the die 1s cast and as al-Bukhari says “Everyone 1s guided to that for
which he was created **

Al-Ashan's position, thought of as a mediating position between that
of the extreme fatalists and the Mu’tazilites who affirmed the indi-
wvidual imtiative of man, 1s nevertheless far on the nght Man cannot
create anything, to admut that he has the power to produce acts of his
own would be to deny the absoluteness of God’s will He has no it
ative Even when man labors under the impression that he 1s freely
choosing hus actions, the actual fact 1s that God creates in him both the
power and the choice and then creates in him the actions that corre-
spond to the power and choce thus created The creature 1s merely the
locus of God's action Thus the impression of freedom and responsibility
15 explained, but in fact dented In the later scholastic theology of the
Ashante school there 15 the clear affirmation that since God 1s all, the
Eternal Fact and the eternal and only doer, all motion and change 1s
brought about by God's mampulation of atoms Thus when a man
wntes with a pen on a piece of paper God creates in hus mind the will to
write, at the same time he gives im power to write, brings about the
apparent motion of the hand and of the pen, and the appearance of
wnting on the paper There 1s actually no sequence of sccondary cause
and effect No one of these elements 1s the cause of the other In fact,
"Abd al-Qadr al-Baqulani goes to the extreme of suggesting that the
apparent motion and change 1n nature and human activity is the result
of continuous and 1nstantancous re-creation of the world mn each
moment of time

In this scheme of things there can be no self, no dev clopment, mental,
moral, or physical, no continming entity Man with all Ius apparent
choices, decistons, purposes, and actions 1s nothing but a series of 1so~
Iated moments 1 God's activity

This was a position that naturally disturbed the rtonahsts, the
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the emergence of a fimte cgo, capable of private imtative and 1n so
dong He hmmuted the freedom of His own free will In support of this
assertion Igbal agamn quotes the Qur'an “Say the truth 1s from the
Lord let um who wills, believe, and him who wills, disbelieve ** (18 28)
and “if you do good ye do 1t to your own souls, and if ye do evil, 1t 1s
also for your own souls ** (17 7)

The dnive of all organic life 1s towards the realization of selfhood and
this reaches tts highest fulfillment 1n man “Only that truly essts
which can say ‘I am ' It 1s the degree of intuition of I-am-ness that
determunes the place of a thing on the scale of being ”* Igbal rejects
strongly the 1dea that the self of man 1s 2 mere fragment of the Eternal
Mind, constantly striving to be re-absorbed 1n 1t, and thus losing 1ts own
mtnnsic mdividuality “The end of the ego's quest 15 not emanctpation
from the lmutations of individualty, 1t 1s rather a more precise defi-
mtion of 1t

The self 1s not given 1n 1ts fullness, although 1ts latent possibilities
areset The destiny (tagd:») of a person s not “‘unrelenting fate working
from without like a task master” 1t 1s “the mnward reach of a thing, 1ts
realizeable possibilities” which may actualize themselves “’without any
feeling of compulston from without ** The Qur'anic verse, < All things
we have created with a fixed destmy,” would then mean that each
creature 15 endowed with a ““fixed potentral” which 1t 1s “free to realize
ornot **

Iqbal believes that the self develaps and grows nto full fledged
individuality as 1t contends with a concrete environment, as 1t affums
itself against a world that often seems bent on stifling the self that 1s
staving for realization

The Iife of the ego 1s a kind of tension caused by the ego
imvading the environment and the environment invading the ego

Build a nest on the high mountains

That thou mayest be fit for ife’s battle

That thy body and soul may burn in hfe’s fire
Tt man should give up the struggle and strfe, then hus self would atro-
phy and his Jatent potentiahties would remam undescloped and the

spint within them would turn mto stone and be reduced to the lev elof

dead matter ** “Tarth 15 not a tortured hall where an clementally
wicked humamty 1s impnisoned for an ongmnal sin,” 1t ts rather “a stage
where man carres on a continuous expeniment i hving As he does so
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his individuality grows into a personality and he begins to participate
in the creative life of his Maker.”

Igbal with Mohammed 'Abdu seems to draw the outline of man as a
dual natured person who is both finite and free, subject to necessity,
yet in some ways able to transcend his limitations. Though capable of
shaping and directing the forces of nature, he is at times thwarted and
battered by them. It is then that he builds vaster worlds of the spirit in
his own inner being and is enabled to rise above the forces of nature.
There is a margin beyond which he dare not go, however. Although he
is free, he must recognize that the Ultimate Ego does set ultimate limits
to that freedom. If he ignores this, becomes proud and self-sufficient
then he falls. “Walk not proudly on the earth, for thou canst not cleave
the earth, neither shalt thou reach the mountains in height: all this is
evil, odious to your Lord.” (17:30).

In concluding our brief survey of Igbal’s thought, we might well note
what he has to say about immortality. Only those individuals who,
following God’s guidance have reached the high point of self possession
which is perfect manhood, can hope to “maintain their individuality in
contact with the Infinite Ego.” The way is open to man to belong to
the meaning of the universe and thus become immortal.

Since the life of the universe comes from the strength of the self
Life is in proportion to this strength;
When a drop of water gets the self’s lesson by heart
It makes its worthless existence into a pearl.
When life gathers strength from the self
The river of life expands into an ocean.
(Secrets of the Self)

If we turn now to the other horn of the crescent which emphasizes
the immanence of God in the world, we will note that the extreme
position is expressed by some of the early mystics of Islam. The view
they present, although still informed by the theistic tradition of I§lam,
comes very near to the views of monistic pantheists. They emphasize so
strongly the immanence of the Ultimate Reality that they come to the
position that the world and man are actually unreal and t%le'o.nly
reality in the world is God veiled in the illusory forms of mu1t1phc1t_y-
They affirm that the pilgrimage of the gnostic is toward substantial
;dentification with Divinity. The ecstatic cries — “I am He,” “Tam t,he
Ultimate Reality,” ‘‘beneath my cloak there is naught else but qu,’ -
spell out, as Zachner has made clear, the absolute und.lfferentlgted
oneness of God and the “‘destruction of man's humanity (his bashariyya
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or nasut) ”’ In fact the selfhood of man 1s completely denied, “the
human soul does not become God but 1s completely anmhilated ** Abu
Yazid al-Bistam uses the analogy of the torrent flowing into the ocean
‘ So long as the torrent 1s alone 1t bustles along 1ts course and makes
loud chatter, but when 1t draws near to the sea and mingles wath 1t, 1ts
bubbling and chatter are stilled, and the sea has no expenience of 1t

Without dwelling on this phase of Islamuc thought I would like to
pass on to Muhiyyadin Ibn al’Arabs, whose system has been dealt with
by Professor Baig ! As 1 read the Fusus al-htkam m particular, my
conclusion is that Ibn ’Arab: has drawn back from the monstic panthe-
1sm 1imphied 1n the fervent expressions of the early Sufis At no pomnt
does he deny the reality of the world and of the mner self of man God
and the world are complementary reahties somewhat like the natura
naturans and the natura naturaia of Spinoza The one cannot exist
without the other It 1s true that the Reality of the Ultimate 1s pnimary
and that of the world 1s derived Nevertheless the latter fulfills a
function essential to the actuahzation or self-mamfestation of the
former

The Ultimate Fact or Reality 1s absolutely transcendent, an absolute
unity of which nothing can be predicated The Essence 1n 1its strict
simplicity does not mamfest 1tself and would remain eternally unknown
and unrealized unless the multipheity of forms revealed 1t and exter-
nahized 1t Ibn ‘Arab: 1s sufficiently mbued wath the spinit of Islam,
however, not to be content to think of God as inactve Essence, self-
contained, limited to 1ts own self-consciousness The God of the Qur'an
1s an active God, a God of relationships This 1s what leads Ibn 'Arab
to suggest that inherent 1n this Essence, latent and unexpressed, were
an infinte number of relational potentialittes exemplified 1n the Qur'an
by the many Beautiful Names These demanded expression and they
could not be expressed unless there was an objective world 1n inter-
action with which they would pass from latency (‘adan) to actualty
(wupiid) The Eternal Essence as God and the world with its multiple
forms are mterdependent To be God the Essence needs a world m
which all the inherent facets of His itnnsic nature could be expressed
and actualized Converscly, the world in1ts multiple forms needs God
to clothe them n being

The world when first fas! d was te , all the
personal and spintual elements of the divine nature would have still
remuned unexpressed had there not emerged wathin the cosmos some

A member of this Conference
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personal form. As Ibn 'Arabi expresses it, without a soul the world was
an unpolished mirror which failed to give back full reflection of the
divine self-manifestation. What was needed was the polishing of the
mirror of the universe. Adam, the prototype of man was, in essence, the
polishing of the mirror and the spirit of that otherwise impersonal and
inert world. The objects of creation in their multiplicity are derived
from the IZssence, but make the divine Essence knowable in its specific
or particularized characteristics and the material (outward) charac-
teristics that inhere potentially in the Divine Essence. As such he is
both a microcosm and a revealer of the Unity of God seen in diversity.
The Ultimate Reality is revealed as knower in man who is both known
to God, and capable of knowing the manifold specific realities of the
universe. The more man knows the more he reveals the all compre-
hensive knowledge of God. In the same way God is revealed as power,
judge, forgiver, compassionate, merciful, supreme actor in so far as man
exhibits these characteristics. God and man are like two sides of the
same coin: without man and the world which he represents as micro-
cosm, God would be unknown, an unrevealed mystery, in a sense to all
purposes non-existent. On the other hand man and the cosmos would
remain non-existent unless God endowed them with objective being.

Man, the Perfect Man, or as Seyyid Hossein Nasr puts it, the Uni-
versal Man (al-Insan al-Kamil) is temporal in body, eternal in spirit,
the “Word” (kalimah) that divides and unites making all realities
distinct, yet combining them into a united whole. He is to God what
the pupil of the eyes is to the eye. He is to the world what the sea_l is to
signet ring. He is vice-regent of God on earth: as long as he remains on
earth the world will be maintained. If he should disappear then the
cause and goal of creation would disappear and the multiplicity of
forms would lapse into nothingness. The Perfect Man also serves as
model for the spiritual life of all men, for in him have been realized all
the possibilities, all the states of being that are inherent in the human
person and has come to know, in all its fullness, what it means to be a
man.

Potentially every man is Universal Man, but only the prophets and
the saints have actually attained that stature; all others who pursue
the path and discipline of gnosis do, however, fulfill i'n part th.e functlon
of revealer, or exemplifier of some facets of the divine a‘CtIVIty‘. The
extent to which the eternal Principle 'is' evidenced in man is d.ependent
on the spiritual station which the ir‘1d1v1d.ual devotee .has a’c‘came(’i}x i

The goal of man is spiritual union with God. This, for Ibn ’Arabi
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does not mean loss of individuality and absorption wn the undifferen-
tiated onencss of the Divine Essence, 1t 1s not, as for Bistami, the
stilling of the chatter and bubbling of the torrent as 1t reaches the sea
which then has no experience of 1t As Seyyed Hossein Nasr expresses
1t, ‘ spintual umion which 1s the fulfillment of love for the Divine
Beauty imphes that the Divine Nature becomes the content of human
nature, and human nature becomes surrounded and 1mmersed in the
Divine ”’ (p 115) Ibn ’Arabi quotes the ancient hadeth, He who adores
me never ceases to approach me until I love him, and when I love hum,
I am the heaning by which he hears, the sight by which he sees, the
hand by which he grasps, and the foot with which he walks ”* In the
state of union ‘“the individuality of man 1s illuminated, immersed in the
Divine Light " All lus thoughts, acts, interactions with his fellows take
on new quality, they are as it were shot through with the glory of God
And then, the Lord will say to um, "whoever knows you, knows Me"’
and conversely, “when you enter my garden you learn to know your-
self " 1n your 1deal stature in terms of Me, ““thus you hnow Him through
yourself and know yourself through Him "

This union 1s made possible only by prolonged discipline and prayer
Frequently Ibn "Arabi refers to the prayer of the heart which 1s an
mner purification Inits most profound reaches the prayer of the heart
actually “attracts the Divine into stself " The Lord 1s still Lord and the
servant 1s still servant, but “God becomes the murror in which the
spinitual man contemplates s own reality, and man 1n turn becomes
the murror in which God contemplates His Names and Qualities 2

In discussing this unon Ibn ‘Araby, at least 1n the Fusus, seems for
the most part to avaid the word fana (passing away tato God — anmb-
lation) He uses mnstead the word baga (rematning, survival) more fre-
quently as for instance 1n this passage that suggests personal immor-
tality

“The Divine Reahity does not bring about the destruction of this
human orgamsm through what 1s called death Death 1s not cessation of
eastence, 1t 1s only separation For God tahes man to Hunself And
when He does, then He wall fashion for him a vehicle (markabd) unhile
this carthly vehicle, one befitting the abode to which he has been
transferred, that 1s the House of Survrval (Dar al-baga’) Since harmony
reigns there he wall not dic again ever ” (p 246 1)

¥ p 116 Professor Nast points out here that  the sigmificance of prayer in all jts modes and
f:» s lb(:ph:mc function shoutd make it clear that whatever Ibn’Arabi’s doctrine of the
ranscendent unity of Being may tmean it has nothing to do with the philosophical
with which it has often been identified {note 78) P ? ons
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In his book, The Meaning and End of Religion, Wilfred Cantwell
Smith draws a fundamental distinction between what he calls faith and
cummulative tradition. Faith is the living experience that is new and
unique with every man; the cumulative tradition is the body of formu-
lations in which the living experience is recorded. Any study of religious
phenomena must start with the cumulative tradition, but, to be sound,
must try to go beneath the formal records to the faith and experience
that give rise to them. Looking at these samples of the cumulative
tradition of Islam, I think that we will note that they are indeed indi-
vidual. It might be worth while to attempt to find a common frame of
reference from which they all start. Here as in all high religion, when a
man asks: Who am I? he is forced to take account of at least two other
levels of reality. That of the world of nature where all forms, material
and animal, function according to basic necessity, to a pattern over
which they have no control. Looking at himself over against this world
of nature, man notes a level of reality that escapes, in part at least, the
rigid boundaries of natural form. He knows himself as enjoying greater
spontaneity, greater freedom to movein alternative directions, to think,
to plan, purpose and act to bring about the realization of conceived
goals. He experiences the capacity to mold, modify, or use for his own
ends the forces and forms he finds in the natural world. On the other
hand he comes up against a limit to these human freedoms. There are
areas where his freedom is curtailed by necessity, where he is himself
part of the natural world of process. Faced with this area of his own
inadequacy he becomes aware, perhaps only vaguely and in flashes of a
level of meaning that transcends his own, where purpose, choice, free-
dom are felt to be unlimited, uncurtailed. He also faces the necessity of
explaining the processes of nature, including those of his own person,
as well as the activities of his own self. He posits, therefore, an Ultimate,
a Ground of Being, an Absolute Principle which gives rise to all these
external and inner realities of which he is conscious. At times, by
analogy with the impersonal processes of nature, he thinks of this
Ground of Being as an “It;” at times, by analogy with his own personal
activities, thinking, purposing, planning, he thinks of this G.rounc% of
Being as an “‘I,” but since it seems to be outside and over against him-
self he transforms this I into a Thou or He. In each case he tends to
capitalize the It, the Thou, the He to do justicc_: to the degFee of ulti-
macy, absoluteness, unlimitedness that he aSCI:lbeS to the impersonal
force, or the personal self of this Ground of Being. o

Hemmed in between these two dimensions of reality which in a sense
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enclose im, man ashs again the question “‘In terms of all this, who
then am 17" In answenng this question he tends to gravitate between
two poles, the pole of self-affirmation and the pole of self-negation

In self-negation he may go all the way and deny categoncally hus
freedom of thought and action He may see humself as nothing more
than one item 1n the processes of nature, ruled by ngd necessity, a
mere thing among things He then abdicates all effort, settles downin
apathy, or reacts mn terror and desparr His self-negation may take
other forms He may become so overwhelmed by the transcendent
Mayesty and sovereign Whit of the God beyond hum, that he ceases to
think of himself as an inviolable center of purpose and activity He sees
himself as a creature whose act and thought 1s conditioned, determined,
dictated by the wall of God Or agam he may see umself as a passing
thought m the mind of God, a mere phase of the Universal Conscious-
ness, abandon all sense of ntrnsic ndividuality and long to be sub-
merged i that Umversal Consciousness as the drop of spray loses 1tself
m the vastness of the ocean

Crowding the far reaches of the other pole, the mdividunl ego may
deny those areas of necessity that make um part of nature, reject as
fervid imaginings of discased minds the mtwition of 2 center of meamng
beyond himself and affirm that the only reality 1s found in the mviola-
ble center of s own being He may thencry out “Iand I alone am the
measure of all things

These two extreme positions are enticing because they tend to cut
the govdinn hnot of uneertamty and paradox Yet they have thar
weahnesses In the very words self-negation, we find a paradon How
€an a no-self deny ttself You cannot say, 'l am a mere thing, Tam
the Duvine Reahity,” “I am but a moment 1n the actisity of God * with-
out using the term “I am" which 15 basic to sell-affirmation Turther-
more this position leases onc entirely oblivious of or indifferent to the
world of things and men that no self hypnotic exercise can fully discard
as unral

The drve of self-affirmation also v ol es a prece of legerdemun, for
1t dentes to athers around oneself the nght to the sume self-assertion
It may lead to ruthless disregard of the mtnnsice self-hood of others At
best 2t 15 a lonely posttion and leaves one evposed to the ‘revenge” of
things and men Magnificent as 1t sometimes seems to be, this position
€ onhy lead te the expenence made famous m Bertrand Ruscell's
words * haing wittun the frimework of unyielding despair

Within most religious traditians T think we can note a pulhng back
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from these extremes. In the Islamic tradition this is definitely the case.
If a man is to know who he is, he must clearly recognize the reality of
the world, the reality of himself as part of, yet transcending this world,
and the intuition of an area of meaning that transcends both the world
and himself, or rather undergirds them. It is possible that religiously, if
not logically, the soundest position is to live within the paradox, recog-
nizing 18 without trying to resolve its dialectical tensions. This is where the
Qur’an stands. At any rate if he moves towards the pole of self-affir-
mation, the thoughtful seeker will do so with qualifications. He can
affirm himself within a framework of meaning that is greater than he. I
believe Mohammed Igbal has done this. If he moves towards the pole of
self-negation he will do so with qualifications, and preserve for himself
and other selves an area of real meaning even though it may only be
reflected meaning. I believe that Ibn al-’Arabi has done this.

If I may add a final word of personal conviction I would say that the
most satisfying position I know is one where a man can so affirm him-
self within the meaning given to his life by the God who is beyond him
and within him, that he truly possesses himself and can then in full
freedom give himself in commitment and dedication, in complete self-
forgetfulness, and without counting the cost, to the life and needs of
those around him. In the sovereign act of self-giving, I believe, man is
most akin to God, and as he moves beyond it he receives himself back
enriched and fulfilled and knows in truth who he is.
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1S THERE A SOUL OR NO SOUL?
THE BUDDHA REFUSED TO ANSWER WHY?

ARCHIE J Baum

1 have been requested by Professor Raju to represent an Onental point
of view Hence, I will refrain from presenting a Western viewpomnt

Why Buddhism? Many times I have been asked How did you be-
come mnterested in Buddhism? As a teacher of Orental Phulosophy for
a couple of decades, I have been faced with certamn problems 1n ex-
plaimng and defending onental views When many conflicting views,
allattnbuted to the Buddha and all seemingly substantiated by appeals
to authontative scniptures, appeared, the desire to find out what the
Buddha really behieved arose, persisted and grew Opportumity to find
out occurred with the awarding of a Fulbnght Research Scholarshup
to the University of Rangoon 1n 1935-36 After visiting courses con-~
ducted by U Thattala, famous Theravada teacher, 1n the Department
of Pah and Abldhamma, T devoted myself to reading thirty volumes
of the Paly Pitakas in Enghsh translation in the Umversity of Rangoon
hibranies These Pifakas constitute an amazing collection of vanous
remembered discourses and include many different and confhcting
views The Abldhamma philosophy of orthodox Theravidins, which
appears 1n developed form 1n the third Pitaka, does indeed hase de-
monstrable roots in the two earher Pitakas But other views also occur,
and my readings led me to conclude that Gautama limself was not a
Theravidm and that s own views could be discerned among the
quotations, provided certain prinaples of enticism were warranted 1 It
15 this view, which T call “Gautamas ida” to distinguish 1t from Thera-
vida Sadysvada, ete, that will be presented in what follows

No more smportant, no more profound, question has appeared in the
history of philocophy, Western or Eastern, than *“What am 12" Is
there a self, and what 1s is nature? Strangely enough, the answer

? [ have summarnized thece principles in my “Philosophy of the fuddha  pp F3g-162, 2
research teport on ty Rangoon studies
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given by one of the world’s wisest and most influential men is too often
disregarded as no answer. When, after his Enlightenment, Gautama,
the Buddha, was asked, “Is there a soul or is there no soul?”’ he refused
to answer. Why did he refuse?

His reason can be understood only in the context of his basic phi-
losophy. His main concern, which is also our main concern, had to do
with happiness, or, stated negatively, with unhappiness. Life’s most
important question is how to be happy, or to avoid unhappiness. When
compared with this question, all other questions fade into relative in-
significance. The reason why one wants to know whether there is or is
not a soul is that he believes having such knowledge will help to make
him happy. But Gautama concluded that no amount of knowledge will
make us happy so long as we fail to take a certain attitude toward it;
and once we attain this attitude, or once we achieve genuine happiness,
then knowing less rather than more will make little difference to us.

What, then, is happiness?

Happiness, we believe, consists in getting what we want, in satis-
fying our desires, in fulfilling our wishes. Thus happiness presupposes
having wants, desires, wishes. Without desire, we cannot experience
satisfaction. Hence, we think, having desires is necessary to happiness.
However, there is another side to the story. Desires may also end in
frustration. Frustration is felt as evil, or as unhappiness. Unhappiness
consists in feeling frustrated. Hence, the way to avoid unhappiness is to
avoid desire. If we have no desires, then they can never be frustrated,
and then we will experience no unhappiness.

So long as life is plagued with miseries, people tend to be more pre-
occupied with elimination of unhappiness than with attainmerilt of
happiness. In fact, we normally believe that, if only we can <.31im'1nate
unhappiness, then we will be happy. Although Hindu civihzatlo.n is too
rich and complex to warrant reducing it to a simple generalization,
much of its religious and philosophical literature manifests a prevai]jn.g,T
mood: Desire.is the source of unhappiness; therefore complete happi-
ness can be attained only by elimination of all desire. The goal of 1_ife,
Nirvana, is depicted as a perfectly desireless state. Ultimate reality,
whether the Nirguna Brahman of the Advaitins, the liberated szzul- of
the Jains or Samkhya-Yogins, the anatta bhavanga of the Theravadins
or the $iinya of the Madhyamikans, is idealized as absolutely freed from
all desire. _ )

When Gautama continued to be unhappy, Qespne a .profusmn of
princely luxuries, he abandoned his home, family and kingdom, and



BUDDHA ON REALITY OF SOUL I35

sought wisdom for seven years He tned to elimmnate desire by all of
the standard methods then known meditation, trances, fasting, self-
mortification, and the ke But all of them failed He still had destres
He also recogmized, and grappled with, a predicament whoever desires
to elimunate destres still desires Consequently, he concluded, there1s no
way whereby a living being can eliminate desire completely The more
we destre to eltminate desires which cannot be ehminated, the more we
frustrate ourselves Thus, any attempt to elmimnate desire completely
leads to unhappiness just as truly as attempts to promote desires which
cannot be satisfied

Gautama's great insight, which led to his being called “The Buddha,”
“‘The Enhightened One,” consisted 1n his discovery that happiness 1n-
volves not elimination of all desires, but only of those which wall be
frustrated Desires may be saxd to be of two sorts, those which wll be
satisfied and those which will be frustrated Desires which become
satisfied do not, thereby, cause unhappiness Only frustrated desires
constitute unhappiness Therefore, n seeking happiness, one should try
to have only those desires which can be satisfied The philosophy of
Gautama can be summanzed as a single psychological principle “De-
sire for what wall not be attained ends 1n frustration, therefore, to avoid
frustration, avoid desiring what will not be attained " 2

Gautama's philosophy 1s sometimes called “the middle way * It1sa
muddle way - a way between too much desinng and too much stopping
of destnng If you desire what you are not gomng to get, you will be
unhappy If you desire to stop desiring more than you can stop, you
wall be unhappy Thus, the 1deal condition 15 one in which 3 ou nesther
desire more than you are going to get, nor desire more cessation of
desinng than will occur In order to be completely happy you must
destre, or be walling to have, whatever you are going to get And part of
what you are going to get 1s more desinng and more frustration Who-
ever, upon experiencing frustration, has the additional desire to be
freed from such frustration, when he cannot be so freed, wants there-
by still more of what he cannot have, and thus mahes himself still more
unhappy Such a person has departed from the muddle way

Tlus middie way turns out to be the way things are, or are going to
be The middle way 1s the way between wanting things to be more than
they are and less than they are, with respect to any way that they are
One who follows the middle way m1y not be perfectly happy. but he

* Phlotophy of the Buddha, Harper and Brothers, New York, 1958 p 15
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will be as happy as it is possible to be. Whoever does not follow the
middle way makes himself more unhappy than is necessary.

What does all this have to do with whether or not a soul exists?
After many persons had heard about Gautama’s wisdom in dealing with
snch a fundamental question as happiness, they sought to have him
answer various other questions which troubled them. Questions such as
“Is the world eternal or temporal?” “Is the world finite or infinite?”
"Is the soul the same as the body or different from it ?’’ ““Is there life af-
ter death?” were among those much discussed by the monks in the
brotherhood, led by the three Kashyapa brothers, with whom Gautama
associated much of the time. Let us consider the question, “‘Is there life
after death?” for a moment, to sec how Gautama dealt with it. Hindus,
then and now, regard reincarnation as a matter of common sense. Yet,
in the absence of clear evidence, doubts and debates persisted. When-
ever someone approached him for an answer, Gautama would say,
““That is not an important question.” When they pressed him farther,
he would proceed with a demonstration such as the following. If you
desire a next life and there is a next life, you get what you desire, and
are happy. If you desire a next life and there is no next life, your desire
will be frustrated. If you desire no next life and there is no next life,
you get what you desire, and so you should not be unhappy. If you
desire no next life and there is a next life, your desire will be frustrated,
and vou will be unhappy. So the important thing is not whether there
is or is not a next life, but whether you are willing to take whichever
way it comes.

Is there a soul or is there not a soul? To this question, Gautama
persistently refused to give an answer. Why? Partly, of course, because
we do not know. Some argue that a soul exists and that it is eternal.
Some claim that no soul exists. The evidence is not clear. But partly,
also, because this is not an important question. The important issue in
life is how to be happy. If you have a soul, you merely make yourself
unhappy by wanting not to have one. If you have no soul, you cause
yourself unhappiness by wanting one. What difference does it make
whether you have a soul or not? You still are what you are, no matter
whichever is the case. What does make a difference, the difference be-
" tween happiness and unhappiness, is whether you are willing to accept
whichever condition turns out to be the way things are.

People who want answers to questions that cannot be answerec:l, or
who want fuller answers to questions which can be only partially
answered, suffer from what Gautama calls “greed for views.”” Greed for
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knowledge beyond our ken results in unhappiness just as truly as any
other hind of greed Is there a soul or 1s there not? Do you know the
answer? If you do not know, do you want to know more than you can
know? Do you really want to make yourself unhappy?

Now you have, 1n a nutshell, Gautama’s view No more important,
no more profound answer to the question ‘ What am I?” has been
given n the history of philesophy, Western or Eastern His answer,
namely, that this 15 not an important question, 1s itself an important
answer It helps us to keep 1n perspective the nature and function of
philosophic quests Let us remember that, as scientists, we seek to
know, but that, as philosophers, we seek wisdom No man 15 wise until
heishappy Knowledge alone does not bring happmess If metaphysical
quests draw us farther and farther into a maze of unanswerable ques-
tions, they deprive us of wisdom If we can, somehow, attain wisdom
apart from metaphysical inquiries, then they are superfluous indeed If
we cannot, then of course we are foolish to suppress them But we nish
being both unwise and unhappy when we 1ignore Gautama's view that
the most important question about the nature of self 1s not “What 1s
1t?" but “How can 1t be happy?’

Unfortunately, men do want to know more than they can know and
do 1nsist on formulating theories about the nature of self which cannot
be completely tested This 1s as true now as in Gautama's day Each
time I expound Gautama's view, someone will say, But how do you
know that we cannot be sure about whether or not a soul exists? ’
Gautama's reply on one occasion to this typical question 1s recorded as
follows Vacchagotta sought a clear-cut answer “ Now, master Gauta-
ma, 1s there a self?’ At these words the Exalted One was silent  How,
then, master Gautama, 1s there not a self?* For the second time also the
Exalted One was silent Then the Wanderer Vacchagotta rose from his
seat and went away Not long after the departure of the Wanderer, the
venerable Ananda said to the Exalted One ‘How 1s1t, lord that the
Exalted One gave no answer to the question of the Wanderer Vaccha-
gotta?’ “If I had replied to im  “There 15 a self,” then, Ananda,
that would be siding wath the recluses and Brahmins whoare eternalists
If T had replied that 1t does not exst, that, Ananda, would be siding
with those recluses and Brahmuns who are annthilitionsts ™ 3

Despite Gautamn's repeated efforts to explun why he refused to take
stdes, those who heard him persisted inmusinterpretingim Occastonal-

¥ The Dook of the handred Sayings, Vol 1V, pp 281-28z Translated by F L. Woodward,
Lutac and Co, Ltd , London, 1963
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ly he cried out about such misrepresentation: ““There are some recluses
and Brahmins who misrepresent me untruly, vainly, falsely, not in
accordance with fact, saying: “The recluse Gautama is a nihilist, he
lays down the cutting off, the destruction, the disappearance of an
existent entity.” But this, monks, is just what I am not, this is just
what I do not say, therefore these worthy recluses and Brahmins mis-
represent me untruly...” 4 Another discourse reports his attitude:
“Some recluses and Brahmins there are who hold and affirm that there
is no such thing as the stilling of continued existence, while others again
assert the contrary. What think you, sirs? Are not these two schools
diametrically opposed one to the other?” “Yes, sir.” “In this case a
man of intelligence says to himself that he personally has neither seen
what those affirm who deny that existence can be stilled, nor dis-
covered what those others affirm who assert that it can; nor does he
feel it proper, without knowing or seeing for himself, definitely to
commit himself to one side or the other, as representing the absolute
truth where all else is error.” 5

But, as happens so often in history, misrepresenters, whether being
so intentionally or unwittingly, prevailed. At least three major schools
of Buddism, Theravada, Yogacara and Shin, affirm contrary views
while attributing these views to Gautama himself. Theravida Buddism
denies existence and continuity to a self through its basic doctrines of
anattd (no-soul) and aniccd (impermanence). Yogacira Buddhism
merges individual with cosmic consciousness (vijidna) which, in effect,
is an eternal world-soul perpetually preoccupied with transient ap-
pearances. Shin Buddhism believes that each individual soul will
dwell eternally in the blissful company of Amida Buddha in a Pure
Land from which none will remain excluded. Thus, the history Qf
Buddhist doctrines of the self, expressed by persons attributing their
views to Gautama, has consisted largely of a series of repudiations of
Gautama’s refusal to answer the question: “Is there a soul or is there
not a soul?”’

Some of these repudiations are much more subtle than others. F or
example, Madhyamika Buddhism identifies self with $#nya, that which v
neither changes, nor does not change, nor both change§ and dogs nqt
change, nor neither changes nor does no.t ch.ar%ge.-S #nya is that whufh is
the negation of all negation, or that which is indifferent from all things

4 Middle Length Sayings, Vol. 1, p. 180. Translated by 1. B. Horner, Luzac and Co., Ltd.,

L05n (}?;1;”112,5 4D'ialogues of the Buddha, Vol. I, p. 295. Translated by Lord Chalmers, Oxford

University Press, London, 1926.
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even though they appear different from each other Hence the self 15
indifferent from that which 1s indifferent from all else Such a doctrine
has a surface simlanty with Gautama’s view It neither affirms the
exstence of a self nor denies the existence of 2 self Yet it does affirm
the negation of all negation, whereas this affirmation itself appears to
be a kind of taking sides 1n a way which Gautama refused to do His
own principle, 1f applied here, would nerther require him to affirm nor
deny this principle of four-cornered negation ¢ Gautama’s middle way
15 not the way between neither x, nor not-x, nor both x and not-x, nor
neither X nor not-x, rather 1t 1s the way between desining too much and
desiring too much to stop such desiring It consists 1n a willingness to
accept things as they are, however they are, 1t does not requure that one
etther affirm or deny the principle of four-fold negation, the affirmation
of which 15 essential to the Madhyamikan view

The persistence of refusal to take Gautama seriously has appeared
aganand again Itissaid as follows Some say that the Buddha demes
the existence of self, but he merely denied the conceptual way of
knowing the self and he really affirmed the existence of transcendental
expenience This objection 1s Vedantic It insists, 1t seems to me, that
Gautama was really a Vedintin who intended to affirm the existence of
a timeless awareness transcending ordinary expernence and refused to
affirm (after traditional Brahminical fashion, #nefi, neti) particular
predicates, whether positive or negative, of ultimate reality because
ultimate reality 15 by nature non-particular Ibelieve that the objection
no matter how generously disposed toward Gautama n trying to ac-
comodate Gautama’s sayings within the Vedintin perspective, 1s
mistaken at this pomnt I can recall no discussions 1n the early Pal
Pitakas which would lead one to infer that Gautama *“merely demed
the conceptual way of knowing’” the self If one accepts as true the
Advaita view that ultimate reahty, Nirguna Brahman, cannot be
known conceptually and then includes Gautama among those who held
the true view, one may then deduce that Gautama must have intended
to “merely deny the conceptual way of knowing” ultimate reality But
such deduction presumes the assumption that Gautama accepted a
metaphysical view which he then refused to admut to his compamons
Contraniwise, 1t seems to me, this view 1s much like those of the “Brah-
muns who are eternalists” and “Brahmins who are annthilitionists’
which Gautama exphatly refused to affirm

* Sce P T Raiju, “The Prnaiple of Four Cornered \egation In Indian Philosophy * The
Remew of Metaphysucs, Juoe 1954, pp 694~713

v
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Gautama's reply to Theravidins, Yogicirins, Shins, and Madhyami-
kans, recorded, in advance, many times in the Pali Pitakas, may be
llustrated by two final quotations.

Long lists of theories 7 debated in Gautama’s time were reduced, for
convenience, to a set of ten: Is the world cternal? Is the world not
cternal? Is the world finite? Is the world infinite? Is the soul the same
as the body? Is the soul one thing, and the body another? Does one who
has gained the truth live again after death? Does he not live again
after death? Docs he both live again, and not live again, after death?
Does he neither live again, nor not live again, after death? To each of
these questions Gautama answered: “That too, Potthapada, is a matter
on which T have expressed no opinion.” *“But why . .. ?”" ““This question
is not calculated to profit, is not concerned with the dhamma, it does
not redound cven to the elements of right conduct, nor to detachment,
nor to purification from lusts, nor to quictude, nor to tranquilization of
heart, nor to real knowledge, nor to insight (into the higher stages of
the Path), nor to Nirviapa. Therefore is it that I have expressed no
opinion upon it.”” “Then what is it that the Exalted One /has deter-
mined?” “I have expounded what pain [frustration, dukkha) is; ...
the origin of pain; ... cessation of pain; ... what is the method by
which onc may reach the cessation of pain.” “And why ...?”" “Be-
cause that ... is calculated to profit ..."”" 8

On another occasion when Gautama had remained non-committal
regarding the foregoing ten questions, Vaccha asked: “To each and all
of my questions, Gautama, you have answered in the negative. What,
pray, is the danger you discern in these views which makes you scout
them all?”" “To hold that the world is eternal — or to hold that it is not,
or to agree to any other of the propositions you adduce, Vaccha ~ is the
thicket of theorizing, the wilderness of theorizing, the tangle of thgo-
rizing, the bondage and the shackles of theorizing, atte.nded by. ill,
distress, perturbation and fever; it conduces not to aversion, passion-
lessness, tranquility, peace, illumination and Nz'rvda_m.i *“Ts tl?ere any
view which you have adopted, Gautama?”’ “The adoption Qf‘wews isa
term discarded for the truth-finder, who has‘ had actual. vision of the
nature, origin and cessation of things m.atenal — of feehngs‘— 'oi per-
ception — of plastic forces - and of cons?lousn.ess. Therefore it 1_s that,
by destroying, stilling, suppressing, discarding and renouncing all

? my Philosophy of the Buddha, pp. 110-121. .
8 ?)ci(::log)ws of the Buddha, Part 1, pp. 254—255. Translated by T. W. Rhys Davids, Oxford

University Press, London, 1899, 1923.
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supposings, all imagimngs, all tendencies to the pride of saying I or
mune, the truth-finder 1s delivered because no fuel 1s left to heep such
things gomng ’ “‘When his heart ts thus delivered, Gautama, where1s an
almsman reborn hereafter?’’ “‘Reborn does not apply to him ’ *“Then he
15 not reborn?” “Not-reborn does not apply ” “Then he 15 both reborn
and not reborn?” **‘Reborn and not-reborn’ does not apply * “Then 1s
he neither reborn nor not reborn?”” **‘Nether reborn nor not-reborn’
does not apply to hun ”* ‘To each and all of my questions, Gautama,
you have replied in the negative I am at a loss and bewildered, the
measure of confidence you mspired by our former talkh has disap-
peared ** ““You ought to be at a loss and bewildered, Vaccha For this
doctrine 1s profound, recondite, hard to comprehend, excellent, beyond
dialectic, subtle, only to be understood by the wise To yout 1s dufficult
— who holds other views and belongs to another faith and objective,
with a different allegiance and a different master So I in turn wall
question you, for such answer as you see fit to give What think you
Vaccha? If there were a blaze in front of you, would you hnow 1t?’
“Yes " “If you were ashed what made that fire blaze, could you give an
answer " “I would answer that what made it blaze was the fuel
“If the fire went out, would you hnow in what direction the fire had
gone, whether to east, west, north or south, could you give an answer?”
“The answer does not apply "' 2

Is there or 15 there not a soul? Gautama refused to answer Why?
The real reason why people ask such questions s that they are unhappy
and believe that finding an answer will make them happy But happ:-
ness1s not to be found 1n having questions answered one way or another
especially when we cannot be sure which answer 1s correct It 1s to be
found 1n the willingness to accept as satisfactory whichever answer
happens to be true, no matter what the answer 1s Hence, efforts spent
n trying to answer unanswerable questions ‘are not calculated to
profit,” are not conducive to happiness Answers to such questions, no
matter how subtly and intncately argued, “do not apply” to life’s most
mnportant question “How can I be happy?” The answer to this
question cannot be found by any v estigation into whether or not a
scll exists

® Further Dislogues of the Buddha, Vol 1, pp 342-344 Seo also The Middle Length Sayings,
Yol 10, pp 262-163
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thenkers had the freedom to express 1t mn vanous other ways as Turiya
{the Tourth), Om (the Soundless), Amaira (the Measureless), Sizam
(the Auspicious) or Sdnfam (the Peaceful), contrasting each of these
expresstons from the orders of the presented expertence, analyzed as
waking, dream, and deep-sleep 1n vanous Upamsads, viz , the Man-
diikya,3 the Brhaddranyaka and the Chindogya 4 The Upamsadic
thinkers also 1dentified Atman (inner expertence) with Brakman (outer
expenence), ndicating 1n 1t a supplementary character, thus enriching
the notion of the transcendent experience further The transcendent
experience was also expressed as Satyam-Jiidnam-Anantam (Truth-
Knowledge-Infintte), and as Sat-Crt-Ananda (Exastence Consciousness-
Bliss), understood dialectically by way of distinction from their oppo-
sites 5 For example, the expression Sai-Crt-Ananda, refers to Sat (Ex-
1stence), not that st 1s positavely so, but 1t 1s so to contrast 1t with its
opposite Asaf {non-exastence), 1t 15 Cif (Consciousness) not that 1t 1s
positively so, but to distingwsh it from its opposite Acif or non-
consclousness, 1t 15 so, stmilarly 1t 15 Ananda (Bliss) only to distingmish
1t from 1ts opposite Nirananda or absence of Bliss
The transcendent experience was tahen as Advaya (non-dual) in
contrast to all duahstic expeniences of the body, life, death and rebirth
This continuous tendency towards some hind of deyelopment 1n the
aspect of deep meditation or critical analysis, was challenged by the
Cirvakas mn 700 B C, who argued from the presented order of perce;
tual evpenence or from a popular standpoint,$ and by the Buddha /n
the fifth century BC, from a deeper psychological standpoint 7 /The
. with Gaudta
and da

Yoga in the

Trinespal Upanssads i Research Journal of I hilosophy and Soctal Scrences, Vol t No z,
1964, hedar Math Ram “ath Meerat City ladia

* Minyanna Owullines of Indian Philosophy, pp 57-58

¢ Radhakrishnan and Moore A Source Jook 1n Indian I hilosophy, p 233 and Ch Vil

? According to Hirlyanna the Buddha continued the Upantsadic tradition mn 1ts real spint
and was completely detached from any metaphysical mode of reflections Observe the
following quotations If the Buddha did not know the truth be would pot have consldered
himsell a Buddha or the enlightened {Outhines of Indian 1 hslosophs, p 138) also, We
are not fo looh for any metaphysics as such in the teachings of Buddha  fdid For the
Bud tha s belief {n the dental of the Self Vide, [bid, pp 138147

L A Burttin his The Compassionate Buddha A Mentor Religious Classic, 1985 gises the
reason why the Buddha considered the metaphy sical arguments as irrelesant

According to Murti, The Upanieads and Buddhistm belong to the same spintual genus but
they differ as specres and the differentiale are the acceptance and rejection of the Atman
vide The Central 1 Adlosophy of Budddsm George Allen and Unwin, 1935 p 20 The present
writer, hawever differs from Murti s method of interpretation of the Buddha s position and
ol the four Buddhist «chools For the writer s view zbout the Buddhst school  vide, Changing
Fhuses of Duddhost Thowght in The 1 of the Indian 1 3 Congress, 1934
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Buddha's attitude was post-metaphysical and post-theological in the
line of the Vedas and the Upanisads, but he was more radical in the
sense that he discarded the Upanisadic interpretation of the transcen-
dent experience by means of the unifying vision of Atman or the infi-
nite substance of Brahman, as but only theoretical statements. The
transcendent experience to the Buddha was Nirvana, a dispassionate
condition, freeing oneself from the transient universe (Sasisdra) of
sorrows and propensities.8 His was a de-conceptualization of experience
in a different aspect from the Upanisads. Directing all to a practical
method of $¢/d (conduct), samddhi (meditation) and prajiia (insightful
experience), the Buddha avoided discussion, remaining silent deliber-
ately, though he had a full knowledge of metaphysical reflections from
nihilism (ucchedavdda) to eternalism ($d$vatavida).®

The Buddhist school of the Vaibhasikas cancelled the abstract unity
(Atman) or substance (Brahman) of the Upanisads by postulating
momentary intuitional flashes (dharmas), thus presenting the tran-
scendent many as against the transcendent one of the Upanisads. The
momentary flashes in association with the causal process describe the
samsara (the sphere of sorrows and passions), and in dissociation from
the causal process, they describe the nirvdna, by the triadic method of
the Buddha.10 Nigarjuna would deny these basic dharmas, samsara,
nirvana, and even the Buddha, if they are conceived as discrete theoretic
constructs, in favor of his transcendent undifferentiated insight (praj-
#id@), which silences all intellectual propensities (drsti).}1 Asaniga and
Vasubandhu in the fourth century A.D., refer to a transcendent medi-
tative experience, respectively expressed as either Advyaya (non-dual)
or Vijiiina-Matram (Mind-only), which cancels the Alayavijfidna (the
transcendent habitat of propensities), the supporting basis of the
presented universe of causality (sassara). The incentive to a Positive
yet negative transcendent meditative order of experience, as d{sc?rged
from Nagarjuna to Vasubandhu, came from the strenuous discipline
prescribed by the great Buddhist thinker A$vaghosa of the first cen_tury
B.C., who suggested a de-conceptualization of experience (Tathati) by

8 Stcherbatsky, The Central Conception of Buddhism, Royal Asiatic Society, 1923, pp. 25-53.

9 Rhys Davids, Dialogues of the Buddha (translated from the Pali of the Digha Nikaya)

Sacred Book of the Buddhists, Vols. III and IV, 1899-192I.

10 ither X, nor non-x, nor both. ) S - .
1 gverlittl‘lzr’s p’aper Nagarjuna: On Causation and Nirvane in Dr. Radhakrishnan Souvenir
’

Volume, The Darshana International, Moradabad, India.
3
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a total elimnation of larszing through a senes of
meditations 12

It remamned for Sankara to start his investigation and remnterpret the
Upamgadic doctrine of the Atman-Brahman (Self-Substance) from a
new point of view His1s not a repetition of the Upanisadic doctrne of a
basic umty (Atman or Self) or a basic substance (Brahman), but 1t 15 a
discernment of a positive character insightfully, distingwshed at once
from the Upanssadic notion and from the reactionary trends of the
Buddha and the Buddhist thinkers Sankara revolted specally agamnst
the new schoal of Buddhist thought mmtiated by Digniga (in the fifth
century A D ), who sponsored a transcendental phenomenological mode
of expertence of a pomnt mn pure sensation Dignaga refused to mnterpret
the point of pure sensation mn any intellectual form, because mntel-
lectuality by 1ts imagmative constructs bifurcates the presented uni-
verse into two halves 13 Digniga’s interpretation of perceptual expen-
ence, 1n 2 sense, 1s as revolutionary as Whitehead's revolt aganst the
bifurcation of nature 1n the perceptual sphere into apparent and causal,
1 the bachground of contemporary western thought In this context,
Saitkara's posttion will be clanfied later mn this paper

Sankara’s interpretation of the Self, m the background of the Vedic-
Upanigadic and Buddhistic thought, or i the background of his im-
mediate Vedintic predecessor, Gaudapada, whom he regards as the
teacher of his teacher, 15 a novel onentation of the Self-Substance
notion of transcendent expenence Hence, 1t has a great influence on
the subsequent thought-process of India through his followers or
through lus opponents of wide varieties Sankara s position 1s an 1m-
portant event in the history of Indian thought

Like the thinkers of the Upamsads, the Buddha and his followers,
and Gaudapida before him, Sankara detaches humself from all meta-
physical proneness, and draws attention to an isightful yet practical
psychology For realizing the transcendent expenience of the Self,
Saithara demands that there should be a psychological disposition to
attain freedom and a clear sense of distinction between the expenence
which 15 real and the expenence which 1s unreal, accompanied by the

 Vide writers paper on Afraghosa s Tafhatd (Suchness) in Philosopkical Quarterly,
Amalaer, India, October, 1962, for details
'3 Refetring to Dharmakrti, a famous disciple of Digniga Rahul! Sankntyayana, in his
Preface to Dharmablets s £ ramdnazdrtikash, hatab Mabal, India 1943, says that Dharmaklrti
‘ was the central figure around whom all the creative minds ot India revoived  1or detalls
:""‘“ Dighiga s doctrine of perception, vide Steherbatsky Bwddhist Logic, Vol 1 Leningead,
332
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practical disciplines implied in hearing ($ravaza), reasoning (manan
and meditation (nididhydsana).14

To Sankara the basic transcendent cxperience is a detached psych
logical experience which is direct and immediate, a presence which
never contradicted; it is self-shining, untouched by transition; whe
expressed, it is a witness ($aksi) not witnessed (d7$ya), a seer not seer
and this psychological position has been well brought out in Dy Drsy
Viveka (Discourse on the Seer and the Seen), a work attributed 1
Sankara.15 Sankara's other expression for this self-shining experienc
is svayamprakasa.1® Without this basic experience, the presented ordes
of experience, viz., the waking, dream and deep-sleep, which come an
go, cannot be distinguished; it is an experience which is continuou
and uncancelled by any of the above states; it is a non-presente
presence. To meet all possible objections of the Buddha and the Buc
dhist schools, Sanikara interprets the basic transcendent experienc
(T'uriya) of the Manditkya Upanisad, not as a unity or a substance as i
often suggested in the Upanisads in general, but as a flash (prakdsa
which is not momentary (ksan:ka) but continuous ($a$vata) because it
presence is not presented or cancelled. The Vaibhasikas had a notion o
the transcendent flash or particular (dharma) as a postulate for sup
porting all transient causal experience, or dependent origination (pra
titya-samuipada); Dignaga had a notion of a transcendent flash a
objectified in a point (ksana as svalaksana) of pure sensation; Sankara’
transcendent flash of experience, in contrast, is neither a postulate o
the Vaibhasikas nor is it an objectified point of Dignaga; it has no be
fore and after, it is self-sufficient, having a positiveness or undifferen
tiatedness in its uncontradicted immediate presence on account o
which it is a flash or self-shiningness. Hence it is not a principle o
Gaudapada to separate the transcendent experience and the presente.c
experience of waking, dream and deep-sleep; the former is an experi
ence with the presented, in its self-shiningness and not in its separatlor}

Sankara examines two orders of experience: a transcendent expert
ence which shines by itself (svayasprakasa) and a lapsed experience
which is equally direct and immediate to which Sa‘flkara givgs suck
general expressions as Maya, Avidya or Ajiiana (nescience). Neither of
these experiences are derived from one another and they are present as

i: ’?::ty ?&?Z’Ig;‘éﬁ;t}fs’l?zaséld;g’(ﬁnp Z:xlgsg’o}?(’;splf}; %7\3;1?; Nikhildnanda, Sri Ramakrishna

s . sy s ha.
. The other name by which this treatise is known is Vakyaégd
Aslr‘?lz\l’?é; ?05:5 details: 4 Source Book in Indian Philosophy, Ed. by Radhakrishnan and Moore,

Ch. XV.
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beginingless (anddt), hence they are to be treated as being together
But whereas the transcendent expenence 1s steady and self-shining, the
fapsed expenence 15 i continuous modification and has an end (ternu-
nation) The lapsed condition in its modification 15 an 1inner sense
{antahkarana) with the dual functions of veiling (d1arana) and super-
imposition {adhydsa) or projection [vksepa) These processes, Sanhara
thinks, vell the real, and supenimpose the unreal on the real, as exper-
enced 1n ‘seemng’ a snake on a rope as the basis, or a prece of sitver on a
shell as the basis The antahkarana, therefore, functions as bnnging
about a change, which 1s only a change 1n appearance {vsvaria) Sankara
distinguishes three orders of expenence, the basic transcendent experi-
ence, the lapsed psychological condition {not in function), and the lap-
sed condition as inner sense (antahkarana) with its function of vering
{@eep-slecp) and superimposition {dream and waking) J#ia 17 or the
Tiving organism, according to Sankara, 15 an mvolved process from the
lapsed psychological condition to the tuner sense with sts dual functions
with additional processes wssung out of the supenimposing function
which when further modified flows 1nto the processes of intellect (bud-
dh), mund (manas), remembenng (ct#fa) and the sense of I and mne
{ahamkdra) 18 The further process of antahkarana mto the stage of ego
1s continued up to the different sense-organs and the body whichisina
vast environmental process begmning with the ether - the habitat of
sound ~ to gross substances of the world at large This story of psychic-
cosmic evolution 1n individual and collective aspects, 1s worhed out 1
detal by Sarihara’s follower Sadinanda of the Vizarana school n the
15th century A D 12

The above view of evolution, which rests on Sankara’s analysts of
mmediate experiences n continuous meodtfication, can be contrasted
with the duahstic view of the Simkhya system, where there are two
arders of disconnected expenences, viz, the pure consciousness (puru-
$a) and the pure existence 1n equilibnium of tniadic enesgies (prakrts) 20
It can also be contrasted with the complex western mode of analysts of
evolution from a basic process before the matenal order, understood
2 vanety of ways, viz , 1n Bergson’s basic Time in its evolution, 2 or tin
Alexander’s Space-Time Matriz 22 1n cvolution, or 1n teams of aother

¥ The psycho-physical individual

2 For details, vide, Hiripanna, Outhnes of Indian Philosophy, pp M2-61

1 ad of Sadinanda With Introduction, Text, T and G ts, bY
Sw’:ml ikhilinanda, Adsatta Ashrama, Himalayas, 1647

\iz those of Sat'va, rajes and tamas

1 Creatiee Exoluhon, Macmullan & Co, 1920
Alexander Space, Time and Desty, 2 Vols , Macmullan & Co, 1927
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complex hypotheses of some transcendent elements operative with the
basic physical or spatio-temporal characters as in Morgan 23 or Boo-
din.24 All these theories of evolution prevalent in the West are however
superseded by Whitehead’s understanding of evolution from a complex
cosmic-psychic view of processes as expressed in individual perceptual
experience with transcendent suggestions,25

Sankara, in the background of the Vedic-Upanisadic-Buddhistic-
Vedantic current of thought, solved many problems then prevalent,
but he also created some new ones. The Vivarana school of Padmapa-
da 20 and the Blamati school of Vicaspati Miéra 27 raised the intel-
lectual problem of the location of the lapsed experience. According to
the former, the lapsed experience is located in the transcendent experi-
ence, while the latter argues that it lies in the Jiva. But I think that
this mode of reflection of these Sankarites is obviously an abstract
problem which does not follow from Sankara’s psychological analysis
of experience. If the lapsed condition is a distinct psychic experience,
how can it lie in the transcendent self-shining experience? It cannot
also lie in the J#va, which as already indicated, is a posterior evolution-
ary stage preceded by the lapsed condition and the inner sense with its
dual functions. Though Sarnkara himself did not want to enter into any
metaphysical arguments, his followers from the days of Sriharsa (1zth
century A.D.) raised various metaphysical problems, and displayed
their dialectical skill in their attempts to solve them in defense of
Sankara.

Sankara, by referring to the transcendent self-shining persistent
experience as ultimately real, sets up a problem, for, in one’s day to
day experience one finds the reality of the finite selves, presented orders
of experience from waking to deep-sleep, and the activity involved in
one’s life-process. Sankara, however, tries to solve the probl.em by
suggesting that the finite selves, etc., have only a p.ractical r'ea?lty but
they have no ultimate reality. He lived his life with conviction, ac-
cording to his final ideal. His real-unreal complex demonstrated through
Mayi-Avidyd is a better logical supposition than those that were preva-

23 Emergent Evolution, William and Norgate, 1927.
24 4 Realistic Universe, Macmillan & Cog‘lg]iél. ) ]
25 entures of Ideas, A Mentor Book, Sixth Impression, 1964. )
26 \A}:;kataramifah, D.,, Translated into English by: The Pancapadikd of Padmapaida,
i Institute, Baroda, India, 1948. ) )
Orésnftl‘z;;le 2Shtimat'i' of Vacaspati o'u Sankara's Brahmasiitrabhdsya .(thztu_ssutri) Ed. ‘Py S. S.
tri and C. Kunhan Raja, The Theosophical Publishing House, India, 1933,

Sas ] {
S aroword Radhakrishnan; also Hiriyanna, Outlines of Indian Philosophy, pp. 340~

with a foreword by
341.
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Ient 1 the philosophical systems of his time 28 It 1s for this reason that
Radhaknishnan, a renowned neo-Vedantist of this century, defends not
only Stnhara’s view of ultimate expenence but also his way of hfe in
accordance with it He defends Sankara as a logical theist, logical em-
pmicist and a social :dealsst 29 Raju 30 defends Sanhara and the promi-
nent contemporary Indian neo-Vedantins including Radhaknshnan as
metaphysical idealists, 1n the specific sense of the Indian tradition
Raju, 1n ths context, distinguishes his standpoint from the contentions
of Dasgupta,3! who nterprets the Indian idealist thinkers from the
days of the Upamsads to Sankara, as mystic 1dealists, because the
Indian 1deabsts, according to Dasgupta, are 1 no sense similar to the
Western Idealists from Plato to Hegel

Simultaneously with the pro-Sanhante schools, one can observe 1n
the ustory of Indian thought, that there run several opposing currents
of philosophic thinhing which brought objections agamst Sanhara’s
notion of transcendent experience as pure unchanging consciousness,
where there 15 no place for supreme personahty, finite personalities,
actiity or mamfesting quahty Leaders of such opposing currents may
be found among the theistic Vedantins, and the followers of Sarvism,
S3ktaism,32 Sufism 33 and other emergent syncretic systems which
develop chiefly after Ramanuja (11th century A D) But m spite of
the rebellious attitudes expressed n their deliberations, no one can
1gnore the dominance of Sankara’s influence 1n all these opposing cur~
rents

Riminu), n opposition to Sanhara, suggests that the transcendent
pure subject 1s also a person having a consciousness As a person it 1s
alway s qualified by matter and finate sonls which form 1ts body Rima-
nuja does not 1dentify the supreme self with knowledge or conscious-
ness Asa principle, the supreme self 1s an eternal self-conscious subject,
but 1t 15 also a self-lumunous substance possessing dharma-bhita-ynana
{basic attnibutnie knowuledge) 34 Hence the Self 1s not the pure con-

1 Mahadevan, The I hilosopAy of Advavta Luzac and Co , 1938, Chs Tand It

¥ Radhakrichnan Indian I Milosophy Vol II George Allen and Unwin Ltd 1930
“;"Idlaluh: Thought of India George Allen and Unwin Ltd, 1953 vide Preface and Chs

~V L

M Indian Ideahsm Cambridge University Press paperback, reprinted 1972, alo vide
Otto Vysticism Eastand 18 est, Meridian Books 1957, for a comparsson between Sankara and
Febhart, a German mystic of the 13th century

1 Sharma Iwdian I bilosophy (A Critical Survey), Ch W\

" Raju ldealistic Thought of Indsa pp 375-394 and Spregelberg Lacing Religiony of 1he
World, Prentice Mall Inc, 1936, Ch 16 (Isdam and Sufism}

™ Sharma Indian Philosophy (A Critical Surves) p 33z and Hirpanna Osfiwss of
Indian 1 dtlosophy, pp 333-390 Hinyanna goes into the detals of Rim3nuja s ootion of
Alarma dhGta #Adna he interprets it as subsidiary or attributive yidas an accompanying

s
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sciousness, but only the eternal substratum of consciousness. All the
individual souls are real spiritual substances dependent on the supreme
person or subject. They are atomic in nature, and, therefore, in liber-
ation, they do not merge in the supreme person but remain distinct as
its parts (a7$as). The supreme person is not a creator but is operative
over its parts by a basic qualitative process which is knowledge. By
interpreting knowledge as a pure quality associated with the supreme
self in which it has its basis, Ramanuja refutes Sankara’s doctrine of
reality as pure subject which can never become an object. According to
him, Sarikara’s doctrine of Mayd-Avidyd is an aberration, because
Sankara failed to distinguish between the transcendent self and its
accompanying quality, knowledge, which is its basic character (vide-
saya). After Ramanuja refuted Sankara’s position in his Sribhasya by
advocating his doctrine of Vidistadvaitavada (Qualified non-Dualism),
his famous disciple, Vedanta Desika, in the r3th century, added to
Ramanuja’s scheme of refutation the hundredfold arguments by his
Satadiisani (Hundredfold Refutations).35
Ramanuja introduces the transcendent reality as subject and also as
a substratum supporting a basic self-effulgent knowledge which reveals
the differences — finite selves and the entities of the objective universe —
as parts of the real viewed as an organism, but Madhva, in the 13th
century A.D., interprets the differences — (1) between the supreme self
and the finite selves (2) between the supreme self and matter, (3) be-
tween any two finite selves themselves, (4) between the finite selves
and matter, and (5) between any two individual material entities 36 —
as manifestations, but not as parts, of the supreme self, and hence, they
are dependent on the supreme self.

character associated with the subject but proceeding towards an o!)jef:t to reveal 1t Hence
it is not the subject itself, but it is its accompanying cha.ra_cter functioning to reveal its parts,
which are within it. He interprets such basic knowledge in thc'a case of the supreme sellf and
also the finite self. In the case of the supreme sglf, the basic knowile.dge remains with it
continuously and functions as revealing its parts; in the case of the ﬁx_ute selves, it endure;s
even in the deep-sleep, but it does not function then or does not sho_w 1t-sf31f, as kno_wle-dge.xs
known always along with an object. In an asyect, th.e dharma-bhitla-jiiana of Ram:;x)l}u]a,
corresponds to the antakharana of Saitkara, which also is sup;?osed to go out tow.anés ?kjects
and assume their form before giving rise to knowle.dge. Bu.t while the m{talzkamna in an ara's
view is physical (jada), requiring the aid of szik:ef fqr enhgh'tenment, i.e., to be converted tg
knowledge, the dharma-bkita-jiidna of Raméanuja is a basu:_ e:ver-pres-e{:t phex}omizon e}nd
functiop, revealing the parts or objects. In the case of tht? finite selves it requires the min

or the senses as aids for determining its appearance in pari_:xcular ways, as color ;r gfha.n inner
state or feeling. In the case of the supreme self it is operative spontaneously and without any
migl%?i;livasa Chari, Advaita and Visistadvaita, Asia Publishing ?Iouse, N:Y._, 1961, End
Hiriyanna, Qutlines ¢;/ Indian Philosophy, p. 385; according to Hiriyanna, Vedanta Deéika

Iso known as Venkatanatha. )
Wa-’»ssaAs oSource Book in Indian Philosopky, ed. by Radbakrishnan and Moore, p. 508.
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Nimbirka mn the 14th century, emphasizes the identity and also the
differences within the supreme self and substance, advocating his
Bhedabhedavada (Theory of Difference and Non-Difference) Vallabha,
1n the same century, mterprets the character of manifestation of the
supreme self and substance as unchanging change (avikrtaparinamayl,
refuting Sankara’s vivarfa (change m appearance), and the Samkhya’s
parindma (actual transformation) Vallabha develops the notion of
mamfestation (avirbhdva) 1n relation to 1ts opposite dissolution (tirob-
hava), and advocates Pure Non-Dualism (Snddhadiattarida) dis-
pensing with Sanhara’s non dualism and change 1n appearance {(Md3a-
Vada) 3t

What 1s obvious in the theistic Vedinta from Riminuja to Vallabha
1s the realistic and objectivistic interpretation of the transcendent re-
alhty as subject-substasnce in togetherness, having parts or mamfestations
which are real The two-order theory of expenence of Sarikara with the
admusston of the transcendent expenence as finally real, was denounced
by the exponentsof the Saiva-siddhanta of South India, the Saivism of
Kashmur 1n North India and the Siktaism of Bengal in North-East
India All these schools mn revolt declare the supreme subject-substance
as Sivan place of Vignu or Knisna of the theistic Vedantins who were
Vaignavites They interpret the differences, viz , the fimte selves ete
as mamfestations of Sakti, a force dependent on the supreme subject-
substance In the later centunies however, if we go deep into therr later
developments, we find that the Sava-Siddhinta of the South was
greatly influenced by Ramanuja as evident in the thoughts of Nlla-
Kantha of the 14th century The Saivism of Kashmur was greatly influ-
enced by Satkara This 15 mamfest 1n Abhmavagupta of the roth
century, to whom, the fimte selves, though a mamfestation of Stva s
$akts, become 1dentical wath the supreme self or Stva 1n final expenence
The Siktas of Bengal develop the noton of Swva and Sald 1 relation,
and suggest that Siva 15 latent Saktr (vimarsa) while the Kiliis Sakts
i mamfestation (prakada), obviously one can see the influence of
Vallabha in the Siktaism of Bengal 38

In Bengal, the Vaisnava cult too attains a further dev clopment
the neo-Vaisnavism of Caitanya and his followers, chiefly Jiva Gos-
wimi of the 16th century All these neo-Vagnastes are wnfluenced by
Riminuja and Vallabha, and they modify Sankara's supreme subject

: Sharma Indian Philosophy (A Critical Survey), pp 363-368
Radhakrishnan, Indian Philosophy, Vol 11, pp 724-753, speaking of Siktaism Rad
Bakriihnan often refers to Sur John W oodrofte s works Woodroffe (also known as Avalon) tvz
rechalist i the field of Siktasm and Tantralsm
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by their theory of Sakti, denouncing Ramanuja’s notion of differences
as qualitative expressions. Jiva Goswami, for example, suggests that
Sakti is “inconceivable” (acintaniya), thus advocating the doctrine of
Acintyabhedabheda or indiscernibility of identity and difference. In Jiva
Goswaml one can find an extension of Sankara’s transcendent inde-
terminate consciousness, which, as an initial stage, leads to a concrete
determinate consciousness. According to Jiva Goswami, the basic
identity-consciousness is only an intellectual intuition, a negative ideal,
an indefinite bliss of an indeterminate homogeneity of consciousness.
Itisastage immediately after the vanishing of 4vidyd and immediately
before the definite unification of bliss and consciousness, a synthesis
that can be accessible to a loving consciousness, which unfolds de-
terminate consciousness or concreteness and unity in spiritual reali-
zation, This new insight of Jiva Goswamli is a modification of Sankara
in a realistic aspect, for which modification the Vaispava cult of Bengal
became a novelty; its chief exponent in this century is Mahendranath
Sircar.39

Jiva Goswami realizes the transcendent love-consciousness which is a
concrete determinate consciousness beyond the initial indeterminate
transcendent consciousness of Sankara. A similar kind of transcendent
love-consciousness in the form of a divine mother is realized by Rama-
krishna, a village Brahmin of Bengal in the late 19th century. His reali-
zation is in an aspect of neo-Saktaism, and he incorporates in his
practical day to day life the strict principles of Tantraism,40 infused in
him by Bhairavi Brahmani, and the Vedantic culture of Sankara as
transmitted by the itinerant monk, Totapuri. Through his simple and
innocent life, Ramakrishna established the tradition that the tran-
scendent experience of love for the divine mother can be obt.ainfad., not
by learning or analysis of difficult principles, but by an individual
effort and purification in one’s life in relation to others. He used to
associate with all types of people and assimilated the best from all. He
realized practically the best principles of Christianit}f and of Islam. It
may be mentioned here that Siva and his consort Kali, together, repre-
cent the fundamentals of Saktaism and Tatraism. .

Radhakrishnan, in whom the philosophic consciouspess is fu_lly de-
veloped in the line of the Vedic-Upanisadic-Buddhistic-Sarikarite tra-
presents the triadic principles of the Absolute, God and the

dantism, Oxford University Press, 1927, also Sharma, Indian
pp. 368-369, and Rajuy, Idealistic Thought of India, pp. 170~

dition,
39 Comparative Studies in Ve
Philosophy (A Critical Survey),

1726 A philosophy based on the Tantras.
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World, sn his, An Idealist View of Life 4! Tor Radhaknshnan, the Abso-
Iute 15 the habitat of mnfimite possibihities, the already accomplished
field of conttnuous reahization, the ground of all expenential basis,
which the Indian mind through detachment has realized through the
centunies God and the World, 1n togetherness, as presented field of
expenence, are tahen asone of the possihilities expenentially discernible
in the prescnt circumstances, not on any dogmatic ground, but be-
cause such a ficld of expenience cannot be ignored Interpreting the
presented universe as one of the possibilities out of innumerable poss:-
bilities, and the Absolute, the habitat of infimite posstbilities, as a basic
philosophic ground of reflechion and also the end, Radhaknshnan scems
tointerpret the fundamentals of both Indian and Western thought with
wonderful detachment and effectiveness As Radhaknshnan expresses
the Indian attitude through his triadic pninciples, he seems to mclude
the reflections of the far east Asian 1deas of China and Japan mn the
deep aspects of Mahayina Buddhism Speaking about the Absolute as
the ever-present basic spint, Radhahnishnan carnes forward the Indian
notion of reality m sts fully Vedantic and Mahdyina aspects, and 1n
admutting 1t as a field of infinite possibiltties, both as a beginning and
as an end, he seems to mcorporate the fundamentals of the philosophy
of evolution in 1ts transcendent aspects, as he finds them in Whitehead
among the contemporary Western reahsts and evolutiomsts In re-
ferning to God and the World as one of the possibihtics, on purely
empirical grounds, he admuts what the Indian thinkers admitted from
the days of the Vedas, but he understands the presented universe and
the Absolute, 1n the way of the Buddhists, 1n a ground-consequent
relationship, interpreting the Absolute in Sanhante and post-Sanhante
traditions

Radhaknishnan suggests that i the presented sphere of experience,
God 1s operative on an aboriginal umverse, which has to be formed
finily, when the world will be fully formed, with all 1its incongruities
and msufficiencies remos ed from 1t, then, the entire field of presented
universe, along with its processes and possibilities, God, finite spints
and matter, will lapse mnto the Absalute The wde of lapse reminds one,
i different ways, of the Indran philosophers, Advaghosa, Niginunt
and Sanhara But Radhaknishnan at the same time 1s deeply conscious
of the reality as presented, and he, along with the opposite group of
thinkers from Riminuja to Tagore, upholds that the presented sphere
of the uniserse 15 real for all practical purposes and as long as 1t 15 not

¢! Georgr Allen and Unwin Ltd , Tourth Impresuon, 19st, especially Chs IV VI
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fully formed. In the present circumstances the /apse is not real, but, to
think of it as 2 possible event in the future, is not an unrcasonabls
supposition to Radhakrishnen. Philosophy- has to provide for 2 besis
and also for a possibility of experience. Radhakrishnan’s Absolute is
both basis and possibility.<2

Radhakrishnan is critical of Whitehead, because Whitehead doss not
admit that a2t the final stage of evolution there is 2n end o- termination
of all possibilities. Whitehead has a notion of a psrpstual process or
evolution, he has the notion of a final unresiricted process towards
peace, and he also believes in perishing and parsistence. Buat he is not
interested in 2 final expsrience and tries to remain in a relative sphere.
Quite na v Radhakrishnan’s idea of the /apse of the process, when
the final plan is worked out, doss not fit in with Whitehead’s scheme of
the evolutionary universe.43 Radhakyishnan distinguishes between the
Absolute as basis and the Absolute as possibility, and in bztween he
finds a place for the God and the World as presented experience. Hence,
in his scheme there is a place for lapse, but the lzpse doss notlead to a
void or vacuify. Hartshorne finds difficulty in accepting Racdhakrish-
nan’s view.%* But, it may be pointed out here that both Radhzakrishnan
and Whitehead are understandable from their respeciive traditional
backgrounds.

Influenced as he is by Sankara and the general Indian tradition,
Radkahrishnan could boldly assert at the sessions of the Sixth Inter-
national Congress in 1926,%5 that we were not too much in need of
analysis of particular problems like those of essence or existence, sense
or perspectives, or of a pragmatic insistence on methodology and on the
futility of metaphysics, thus poinfing a critical finger to the recent

&2 Pzghalrishran, Tke SZirif ir Marn in Coniemiorary Irdian Prilosobry, Geasge Qlan
2nd Unwia Ltd., Revized Second Edition, 1932, for his view of God (relifiozs experiznce) azd

Absolute. According to Radhalrishnzn, “Even a3 tre world is 2 definite merifesiation of one

specific possibility of the Absolute, God with whonm tke wozshipper stands In personzl

relztion is the very Absolute ic the world context and is n?t 2 mmete zppatance (54 t_‘.r:e
Abeolute.”” (p. 295). For criticel comments and appreciation of Rachekristnza, vids, Reju,
2347 zk: rdia . 33I—350.
Teeat ffczﬁﬂf{ fo-_f of Lz:fzpp.zgssr,aéadhal:ishnan is critical of WEitekea in t2e following
vrev: **. .. God, in Whitehead's scheme, is effected by the process of rea‘ht}: iis _r-.a;“ zi::ds
coz‘npleticm o=y in tecms of the world process. In any sta_te ke }:as a p?_f: w::___:i is Irrevoczbl
znd 2 foture which is not yet. What happexns to .God kR .t:ze_pla:'. iz achizved, vn..fn tk
primozdizl nature becomes the conzequent, when_tne:e isan lll.itltlf}; between nalura nalurars
=2né natura rnaturala, to use Spincze's expreszioz, isoot clezriy brouzhto
z he A ¢ ide . 33I-343-
Goi ?dﬁ;éj;?i?;;;iéigrgi 07;1 J}:'r:d, M fz.‘:er ard God in Tkhe Pi::": :o{;;;, ff Sz_y‘-.::;:ﬂi
Puadrakriskrarn, Tecor Publishing Comparny, N.Y., 1952, Pp- 315-322, and Reply #5 Crilics, by

at.”’ For éztzlls 2bout

Radba ishnan, po- 796—798- : 3 v Tiemmin - e ard
Pagap‘ga';vah"sfr.an: Comgaratice Studizs ir Prilssothy, Eciwosial Boazd, Rev. Inge and

otkers, Harper & rothers, 1950, Introduction.
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developments of Western philosophy m 1ts aspects of reahsm, evo-
lutionism and pragmatism, including phenomenological and existential
modes and the ant1 metaphysical trends of the logical positivists and
analysts which were 1n the offing In this context, Radhaknshnan
wanted to suggest “‘a spinitual view of the unerse broadbased on the
results of the sciences and aspirations of humanity ” 46 In Radhaknsh-
nan one can clearly mark the vibrations of a real and dynamic unn crse
and an 1dealistic background of a self supporting and self-shuning hight
of experience ~ an assimilation of the major philosophical trends of
both the Last and the West This spinit, in Radhaknishnan, has been
fully grasped by the Editors of the worh dedicated to Radhahrishnan
on lus sixtieth birthday, when they, i appreciation of Radhaknshnan
from different cultural backgrounds, call him a haison officer between
East and West 47 In his several works on philosophy and rehigion,
Radhaknshnan fosters a comparative study of the East and the West
His Iife and carcer are a symbol of the synthests of the 1deals of action
and spintual hie

g
? Iha
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PERSON AND MORAL LIFE

(A Presentation of the Nature of Person and the Essence of Moral Lije
1 the Philosophy of Prajiaparamita)

L. VExkAaTA RaMaxax

I

The Prajiiaparamita-sitras are the largest and perhaps also the earliest
among the scriptures basic to Mahayvana Buddhism, the Buddhism of
the Great Way. The ultimate reality of the undivided being and the
wayv-faring by non-clinging constitute practically the heart of these
siitras (aphorizms). They form the foundation of Mahayiana, which de-
veloped and upheld the absolutist line of Buddhist philosophy-.

Nagarjuna was the earliest among the systematic exponents of the
philosophy of Prajiidparamiia and was certainly the most important
among them. He was the founder of the Madhyamika tradition, the
School of the Middle way, in Buddhist philosophy. Prajiiaparantita-
$astra is a work that is traditionally attributed to Nagarjuna and is a
stupendous commentary on the Prajitdaparamita-sitras. It is an excel-
lent exposition of the essentials of the philosophy of Mahayana carried
out with an extraordinary vigor of the logic that elucidates the non-
ultimacy of the conditioned. Its pervading spirit is the sense of the
bevond. Its unfailing attitude is the non-exclusiveness that is marked
bv a keen discernment with regard to the distinctive nature and value of
e;'ery specific entity. Non-clinging is the key to the philosophy of Maha-
vina and the ultimacy of the limitless, the undivided, its central truth.
" \Vhat follows here is a brief presentation of some of the reflections on
the nature of person and the essence of moral life, found in the Sastra
(science; the book dealing with it).

II

In Buddhist terminology the center of personal life is called 7 jiidna
(consciousness) in order to connote that it is a self-sonscious principle.
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Tor Mahiy3na, vsfldna 1s not a substance, 1t 1s an actnaty Its activity
consists 1n self-expresston through self-formation The person as an or-
ganism (that 1s also sometimes referred to as vyitana) 1s the work of
vyfidna ~ the I - as an acttve creative center, conscious of rtself as an
indnvidual Lvery one has hus or her own likes and dishikes, tastes and
nterests and asprrations At the center of 1t all, there 1s the urge to
carry them out, guded by one’s understanding, by way of grving ex-
pression and thus giving shape to oncself The urge for self-fulfiliment
through self-expresston 1s the impulse that 1s basic to the whole being
of the self-conscious individual The Sdstra observes that the funda-
mental tmport of the I, the sense of self, 15 the hmutless, the full and
undivided, tn other words, the real The self-formation orself-expression
that the self-conscrous individual carnes out 1s impelled at root by this
sense of the real, 1t 1s this that provides the meanng for all that one
docs as a person

An essential bearing of this meaning of the sense of the I 1s that the
Iimutless 1s a fact of awareness, not only within the reach of every one,
but also as a fact of which every one 1s directly aware, although dunmed
and even 1gnored owing to one’s preoccupations with the concrete and
the defimte, the determinate and the speciftc This 1s the true object of
the seching of every self-conscious individual although the seehing 1s
nusconstrued and clogged under the per ersions of ignorance and pas-
sion The limutless, also called the pra;iid (intense consciousness), 1s the
very essence of the individual To refer to it as glowing beneath the
encrustations of ignorance and passion, 1n the Mahiyana it 1s called the
secd of bodk:, the seed of wisdom, meaning that one's awareness of 1t
can grow by directing one’s attention to 1t and by understanding and
apprectating tts sigmficance That the prayild 1s the essence of oneself
has also the further import that the way to reach it 1s to reahize tt as not
other than but as the very ultimate, real nature of oncself, that st 1s the
very bedroch of one's being as a person There 1s here one further import
that the imtless 1s the ultimate nature not simply of any one specific
thing, but that an entity n bemng a specific entity 1s itself in 1ts ultr-
mate nature the prapia

I

Thehife that the indinadual I es as a person 1s a hfe of self-expresston,
self-fulfillment through self-formation ~ e er 1mpelled by the sense of
the real, the uncond:tioned or the hinutless and eser supported by the I,
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the sense of self, and ever seeking to realize and to express the uncon-
ditioned on the plane of the conditioned. But it is a brute fact that man
is usually ignorant of the meaning of his existence and of his nature asa
person. This ignorance is not a mere absence of knowledge. It is a
misconstruction. The fundamental import of the sense of the ‘T’, the
sense of the real or the unconditioned, comes to be applied wrongly
to the body-mind complex which the self has worked out for itself. This
is satkaya-dysti, the mistaking of the conditioned as unconditioned.
This is to seize the relative as absolute, to cling to the determinate as
limitless. This wrong notion comes to be extended to whatever the self
seizes hold of or gives rise to as its self-expression, seeking to fulfill the
basic urge. The sense of ‘I,” the self-conscious intellection, thus becomes
the false sense of self and the desire and the interestedness in the ob-
jectives of oneself thus turn out to be the passion, #snd, which is the
root of seizing and clinging, graha.

Exclusive absorption — the interestedness that takes the form of a
blindness with regard to the very nature or implications of the object of
interest — issues in misconstruction and ends in clinging. Conflict in
understanding and suffering in life, both have as their root the seizing
of the conditioned as unconditioned, claiming limitlessness for the
limited. This is the root form of mistaken drs# or error; this is the error
of misplaced absoluteness. Suyati (voidity), which means the method
of criticism, the method of bringing to light the relativity of the relative
and stands also for the relativity itself, is the remedy for all false dystis
(views, perceptions). This clinging, seizing, functions by jumping from
one extreme to another, and in this the correlatives of the natural
polarity of intellect are seized as extremes; thus one ends in dead-ends.
The dead-ends in understanding are the outcomes of seizing the relative
as absolute. In the Sastra the different links in the cycle of the life of the
ignorant are considered as consisting of three basic forces: kle$a, karma
and vast, i.e., (I) afflictions of which passion, the desire miscqnstrued,
that issues in clinging, is the foremost; (2) the deeds that spring from
passion; and (3) the resulting forms and element§ of person.al hfe: The
course of personal life that is conditioned by ignorance 1s a hffa of
continuous conflict and suffering. Its conditioning factors' continue
with reinforced strength as long as one continues to live under‘ ignorance
and misconstruction. Of suffering in life then, the. root, a-ga1.n, is igno-
rance, the false sense of self, the seizing of the limited as limitless.
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The false sense of self (satkdya-drsh) must be clearly distingmshed
from the sense of the I (vyfidna) which 1s non-chinging The sense of the
1 1s the self-conscious ntellection 1t 1s the reflection of the real in the
mind of man Inats pristine form 1t 1s man’s awareness of the uncon-
ditioned, 1t 15 the sense of the real or unconditioned as the ground of
one's baing as a person But the false sense of self 1s the sensc of the I
misconstrued under ignorance, 1t functions by clinging, by seizing, 1t 1s
the error of mistaking the relatise for the absolute, misconstruing the
determnate as the Iimitless It 1s the root of passion, it 1s what breeds
conflict and suffering

The 1 or vyildna 1s a hmiting as well as a widening force It functions
by analysis as well as synthesis Personal Iife as a Iife of creatinity 15
meamngful and possible only in the context of one and many, tdentity
and difference, umity and variety But 1t 1s necessary to note that every
line of life, every distinctive nexus of functions 1s, by virtue of the very
fact that 1t 15 a course of exsstence or a complex of functions, 1s not
ultimate, not unconditioned Its being 1s the being of a condrtioned
entity with a relative self-being This 1s the mundane truth The ap-
praisal that things are conditioned, imited, 15 a judgment possiblc only
on an awareness of the uncondttioned, the lnutless, the prajfia The
unconditioned as the import of the I and as the very essence of oneself
1s an abject of which a self-conscious individual 1s directly aware That
the unconditioned 15 the ground of the conditioned 1s also the mundane
truth But he usually apprehends it only vaguely and under the dis-
tortions of ignorance Dogmatism which 1s an mstance of the error of
msplaced absoluteness as well as shepticism, which 1s an attitude of
unwillingness to commut oneself to any specific view as ultimate, 15
ahke a phase of man's awareness of the hmitless, but distorted and
musconstrued

The limitless or the ultimate (paramdrtha) must be clearly dis-
tingwished from the himited or the conditioned (tyarakira), and thetr
true natures must be apprecrated Thus 1s not to draw a line of absolute
division between the two, that would amount once agun to mis-
construtng the limitedness of the imited as absolute and to concerving
the hmitless as the lmited The relatrse 1s so not only by berng es-
sentially related with all the rest, the being of the rddative as redative,

the conditioned as conditioned implicates 1ts denving ts beng from
theunconditioned, the absolute This means that the conditioned or the
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relative is not exclusively so, and the limitless has no other to itself. In
essence the conditioned or the relative is not other than, nor apart from
the absolute. The conditioned is itself the unconditioned in its ultimate
nature.

To judge the determinate as unreal is to reject the notion of any
falsely imposed unconditionedness with regard to it. The determinate
is not itsclf rejected as a non-entity; and its true nature as a conditioned
entity with a relative self-being is appreciated in order to see that it is
conditionally originated. The aim is to open up the way to investigating
the different conditions that have originated it and have been sus-
taining it. It is also to see the distinctness of its structure and function
and appreciate its uniqueness of being. A clear and constant discrimi-
nation with regard to the conditioned and unconditioned is essential for
the understanding to grow in width and veracity; it is also essential
for one’s appreciation of the uniqueness and value of every specific

entity.
A%

In his ultimate nature the person, the self-conscious individual, is
himself the unconditioned, the undivided; but his being as an indi-
vidual, as a person, is a being of continual self-conscious activity. He is
wholly constituted of deeds and their consequences. His being is a
continual remaking of oneself, which one accomplishes impelled by the
sense of the undivided and in the context of the world of which he is a
member and with which he is essentially related. Even a perfect person
is not an exception to being conditionally originated. Personal life, the
life of the self-conscious individual, is a continual endeavor to actualize,
express, bring to manifestation the limitless on the plane of the limited.
Here the limitless comes to be conceived as the different values that are
sought to be realized in different ways that are in essence the canali-
zations of the basic urge; they are sought to be expressed, brought to
manifestation on the different planes and different aspects of personal
ife.
l The sense of the limitless is firmly upheld by man in the very midst
of his achievements and hardships, delights and tribulations, although
in the case of the ignorant it functions under error and clinging. 'Fhe
common man lives his moral life under a constraint or a necesmt.y.
Freedom, which is man’s experience of his ultimate. nature as the limit-
less brought to bear upon his deeds and his will, is in the case of the
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common man fraught with the hmutations of egoistic mterests and blind
impulses

The striver on the path, the bodhisativa, 1s awahened to the falsity
tn the false sense of self and to the perversions of seizing and clinging
He seeks, through complete extinction of ignorance and passion, to
bring to perfection his sense of his reality as the mutless With effort
and msight he fares on the way The different paramitas (hinds of
perfection) are the different values that he sets up for realizing The
highest among them the very basis of them all, 1s wisdom (grajiia) The
different phases of his wayfanng are summed up as prapiid and punya,
wisdom and moral worth, the two feet of the farer on the way The
destination of Jus wayfaning 13 Buddhahood which 1s perfection m
personality This he seehs to realize 1n order to be able to help all beings
out of conflict and suffering

The perfect person 1s a person of perfect wisdom and unbounded
compassion He 1s one who has fully realized freedom of bemng It 1s
through deep understanding and skillful striving that one comes to
realize fully the freedom that 15 intrinsic to one’s betng Freedom is an
accomplishment Removal of hindrances which 15 1ts negative side 1s an
essentral condition for its function as creatvrty, which s a spontaneous
expression of one’s fullness of being In the case of the perfect person
moral life becomes the life that he hives fully and freely Sympathy in
hts case 15 a free eapression of his sense of hus undividedness with all
beings In everything he does he brings to expression fully and freely
lis comprehension that the adiayadharma, the undivided beng, 1s the
ultimate reality The highest hind of knowledge that the perfect person
has achieved 15 the knowledge of all forms, the sanakdrajitatd the
hnowledge of the distinctive way of every line of Iife, the distinctive
nature of every kind of existent and the umque valuc of every specific
bemng His a-embracing sympathy impelis lum to enable ech to e
a hife of his own, and help each to realize, 1n lus own way the truth of
his being This 1s the npdya, the skilfulness of the wise This 1s hus
forbearance, the anntpattika-dharma-ksant, the ability to bring to bear
upon esery esent the truth of the ultimacy of the hmutless

Vi
Wemay sum up these reflections of the Prajiiaparamsta $astra on the

mture of person by distinguishing three hinds of persons
{t) The ignorant he misconstrues his ntture as a person and mis-
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takes the relative for absolute, comes to seize the conditioned as uncon-
ditioned; he thus lives a life that is self-enclosed, under the false sense
of self and is full of conflict and suffering;

(2) The striver on the path to perfection: With an awakening to the
true nature of conditioned, he sets foot on the way to remaking himself
by extinguishing ignorance and passion in all their ramifications; by
putting an end to seizing and clinging, he seeks to realize freedom and
fullness of being and to help every one to fare on the way.

For both of these, life is a continual striving in response to a basic
impulse which is the urge for self-fulfillment through self-expression,
self-formation. But the one is entrenched in ignorance bound by
clinging and heading towards a continued and reinforced conflict and
suffering.’ The other is awakened to the truth of things, especially the
conditioned nature of the conditioned; with the sense of the limitless as
distinguished from the limited he marches towards an ever growing
comprehension of the limited in the light of the limitless and seeks to
realize perfection in personality. The former is almost blind to the sense
of one’s essential relatedness with rest of beings, while the latter in-
creasingly appreciates this as the truth that has its root in the ultimacy
of the undivided being. Moral life in the case of the former is a life that
is lived under a constraint or a necessity; in the case of the latter it is
the life that is lived more and more in harmony with the true nature of
one’s being.

. (3) The perfect person: He has wholly extinguished ignorance and

has accomplished fully the remaking of himself; he is altogether consti-
tuted of wisdom and compassion. He has achieved freedom, while at
the same time he sees clearly his essential relatedness as a person with
the rest of beings and sees also with unfailing vividness the conditions
that bring about conflict and suffering. In his case, personal life is a life
of free creativity and of untramelled expression of his fullness of being.
His very sense of his undividedness with the rest of existents impels .him
to work for the world, which in his case, as a person free from coercions
and constraints and aware fully of his reality as the limitless, becomes a
free and full expression of the unconditioned on the plane of the con-
ditioned, of the limitless on the plane of the limited.
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THE SLLF AS DISCOVERY AND CREATION IN
WESTERN AND INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

TrOYy ORGAN

Two inscriptions were carved on the facade of the temple of Apollo at
Delphi “Know thyself ' and “Nothing i excess ” These admonitions
were not unrelated Man was advised to know humself - yet n his
knowing he was to avoid extremes One extreme was the attempt to go
beyond his fimtude, to act as though he were a god “Hybns” - the
term used to designate this extreme, meant an outrage agamnst the
nature of things Ongnally 1t denoted the oifspring of the union of 2
wild boar and a domestic sow The other extreme was the attempt to
act as though he were not a member of society The Greehs held that
manis a caty antmal He who Iived outside the polis was called a pmmate
being “Idios” was the term for such a being At Delphy, then, the
Greehs were reminded of their natural and socal contingencies * Know
yourself, but 1n your knowing don’t become a hybnd or andot!”
Scli-knowing 15 one of man's most pervasive behavioral charac-
tenstics The humanstics may be defined as the ways of self-know ledge
Cassirer 1n The Nature of Man 1dentifies religion, history, and philoso-
phy as three forms of self-knowing ““In all the higher forms of religious
Ife the maxim ‘Know thyself’ 1s regarded as an ultimate moral and
religious I History 1s a form of self-hnowledge Self-
hnowledge 1s the highest aim of philosophical inquiry ”* 1 Glichsberg
thinks that all hterature 1s self-knowing “The struggle of man to
dehine imself, to know himself, 1s the story of literature virtually from
the beginming of civalization ™ % Self-know ledge 15 an excellent theme
for a coniference on comparatsve philosophies and religions It has been
promunent n the thinking of philocophers in both hemispheres * He

rp‘ E"N Cassirer, 4n Fisay on Yan Doubleday and Company, Garden City, N} 1944
By 16

* Charles I Glicksbeeg The Sclf in Vodern Lutcratuse, The § ennsyh ania State Lnivenity
Press Unnenity Park, Pa 21963, 0 50
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who knows others is learned; he who knows himself is wise.” 3 “What
is the use of knowing everything except the Self? What else is there to
know for anyone when Self, itself, is known?” 4 “I sought for myself.”” 5
"“Go not outside thyself, but return within thyself; for truth resides in
the inmost part of man.” ¢ “One must know one’s self before knowing
anything else.” 7*“To project feclings into outer objects is the first way
of symbolizing, and thus of conceiving those feelings. This activity
belongs to about the carliest period of childhood that memory can
recover. The conception of ‘self,” which is usually thought to mark this
beginning of actual memory, may possibly depend on this process of
symbolically epitomizing our feelings.” 8 “Who in the world am I? Ah,
that's the great puzzle!” (Alice — one of the best of the philosophers).?

While self-knowing has been a motivation of thought in both the
East and the West, it must be admitted that for the last five hundred
years Western man has found the external world more intriguing than
the inner world. There have been many reasons for this propensity of
thought in the West: the discovery of America, the revival of classical
learning, the industrial revolution, and the political reformations are
some of the determiners of Western man’s direction of thought. The
twenticth century has been described as a time when man never knew
more about the world and less about himself. In India on the other
hand there has been since the earliest days of the Indus Valley culture a
concentrated study of the inner nature of man. The goal of Indian
philosophy is still defined metaphysically as self-knowledge (é#ma-
vidyd) and religiously as liberation (moksa). Self-cognition is to be at-
tained through discursive reasoning (pramdnas); self-realization (dar-
$ana) is to be attained through meditative practices (sadiands). There
are indications that we in the West are coming to realize the im-
portance of the self. Not only are we discovering “the fragmentary
character of world views that ignore the central position of the self,” 10
but also we are stumbling upon the self in the process of knowing the
external world. Few have stated this discovery as strikingly as A. S.

3 Lao-tzu, Tao-Te-King, xxxiii, Translated by Lin Yutang. i .

4 Bhagavan Sri Ramana Maharashi, Who Am I? Sri Ramanasramam, Tiruvannamalaj,
S. India: 1955. Eighth edition, p. 36.

5 Heraclitus, On Nature, 101.

¢ Augustine, De vera religione, XXIX, 7z.

7 Kierkegaard, Journals, z2. ' '

8 Susanni Lar'lger, Phil’osophy in a New Key, The New American Library of World

iterature, New York, 1948, p. 100. B
Llﬂ Lewis’Carroll, Alice’s Adventures in Wonderland, ch, ii. .
10 George Arthur Wilson, The Self and its World, The Macmillan Company, New York,

1926, p. 275.
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Eddington ‘“We have found a strange footprint on the shores of the
unknown We have dewvised profound theories, one after another, to
aceount for its ongin At last, we have succeeded 1n reconstructing the
creature that made the footprint And Lol 1t 1s our own " 11

But we must not be deceived by the universality of the quest for self-
knowledge, since st has many divergent shades of meaming for Socrates
it 15 the exammation of ethical assumptions, for Augustine 1t 1s the
avenue for attamming saving hnowledge of the Chnstian God, for Sanha-
ra a realization of identity of fimte self and the cosmic prinaiple, for
Descartes the first step to intellectnal certamnty, and for some modern
eustentiahsts a prefude to swmeide There are also differences as to the
ease or drfficulty of self-hnowledge Ramana Marashi said, “*Self-hnow-
ledge 1s an easy thing, the easiest thing there 1s* 12 But Kant said
metaphysics “'1s a call to reason to undertake anew the most difficult of
all ats tasks, namely, that of self-knowledge ' 13 Modern man 1s often
driven to desparr because he 1s afrard either that the self does not exist
at all or that the self 15 a Capehan machine, a Skanneran robot, a Kaf-
kancochroach, an Jonescoanrhinoceros, ora Sartrean ‘useless passion ™

However, self-knowledge may be defined - as quest for identity, for
axiological assumptions, for substratum, for essence, for speaific differ-
entta, or for salvation — the quest itself 1s the distingmshing charac-
tenstic of man Man 1s the being who 1s aware of limself The lower
ammals exist, and man exists ~ but man &nows that he exasts Ananmmal
15, man 1s and hnows Zhat he 1s, God 1s and knows both #kat he 15 and
what he1s But man also seehs fo know w/fat hoas He would be as God
God 15 Being whose essence 15 enstenct\l\}m/xus‘/:he being whose essence
1s the quest for existence and a being whose essence 1s existence Man s
the contingent being that attempts to remove contingency from its
being This human propensity was a scandal to the Hebrews The myth
of the Tower of Babel 1s an expression of thew horror at man's efforts to
nval God Sartre calls tt the destre of the for-itself to become w-tself-
for-itself He wnites “Esery human reality 1s a passion m which 1t
projects lostng tself so as to establish being and by the same stroke to
constitute the In-itself which escipes contingency by being its own
foundntion, the Lns causa sur which religions call God ” 14 If the

:; gru Tume and Grartation, The University Press, Cambridge 1920, p 208
orp w
't Immanuel Aant s Critsque of Pure Reaton Translated by Norman hemp Smith Mac
ml‘ﬂ:n Co, London, Limited, 1950 Preface to Tirst Cdition A X1, p 9
Jean Paul Sartre, Reing and Nothingarss Teandlated by Hlazel G Barmes The Thio
sophica) Library, Sew York 1956 p 618
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attempt to make God is not a successful venture — and there are empiri-
cal evidences as well as rational reasons for concluding that it is not,
man has open to him another absolute. He cannot become the Ground
of Being, but he can become a non-being. The Stoics used to take
comfort from the fact that man can take his own life — or as they said,
man could leave by the back door. Today several nations have in
storage the instruments of genocide. The day is not far distant when
every major nation will possess the means for the total destruction of
man. At last man faces squarely the problem of the value of his own
existence. This is what Bonhoeffer called “the passionate subjectivity
of modern man.” Is the human race worth preserving? Would the
world be a better place without man? Can man justify his own ex-
istence? The back door exit is now possible for all life on this planet —
and maybe soon for any life that happens to be on other planets in our
solar system. Against such possibilities the questions “Who am I1?”
and “What is man?”’ take on new significance.

Thus far in this paper we have observed that self-knowing is a uni-
versal activity of man, that it is the activity that makes man human,
and that it is the activity in which man projects himself toward divini-
ty. Now we shall examine some of the philosophical problems inherent
in self-knowing. If we were to name the Western philosopher who most
vigorously and consistently directed himself to self-knowledge, that
philosopher would be Augustine: “I desire to know God and the soul.
Nothing besides? Nothing at all.” 15 At first he thought he might find
the knowledge he desired in the external world, but he came to see that
what he sought was within. As a result of his search he warned Chris-
tians against vain curiosity about the external world, and advised them
to look within for reality. When he turned within, he first established
his own existence by arguing ““Si fallor, sum’ ~ ‘I exist because only an
existing being can be deceived.” 16 Then by appeal to the certainty of
his own existence Augustine established the contemplative way of
wisdom (Sapientia) whose objects are the intelligible ideas received
from the Teacher Within, and the secondary or practical way of know-
ledge of the temporal affairs of earthly life (Scientia). Thus Augustine
hoped to vanquish the Pyrrhonic skepticism which had taken over the
Platonic Academy and the Ciceronian skepticism which had conquere'd
his own mind at one time. And what was the result of the efforts of !:hls
man who was called “‘the master of the inner life” ? We can appreciate

15 Soliloguies,i.il. 7.
16 The City of God, XI, 26.
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his inner struggle and the honesty of his reporting of that struggle, but
1t 1s not a pleasant sight to watch him shift from Intellige ut credas
(‘You must understand 1n order to beheve”)Y7 to Crede ntintelligas
(“You must believe 1n order to understand”)18 as one or the other
sutted his purposes Probably his most honest confession was, “‘Quaestio
ks factus sum ' (“A question have I become for myself *')19

It 15 nteresting to note that although Augustine attempted to affirm
the reality of a substantial self and Hume attempted to deny the reali-
ty of a substantial self, both ended on a sheptical note Hume 1 hus
Treatsse attached the notion of an existent self with charactenstic
enthustasm “There are some philosophers who 1magine we are every
moment intimately conscrous of what we call our self Formy part,
when I enter more intimately into what I call myself, I always stumble
on some particular perception or other I never catch myself at any -
time without a perception, and never can observe anything but the
perception . I may venture to affirm of the rest of manhind, that
they are nothing but a bundle or collection of different perceptions,
which succeed each other wath an inconcervable rapidity ** 20 Hume, as
some histonians of philosophy have suggested, may have noticed the
number of times the word “I"”” appeared 1n his essay refuting the cx-
sstence of the sclf, for he wrote later in the Appendia to the Trealise
“Upon a more strict review of the section concerning personal sdentity,
I find myself involved 1 such a labyninth that, I must confess I
neither know how to correct my former opinions, nor how to render
them consistent . I must plead the pnvilege of a sceptic and confss
that this difficulty 15 too hard for my understanding * 2!

At this point we should appeal to the poets, playwnights and novel-
1sts They enter where philosophers fear to tread for they celebrate
rather than argue One of the best presentations of the status to which
Western man 1s reduced by tis fatlure to hnow himself 1s found 1n
Tonesco’s play, ““The Bald Soprano ** Two couples ~ the Smiths and the
Martins ~ s1t m 1 room engaging tn small talk which does not com-
municate The weird clock on the wall which strihes at any time doces
not communicite either At one pomt 1n the ply the four characters
angnly shout meaningless msults at each other “Cochatoos cochatoos
cochatoos Such caca, such caca, such caca Such cascades of

' Sermon \LIT fn 4 vii, g
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attempt to make God is not a successful venture — and there are empiri-
cal evidences as well as rational reasons for concluding that it is not,
man has open to him another absolute. He cannot become the Ground
of Being, but he can become a non-being. The Stoics used to take
comfort from the fact that man can take his own life ~ or as they said,
man could leave by the back door. Today several nations have in
storage the instruments of genocide. The day is not far distant when
every major nation will possess the means for the total destruction of
man. At last man faces squarely the problem of the value of his own
existence. This is what Bonhoeffer called “the passionate subjectivity
of modern man.” Is the human race worth preserving? Would the
world be a better place without man? Can man justify his own ex-
istence? The back door exit is now possible for all life on this planet —
and maybe soon for any life that happens to be on other planets in our
solar system. Against such possibilities the questions “Who am I?”
and ““What is man?”’ take on new significance.

Thus far in this paper we have observed that self-knowing is a uni-
versal activity of man, that it is the activity that makes man human,
and that it is the activity in which man projects himself toward divini-
ty. Now we shall examine some of the philosophical problems inherent
in self-knowing. If we were to name the Western philosopher who most
vigorously and consistently directed himself to self-knowledge, that
philosopher would be Augustine: ‘I desire to know God and the sc?ul.
Nothing besides? Nothing at all.”’ 15 At first he thought he might find
the knowledge he desired in the external world, but he came to see th.at
what he sought was within. As a result of his search he warned Chris-
tians against vain curiosity about the external world, and advised ?:hem
to look within for reality. When he turned within, he first established
his own existence by arguing ‘St fallor, sum'’ ~ ‘I exist because c?nly an
existing being can be deceived.” 16 Then by appeal to the cfertamty of
his own existence Augustine established the co.ntemp'latlve way of
wisdom (Sapientia) whose objects are the intelhglb‘le ideas received
from the Teacher Within, and the secondary or praf:tlcal way of knqw—
ledge of the temporal affairs of earthly life (Sci(.mtm). Thus Augustlﬁe
hoped to vanquish the Pyrrhonic skepticisrr} \jvhlch h.ad taken over the
Platonic Academy and the Ciceronian skepticism which had conquere‘d
his own mind at one time. And what was the re-su’l,t of the efforts of jchxs
man who was called ‘‘the master of the inner life”’? We can appreciate

15 Soliloguies, i. ii. 7.
16 The City of God, X1, 26.
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his inner struggle and the honesty of hns reporting of that struggle, but
1t 15 not a pleasant sight to watch lum shuft from Inteliige ut credas
(“You must understand 1n order to believe”)!? to Crede u!intelligas
("You must behieve mn order to understand”)!® as one or the other
suited hus purposes Probably his most honest confession was, **Quaestio
pha factus sum "' (‘A question have I become for myself )19

It 15 interesting to note that although Augustine attempted to affirm
the reality of a substantial self and Hume attempted to deny the reah-
ty of a substantial self, both ended on a sheptical note Hume 1 hus
Treatise attached the notion of an existent self with charactenstic
enthusiasm ““There are some philosophers who 1magine we are every
moment intimately conscious of what we call our self For my part,
when I enter more intimately into what I call myself, I always stumble
on some particular perception or other I never catch myself at any -
time without a perception, and never can observe anythng but the
perception .. 1 may venture to alfirm of the rest of manhind, that
they are nothing but a bundle or collection of different perceptions
which succeed each other with an inconcers able rapidity ** 20 Hume, as
some historians of philosophy have suggested may have noticed the
number of times the word “I” appeared 1n lus essay refuting the ex-
1stence of the self, for he wrote later mn the Appendix to the Treatise
“Upon a more strict review of the section concerning personal 1dentity,
I find my:elf involved 1n such a labymnth that, T must confess 1
neither know how to correct my former opinons, nor how to render
them conststent . I must plead the privilege of a sceptic and confess
that this dufficulty 15 too hard for my understanding * 2!

At this point we should appeal to the poets, playwrights, and nosel-
tts They enter where philasophers fear to tread, for they celebrate
rather than argue One of the best presentations of the status to which
Western man 1s reduced by his failure to hnow himself 1s found m
lonesco’s ply, “The Bald Soprano ** Two couples — the Smuths and the
Martins ~ sit 1n a room engaging 1 small talk which does not com-
municate The wetrd cloch on the wall winch strihes at any time does
not communtcate erther At one pawnt 1n the play the four charicters
angnly shout meanigless nsults at cach other *“Cochatoos, cochatoos,
cochtoos . Such caca, such caca, such caca Such cascades of
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cacas, such cascades of cacas, such cascades of caca ...”" 22 When the
Martins fall into bored slumber, the maid addresses the audience:
“Elizabeth is not Elizabeth, Donald is not Donald ... It is in vain
that he thinks he is Donald, it is in vain that she thinks she is Elizabeth
... But who is the true Donald? Who is the true Elizabeth? Who has
any interest in prolonging the confusion?”” 28 Tonesco is telling us in
this play that loss of self is loss of communication — and that loss of
communication is loss of self. Where there is nothing to symbolize there
are no symbols; there are only sounds to hide from man the terrifying
emptiness — sounds that break the awful silence, and meaningless words
that eliminate the necessity of thought. A play like ‘“The Bald Soprano”’
may be regarded as a dramatic expression of the Humean theory of an
unconnected world. Things have no relation to other things - logically,
causally, ontologically, axiologically. Nothing means anything. Events
necessitate no other events. The only cohesion among things is that
which man supplies — if he is interested in supplying any. Both ex-
istentialism and language analysis are resultants of the Humean phi-
losophy; but whereas the existentialists prefer to talk to take their
minds off the meaninglessness of the world, the analysts prefer in the
words of Wittgenstein ‘“To say nothing except what can be said, i.e.,
the propositions of natural science ... Whereof one cannot speak,
thereof one must be silent!” 24

John Macmurray in the Gitford Lectures of 1953-54 25 attempt§ to
solve the problem of the self by taking the self out of the epistemological
context of subject-object and putting it in the activity context of
agent-object. But Macmurray’s thesis that the self is a}cto‘r rather tha’n
“spectator of all time and existence” does not do justice to man’s
humanness. Self-knowing is the sine qua non of man. Only the human
animal is self-aware. In the words of Tielhard de Char(%in, “It is general-
Iy accepted that what distinguishes man Psycholqglcally from Oﬂ.lel'
living creatures is the power acquired by his consciousness of turning
in upon itself. The animal knows, it has been said; but only man,
among animals, knows that he knows.”’ 26 Furthermore, contenc?s
Teilhard, qualitative distinctions among men are made upon the basis

22 Eugene lonesco, Four Days. Translated by Donald M. Allen. Grove Press, Inc., New

York, pp. 39—40-
zi ﬁ:g‘;,}; ;xgzittgenstein, Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus. Harcourt, Brace and Company,
. 189.
Ni‘: }’Z;kﬁ;,e,s,%/ghe Personal. Harper and Brothers, New York, 1957, 1961.
26 Pjerre Teilhard de Chardin, The Future of Man. Translated by Norman Denny. Harper

and Row, New York and Evanston, 1964, p. 158.
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of sclf-knowledge “The great supenionity over Pnmitive Man which
we have acquired and which will be enhanced by our descendents in a
degree perhaps undreamed-of by ourselv es, 1s 1n the realm of self-hnow-
ledge, 1n our growing capacity to situate ourselses 1n space and time,
to the point of becoming conscious of our place and responsibility 1n
relation to the Universe ** 27 We should note here that one of the 1deas
common to all the six systems of orthodox Indian philosophy 1s that
the difference between ammal and man 1s the difference between mere
const and self-cc and also that the difference be-
tween man-as-fva (1e, as hmited self) and man-as-Atman (ie, as
unlimited Self) 1s the difference between self-consciousness (ahamkara
or ahambuddht) and what 15 sometimes called “‘super-consciousness™
(castanyam or nirvidesacsnmalram) The lower ammals are unaware of
their own exastence God also 1s not self-aware, for God has no need of
knowing self The beast1s wordless, God 1s the Word But man - caught
between the beast and God — must know himself 1n order to be The
beast has no self, God 15 the Self, man attempts to become a Self Man
m s middle position sometimes longs ihe Whitman to turn and line
with ammals, and sometimes he longs Iike Plotinus to take a flight of
the alone to the alone But neither 1s possible Man 1s an absurd beast
with divine aspirations He 1s conscious clay, a thinking reed a be-
wildening paradox, a mere perhaps Heis the only animal that can make
a fool of itself But when we attempt to define man, as Hannah Arendt
has pointed out, we “‘almost tvarnably end with some construction of
adeity " 28

“You must know yourself,” wrote Pascal, “‘even though that know-
ledge serves mn no wise to find the truth 29 T am contending that man
must know himself 1n order to be man But since man fails to hnow
himself, T do not wish to conclude that he fails to be man! It 1s the
guesting, not the finding that makes man man And why the failure of
the search? Why does he not know himself? There are two reasons for
this fallure One has to do with the novel epistemological structure of
self knowing, the other has to do wath the ontological duahty of the
epistemological object We shall exanune the epistemologrcal structure
first The philosophical way of stating the problem would go Ithe this
allknowledge includes a subject, an object, and an act — knower, known
and knowing Whether one follows the argument of the realist that the
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object is unmodified in the act, or whether one follows the argument of
the idealist that the object is modified ontologically by the knower in
the act, the fact remains that within the total structure of knowing
subject and object are distinct. The subject knows the object; the
object is known by the subject. But when that which is known is the
sclf, the problem becomes more complex. As some Indian philosophers
love to say, the self is like the eye that seeks to see itself. The eye is the
scer of the seen, but what happens when the object of seeing is itself the
secing subject? Can the knower of knowing be known? And if some-
thing is known in the act of self-knowing, is it really the knower? If I
scek to know the I, do I end in knowing the I, or must I be content
with knowing “me’’?

The subject-object duality in self-knowing is poetically presented in
Rg Veda, and is repeated in both the Mundaka Upanisad and the
Svetasvatara Upanisad: ““Two birds associated together, and mutual
friends, take refuge in the same tree: one of them eats the sweet fig;
the other, abstaining from food, merely looks on.”’3¢ The ancient com-
mentator Sdyana, explained that the two birds are the vital spirit and
the supreme spirit. The interpretation is shared by Advaita Vedantism,
but the Visistadvaita Vedanta philosophers tend to treat such passages
as referring to a duality within the constitution of man. The tree is the
human body: the bird that eats the fruit is the active self that enters
fully into the experiences of physical life: eating, drinking, waking,
sleeping, breeding, suffering, and dying. The bird that does not eat the
fruit but merely watches the activity of the first bird is known as the
passive self, the witnessing self (sa%sin). It refrains from entanglement
in bodily acts. It contemplates the life of physical activity; it does not
censure the active self, but when the active self compares its own
helplessness with the quiet strength of the passive self it grieves and
turns from its life of sorrow and bondage. This duality of the self ap-
pears in various forms in the Upanisads; for example, in the Katha
Upanisad the two are called buddhz (the intellect) and dkfis’a (the hear't
as enjoyer): “Two there are who dwell within the body, in the b.uddln,
the supreme @kasa of the heart, enjoying the sure rewar.ds of their own
actions.” 31 Whenever the concept of duality of the self is introduced in
the Upanisads, reference is made to a tension between the selves. The
Lower or active self is so closely related to the body that ”Whate'zver
body he takes to himself, with that he becomes connected.”” 32 It brings

30 RV, I. 22. 8. 20; MU, 3. 1. 1; SU, 4. 6.
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difference to all 1t touches, 1t 1s the doer of the deeds which must be
cammed out to their fruitton Thus 1t 1s the carrier of karma But the
tagher or passive sclf 1s the sclf that points the way to hiberation

The problem of self-knowing has been concisely and metaphoncally
stated by the contemporary existentialist author, Simone de Beauvowr
n The Mandarins “It’s easy to say ‘T am I’ But who am I? \Vhere
find myself> T would have to be on the other side of every door, but
when 1t’s I who hnock the others grow silent ** 33 To hnow the self the
sclf must be on both sides of the same door, but ~ alas ~ when the self
knochs on the knower side of the door there 15 no onc on the other side
to open the door, and when there 1s a self on the other side of the door
to open there 15 no self on the knower side of the door to knock! So
what should man do? Some say, “'Stop hnoching!"” But that 1s the way
of the beast Some say, ‘‘Climb over the transom! * But that 1s the way
of God Others say, “Keep on knoching!” And that 1s the way of man

But to return to philosophy! - man tres in two ways to oy ercome the
epistemological dichotomy which s inherent 1n self-hnowing One way
ts to confine his hnowing to objects of the world of the non-self This
way 1s to turn from self-knowledge as mtroverted, unsoctal, abnormnal,
even perverted - a hind of intellectual masturbation *“None of us really
wants to observe or know ourselves,” wntes Otto Rank  Such obser-
vatton 1s not natural to us ' 34 “I'm netther virgin nor priest enough to
play with the mner life,” 35 says Antomne Roquentin, the hero of
Sartre’s Nausea How much of the pursuit of research m the natural
sciences 15 motivated by the effort to heep our attention off ourselves?
Subjectivity 15 elimmated when objective interests tahe over Psy-
chology ~ the ferm still means soul-study! ~ becomes the study of
human behavior that can be quantitatin ely measured, experimentally
tested, and hnguistically expressed The self 1s left largely for poets,
mysties, theologians, and others who seem shightly out of touch with
“reality ** The ontological :imperialism of scientific methodologies 1s a
pressing danger It 15 one matter to hold that if something cannot
be hnown by scientific methods 1t cannot be Xaocn, but 1t 1s quite
another matter to hold that if something cannot be hnown by
saentific methods 1t does not exist Occastomally a voice 15 rased
for the importance of self-knowng in the mudst of an objectivel-
onunted civilization For example, Peter Vierech wrote in 1955, “Tody

w The Mandarins The World Publishing Company, Cleveland and New Y ork, 190 ' 43
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Americans have no outer or geographic frontier left to conquer. This
pushes us, instead, to increasingly inward conquests ... Therefore, let
us stop being defensive, stop being apologetic about affirming the digni-
ty and importance of the so-called impractical: namely, the humanistic
and the spiritual studies.”” 36 Since 1958 Americans have found a new
frontier — the frontier of space. Once again the inward conquests can be
postponed. John Wilkinson of the Center for the Study of Democratic
Institutions of The Fund for the Republic has recently proposed that
some parts of the world ought to be kept deliberately “backward” asa
refuge for individuals concerned with the inner life who would accept
plain living as a condition for high thinking. If we establish sanctuaries
for condors and whooping cranes, why not establish sanctuaries for a
breed of men in danger of extermination? Wilkinson cautions, “The big
problem would be, sooner or later, how to fend off the ravages of
administrators, speculators, politicians, and other quantitative folk.”’37

The second effort to overcome the subject-object dichotomy is the
way of the mystic. The scientist avoids the problem of self-knowing;
the mystic /ranscends the problem by attempting a form of knowing in
which knower and known are merged into a unit. There is no disputing
that there are experiences in which the agent feels a unity with the
object of his awareness. But is this feeling a form of knowing? I doubt
that much meaning is left in the concept “knowledge’” when it is divided
into two species. “‘direct knowledge” and ‘“‘indirect knowledge.” All
knowledge is indirect, Knowledge is a salute, not an embrace. It is a
representation, a symbolization, a universalization, an analysis. In a
sense, knowing is a form of falsifying; for reality is concrete, particular,
specific, unanalyzed. Were a Zen master suddenly to throw a bucket of
cold water in my face in order to nudge me to safori, I would find it an
arresting, commanding experience, but I contend that to experience
water in this fashion is not to know water. Water ‘‘known’’ is not water
in the face; rather it is HoO, or the universal solvent, or a substance
that swells when it freezes, or the stuff said by Thales to be the first
principle of all things. If these seem to be dry facts rather than \}’et
experience, that is because knowledge is the propositional designation
of facts.

The second reason for man’s failure to know the self has to do with
the ontological duality of the epistemological object. Perhaps this is

36 *“The Unadjusted Man,” Saturday Review, Nov. 1, 1958, p. 13. .
37 “The Quantitative Society or, What Are You to Do with Noodle?”” An Occasional
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Institutions, 1964, p. 7.
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not a second reason but another aspect of the same reason The self-
as-known cannot be disentangled from the <elf as knower [rom the
point of view of the ontological status of the known object this problem
15 Is the self as-object a discovery or a creation? Do 1 find myself, or
do I form myself? Plotinus, one of the greatest of the Western philoso~
phers of the self, enticized Plato for wnting ambiguously on the nature
of the self “Lastly, we have the divine Plato who said many beautsful
things about the soul In s discussions he often speaks of the arrval
of the soulin this world He makes us hope that he will have something
clear to say on this matter But unfortunately he does not everywhere
say the same thing and so does not enable one easily to know Iis
mtent ' 3 But Plotinus himself does not speak without confusion
about the seli In particular, the salvation to which he directs lus
philosophy means both extinction of the individual soul and also the
fullest realization of the individual soul The One1s both ‘not all things
not Intelligence (and) not bemng" 39 and also the One 15 the
principle that he (a man) possesses within humself ** 42 When Plotinus
is thinkang 1n the context of the Limted, salvation 1s the loss of what
one 1s, and when thinking in terms of the Unlimited salvation 1s the
fulfiilment of what one 15
In the West we have sought to avoid making contradictory state-
ments about the self by attempting to hmat the hnown self to the status
of erther a discovery or a creation We have sought to hnow the seif as
an object 1n the order of things — Descartes said 1t 1s ‘a real thing and
really existent' 41 and we have also sought to avoid contradiction by
denying thinghood altogether - the self, said Hume, 1s * a bundle or
collection of different perceptions ”* 42 One of Hume's better analogies
15 that of the theatre The self 15 a hand of theatre where “perceptions
successively mahe their appearance pass repass, ghde away, and
mingle i an infimte vanety of postures and situations * 4% Hume
bnowing that the fate of analogies 1s to be pushed too far, added that
the self 15 not the theatre as building, but only the theatre as spectacle
Not a thing, we mught <ay, but n ever<hinging arry of color and
sound Tor Descartes the self 1s a discovered thung, for Hume the <clfis
acreated spectacle The former view over-objectifies, the latter, over-
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sgbj'ectifies. The former betrays the Unlimited; the latter betrays the
Limited. Again man attempts to make himself into beast or God. But
the self is no mere thing, and the self is not Being. Itisa thing-aspiring-
Being. The self is always infinitely more than it would be if it were only
what it is.

The Judeo-Christian tradition is puzzling in this respect. Here man
is condemned for his desire to become God. Yet if we are right in holding
that the passion for divinity is the essence of man, then man in Judeo-
Christianity is condemned for being himself! (In Neo-orthodox Christi-
anity this is the idolatry of the self). Man must either cease to desire to
become God — and thus cease to be man, or else he must continue his
divine aspiration — and then stand condemned by his religion. But
perhaps the Christian view is that by ceasing to desire to become God,
the Christian throws himself on the mercy of his God. He loses himself.
But he that loses self will find self, whereas he that continues to desire
to be God will in his effort to preserve self lose self. Aurobindo has
expressed this same doctrine of grace in self-knowing: “A complete
self-knowledge in all things and at all moments is the gift of the super-
natural gnosis.”” 44 This affirmation of the impotence of man and the
placing of man’s salvation upon the grace of God may be good Semitic
autocracy, Vaisnava yoga, and Calvinistic soteriology, but twentieth-
century Western man has difficulty squaring this view of the self with
his democratic presuppositions of the importance of the individual and
his educational theories of self-expression and self-development.

In India the conflict between self-as-discovery and self-as-creation
may be avoided by the doctrine of mayd. From the Limited point of
view the attainment of moksa is a creative achievement by which the
finite self through proper techniques reaches an identity with the su-
preme reality. From the Unlimited point of view #moksa is the removal
of confining perspectives which prevent the self from an existential
awareness of its true nature. Moksa from the second point of view is the
transcendence of phenomenalism. The two interpretations do not
conflict. Works and grace do not cancel each other out. A Hindu myth
puts this as follows: a tiger cub once became lost from its mother and
was adopted by a flock of sheep who reared the cub as though it were a
sheep. One day a tiger attacked the flock and saw the timid cub bleating
among the sheep. “What do you think you are ?’” asked the tiger. “I’'m
a sheep,” replied the cub. The tiger took the cub to a pond of water and
forced the cub to look into the water and to compare reflections. Then

44 Gri Aurobindo, The Life Divine, The Greystone Press, New York, 1949, p. 864.
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1t pushed the nose of the tiger cub into the warm bloody carcass of a
recently slan sheep “Now what are you?” ashed the tiger “I'm a
tiger,” replied the cub

Man becomes what he 1s His 1s-ness 15 lus becoming He 15 a be-
commng, not a Bemng His “being” 15 becoming-ness His 1s-ness 15
process such that he never 1s with the finahty of beast or God He
discovers creatively what he1s, and he discovers creatively what he can
become

The theory that man 1s 2 becomung 1s subject to modification n the
Advaita philosophy According to these Vedintic philosophers, the
self-that-becomes 15 the self considered from the Iimited point of view,
whereas from the Unlumited point of view the self 1s Reality-becoming
only 1n the sense of losing 1ts mdya-ness The self-as-iva 1s the Self-as-
Atman scen under the conditions of time and space “Becoming ' 1s the
phenomenal deseription of Being TI'rom a transcendent or non-phe-
nomenal point of view, therc1s Being, but no becoming Man “becomes’
the Absolute only 1 the sense that a “snake’* becomes a rope when the
“snahe” 1s recognized as a rope-mistaken-for-a-snahe

Sartre has expressed the created-discovered 1ssue m this fashion
“The ego 1s always surpassed by what 1t produces, although from an-
other pont of view, 1t 1s what 1t produces Hence the classic surpnises
‘1, T could do that)’ - I, T could hate my father!' - Here, evidently, the
concrete totality of the me inturted up to this time weights down the
productive I and holds 1t back a httle from what the I has just pro-
duced " 45 In Nausea Roquentin asks, ““It 15 J who 1s going to ive this
mushroom existence?™ 46 Again in his essay, The Transcendesnce of the
Ego, Sarire speahing of the ego as passive object and as created object
says, “Howes er 1rrational 1t may be, this unton 1s nonetheless the union
noted 1n our mtution of the ego And this 15 1ts meaning the ego 1s an
object apprehended, but also an object condifioned, by reflective con-
sciousness ' 47

The self-as-object 15 both a discovery and a creation Man s his be-
comung, his becoming 1s what he 1s He 1s ever m process Jaspers s1ys
he s ‘that creature which poses problems beyond his powers ™ In the
words of Nietzsche, man 1s ““the antmal that 1s not yet established ** I'd
add he 15 the ammal that 1s never established Buber holds that man
can be defined only mn terms of his relation to all being These relations,

% Jean Paul Sartre, The Transcendence of the Fgo Translated by Forrest Wil ams and
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says Buber, are his relations to the world of things, his relations to the
world of individuals, and his relations to the world of Being ~ call it
Absolute or God. Buber speculates that there might be a fourth relation
- a very special one: i.e., man’s relation to his self. But Buber with-
draws from this possibility because, as he says, this relation cannot be
completed nor perfected. But perfectionism has nothing to do with the
nature of man. Wisely the Christian churches have seldom literally
taken the admonition “Be ye therefore perfect, even as your Father
which is in heaven is perfect.” “Man is neither an angel nor a beast,”
wrote Pascal, ““and it is his misfortune that he who seeks to play the
role of the angels acts most like a beast.”” 48 Man is a great promise —a
promise forever unfulfilled, but great in the complete persistence of his
incompleteness whether expressed in St. Paul’s “I press toward the
mark for the prize of the high calling of God in Christ Jesus” 4° or in
Beckett’s “I don’t know, I'ill never know, in the silence you don’t
know, you must go on, I can’t go on, I can’t go on, I'll go on.” 50

48 The Thoughts, 358.
49 Philippians 3: 14.

50 Samuel Beckett, The Unnamable, Grove Press, Inc., New York, 1958, p. 179.
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THE BHAGAVAD GITA AND THE BOOL OF JOB ON
THL PROBLEM OF THE SELF

James Norrton

Although T have for some time been acquatnted with both the Book of
Joband the Bhagavad Gila in varying contexts I must confess that the
reading of one did not ever suggest to me the other 1n any immediately
sigmicant way The common ground between them has not been an
obvious one They were 1n fact first brought together by a matter of
academic expediency an historical accident rather than by any reve
Iation of a common and 1nnate truth But once the two had been thrust
1te juxta positton the resulting mteraction has been a continued
source of intrnigwing challenge and discovery My mund has not been at
rest with them since 1t happened a hittle over a year ago

If this experience 15 1n any way typical and the comung info being of
thus conference 1s to suggest that 1t 1s then I sce remforced m 1t that
whole new dimenston of ntellectual growth which has been brought
about by the increased interaction between peoples of differing cultural
heritage 1 dimenston 1n which most of us here must share I therefore
tahe courage to express what to me have been some of the sigmficant
elements of this encounter between these two mighty works particular
ly as they smpinge upon the problem of the self

There are of course very obvious stmularttics between the Bhagatad
Gita and the Book of Job They are both religious warhs of no small im
portance both compnsing a part of the sacred wntmgs of thewr re
spective religtous traditions That 1s to say that they are both consider
cdashus ing authonty 1n questions dealing with the reality and actis ity
of God But also sigmificantly they are both poetic compositions of
such staturcas to be among the clsstesof world iterature They express
atotaltty or complteness of man s expertence 1 such human terms as
10 be understood by 2ll men They ruveal toma fuller dimension of
bs expenence It was Matthew Arnold who wrotc at @ tume when he
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was as richly alive to the poctic quality of the Bhagavad Gita as he was
to Western literature:

The grand power of poetry is its interpretative power; by which I mean, not a
power of drawing out in black and white an explanation of the mystery of the

Universe, but the power of so dealing with things as to awaken in us a wonder-
fully full, new, and intimate sense of them and our relations with them.!

Both works have the power of so dealing with the self, of so revealing
something of oursclves, that we cannot read either without being
profoundly moved. They both speak in this way to the universe of man.

But it is at precisely this point that the similarities cease. For their
universality is really in their particularity, not only in the uniqueness
of the experience of each poem itself, but more obviously in the situ-
ation upon which the poem is based and the theological understanding
in which it is expressed. The experience of Arjuna, the hero of the
Bhagavad Gitd is not that of Job. Nor, by any stretch of the imagination
could it ever become so. In our day of cultural determinism, it is popu-
lar to attribute this distinction to the integrity of each of the two
cultures involved. Arjuna is not a Hebrew but an Indian,? and could
therefore never be expected to think and act like a Hebrew. There is a
certain sensc in which this must be true. Certainly a knowledge of the
distinctive characteristics of Indian and Hebrew culture is essential
before we can even hope to understand what these works are saying.
The very language itself is perhaps the most basic of cultural determi-
nants. But this basis is both too general and too narrow. For thereis a
very important, even vital, sense in which neither Arjuna nor Job is
typically Indian or Hebraic. Job, certainly, and we have centuries of
Rabbinic concern to prove it, is not what one would call a representa-
tive Hebrew. And Arjuna is also in some very significant ways totally
unique. It is, in fact, on the basis of the uniqueness of their own person-
al integrity in their particular situations that both of them belong to
the universe of man.

The contrasts which separate these two works and which identify the
uniqueness of each are legion. But I will consider only three, to indi-
cate the levels on which the disparity exists. First, the poetic character
of each work reveals an entirely different tone and mood. A vivid
illustration of this difference is to note that the Bhagavad Gitd begins
with the air filled with the blasting of war trumpets and the cries of

1 Aryan,
2 In }z’m essay on Maurice de Guerin, quoted in S. Nagarajan, ‘“‘Arnold and the Bhagavad

Gita: A Reinterpretation of Empedocles on Etna,” Comparative Literature, vol. 12, no. 4.

Fall, 1960, p. 34I.
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mighty heroes drawn up m proud mubtary array, buding up among
themselves enthusiasm for battle and a spint of victory, whereas the
poetic dialogue of Job begins with five people, one of them “afflicted
yath sores from the sole of his foot to the crown of his head,” 3 sitting
among ashes for seven days in silence What 1s more, they develop in
oppostte directions The Bhagavad Gita takes on a fechng of calm, of
seremty almost, as one by one Arjuna’s doubts are resolved without
any show of passion, even involvement Ve are brought agamn to a tone
of epie majesty 1n the vision of Chapter X1 Bat then the work continues
1n a tone of passionless discourse, oblivious of battle, reaching 1n the
final verse of Chapter XVIII a haven of quietness and peace
Thinking on me, devoted to me worshupping me, revenng me you will come to
me, I promise you truly, for you are dear to me Abandon all laws, turn to me as
your refuge I will deliver you from all eval Have no care (81 61-2) ¢

Job, on the other hand, develops through a dialogue of intense and
violent interaction, where the comforters, beginmng in a tone of saccha-
rine, pastoral concern, soon enter 1nto the heat of accusation, only to be
turned aside by the acrimony of Job's attack

As for you, you whitewash with hies, worthless phystcians are you all {13 4)

How different from Arjuna’s moment of doubt and despair 1s the cry of
a tormented and angry man who will not be comforted

Tloathe my fe, I will gne free utterance to my complaint I will speak 1n the
bitterness of my soul {10 1)

Not even 1n the voice out of the whirlwind, another figure of turbu-
lence, when YHWH speaks to restore a cosmuc order to things do we
find such majestic sublimity as in Knshna's confident counsel to Arju-
na m Chapter IT

Nay, but as one laycth

His worn-out robes away,
Ang, taking new ones, sayeth,
“These will I wear today!
So putteth by the spmt
Lightly its garb of flesh

> The Book of Job, 3 7 All of the passages from the OId Testament are gaken from the
¥§5\ 2 ith the exception of Job 42 6 where I have substitated the words am grieved I
e RS\ repent *as & more appropriate trandation of the Hebrew micham (Se¢ Terries.
1 Toet of Fxistence, p 240)

* R C Zachner s 1 from The C of Rehigiont, Beacon Press, 1981 1
133 Allf the other unless otherwise fied are based on the textin Harvard
Otiental Series, vl 31, edited and translated by Frankim Edgerton, Cambridse, 1933
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And passceth to inherit
A residence afresh.,
(IT. 22, Arnold’s translation)

Not only are the experiences of the poems themselves quite different,
but also the issue involved is not conceived in the same way. It is true
that both are confronted with a question of justice. The Sanskrit word
dharma is in this instance an equivalent term. But the problem derived
from the concept is not the same. Arjuna, a righteous man, is trying to
find a way to fulfill his dharma, to be just, in a situation where one
vithue is opposed by another. Being a brave warrior in the face of battle,
a good thing, is opposed by honoring one’s relatives and teachers,
another virtue. There is nothing in the statement of these values which
determines which is better than the other, and thus the problem.
Krishna in dealing with it reinforces the concept of justice itself; first
by explicit assertion in Chapter IV:

For protection of the good, and for the destruction of evil doers, To establish a
basis far justice, I come into age after age. (IV. 8).

And also by manifesting himself in a resplendent vision in Chapter
XI. Here, hc'appc:lrs to give Arjuna an absolute basis upon which to
choose the higher of the two virtues. He can now act with confidence
of being right. Justice in this situation is explained; it is not itself called
into question. .

Job, on the other hand, is thrust into a position where justice loses its
content. He, a rightcous man, is suffering, suffering for no punishment
which he deserves, for no sin which he has committed. The very
violence of his outbursts is to reveal the impossibility of any choice
involved in this situation. In his suffering, justice is denied, and there

can no longer be any recourse to it.

Bchold, I cry out: ‘Violence!’, but I am not answered: I cry aloud, but there is
no justice. (19:7).

Thus on the question of justice it is not a matter of one work gnswering
the other or of giving a deeper insight into the other. .They 51-mp1y are
not asking the same question. The Gita givz?s a divine basis f'or ac-
cepting a scale of values within an ‘estabh§hed sys’Fern.of justice
(dharma), the Book of Job gives a divine basis for living in a world
where there is no justice. .
Most striking of all of the contrasts is in the vision of God which
comes at the moment of dramatic climax in each work. I think I can
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best tllustrate this contrast simply by reading together a short sample
of each

Trom the Bhagarad Glta

As 1 look upon thee touching the sky blazing with many colors Thy mouth wide
open Thy blazing eyes expanded my mmost soul shudders Looking upon
Thy jaws terrible with their tusks asinto ™ ' L y
longer where I'am and find no resting place '

rush headlong nto Thy gaping fearful jaws

these I sce caught between thy tecth their heads ground to powder Asan
mad haste moths rush into a flaming fire to therr own destruction so do the
worlds rush into Thy mouths to pensh there Devounng all the worlds complete

ly in Thy flaming mouths Thou lickest them up Illing the whole world with
Thy Iight Thine aw ful brilliance scorches the whole universe (\I 24-30 Zaeh

ner s translation)

Compare this vision to the opening verses of the words of YHWH
speaking to Job out of the whirlwind
Where were you when I laid the foundations of the carth?
Tell me if you have understanding
Who determuned 1ts measurements — surely you know!
Or who stretched the Iine upon at?
On what were 1ts bases sunk or who laid 1ts corner stone
When the morming stars sang together
and all the sons of God shouted for joy? {38 4-7)

Poctrcally, philosophically theologically these two works resist each
other One can hold them together only m a state of tension Any at-
tempt to comprehend one 1n terms of the other, or to subsume onc
under the other, leads only to the loss of both They demand exch its
own umiqueness

I begin wath this rather extended introduction because I feel that
this tenston which holds them apart 15 essentinl to a sigmificant con-
sidertion of the dentity of the sclf as 1t 1s expressed by the Bhagarad
Gfta and the Book of Job It 1s true that both works are intenscly
concerned about this problem, and 1n a very profound and perceptive
way Both Arjuna and Job 1n therr attempt to come to terms with the
torment of their respectis e situations are drven by the immedines of
their angwish to the question “Who am I?" Arjuna’s dicconsolite
question i the face of interfamuly warfare, * Why should I fight? *
finds 1ts reply 1n the 1ssertion “'Because of who you are ** He s ashed
not to identify the nature of man but rather himself, who he under-
stands himself to e that he may enter into such 1 battle Job alo 1s
faced with thes question in 4 most personal and intense way ~ Who 1m
T'that I should suffer so?,” but perhaps nowhere more forcefulls thin
0 the final scene when YHAWH asks out the whurlwind * Who 15 this
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that darkens counsel by words without knowledge?” (38:2) Job stands
then in his most intense affirmation of himself (“Let the Almighty
answer me!”’) (31:33), and is most naked. )

But even though this common concern for identity makes a com-
parison between these two works possible, I feel that the common
quest is better understood if the tension which is evident in their juxta-
position is constantly before us. Sensitivity to this tension will lead us
to a greater appreciation of the common affirmations which theyv do
make, but even more important, it will drive us to a more profound
and hopefully truer analyvsis of the nature of the self as it is revealed by
a consideration of these two consummate expressions of man’s search
for his own, unique idendzy.

To turn then to the affirmations which thev share, first, both works
affirm that the self is rational. In the Biiagarad Gi#d, Krishna, in answer
to Arjuna’s despair over entering into battle with his relations and
teachers, enters immediately upon the problem on a rational basis.
Arjuna is, he argues, the victim of a misunderstanding about the nature
of the self, a misunderstanding that can be corrected by a straight-
forward set of logically related assertions. First is the proposition that
the soul is separate from the body. Secondly, he asserts, the soul is
indestructible. If Arjuna can accept these two premises, then Krishna
expects to convince him that in slaying the bodies of his opponents in
war he does no harm no their real selves, their souls. He is expecting
Arjuna to be reasonable, and to act on the basis of this reasoning. He
spands no more time on the argument itself, but goes on immediately to
establish the validity of these two premises, which is developed in the
following eleven chapters.

Similarily, the BeoZ of fod, as Joel Faks has pointed out in his recent
article in tlie Journal of Biblical Literature,® also affirms man’s essendal
power to reason. The development of the dramatic action of the work
depends upon the undersianding common to all of those involved, of a
precise, logical relationship between three propositions:

1. God’s justice is such that there can be no suffering without sin.
(A proposit:ion which itself is based upon what is called the prophetic
svilogism in Isaiah 1:18—=20:

) Co;ne now, let us reason together, savs the Lord ...
If vou are willing and obadient, vou shall eat the good of the land;
But if vou refuse and rebal, yvou shall be devoured by the sword).

“The Enigma of Job: Maimoenides and the Moderns" Jourral of Bidlical
part IV, December, zoby, pp. 325-364.

-

s H. Jol Faks,

Litrrsturs, vol 83,
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2 Job 1s suffering

3 Thercfore, Job, all appearances to the contrary, 1s not a nghteous
man
All subsequent commentary has been to affirm the validity of the
rational analysis of this sttuation, and to question the vahdity of one
or other of the premises

But 1t 15 also true that, 1f both works understand man as reasonable,
as someone to be reasoned with, netther sees, 1 his power to rexson an
adequate defimtion of man Job's problem exsts 1n the face of rewson
He will not accept the conclusion that he 1s not innocent, no matter
what his reason may tell im He thus, paradoxically, both attachs the
opeming premuse concerning God's justice, thereby standing over and
agamst 1t, and at the same time appeals to 1t, so that God might deat
with lum justly In this way he 1s nesther explaned nor contaned by
reason, but rather apart from 1t Arjuna, also does not find 1n the use
of reason the indestructtbihty of his soul That it be a premuse, if he 1s
to fight, 1s accepted, but reason cannot establish for him this premuse
Conviction comes to him only through the viston of the divine form of
Krishna, only after seeing 1t 1s he prepared to act Thus both sec minas
reasoning, but neither sees in us reason the basis of his tdentity 1sasell

The second assertion about the nature of the self i which the
Bhagarad Gili and the Book of Job share 1s in terms of man s moral
awareness Both works tnvolve a problem resulting from an accepted
pattern of behavior, a moral law, under which they cannot continuc to
Iine and mamntain their 1dentity as men Arjuna Ives under a2 moral
code determined by the law of Aarma, a system of unn ersal retaliation
for every good act he does there 15 a good consequence, for every evil
act,amusery His moral problem therefore iy olv s 2 chosce of whether
the good consequences of his action are going to outweigh the bad ones
according to this moral scheme of things The resolutton of hus problem
and what makes the moral teaching of the Bhagarad Gita so important
1n terms of Arjuna’s understanding of himself, 15 the destruction of thts
Aarmic order Arjuna 1s to act, but with no attachment to the conse-
quences of hus action The moral imperatnv ¢ 15 tahen aw1y from the law
and placed upon what he understands himself to be The real evilss
neither to act, nor to act tmproperly, but to 1ct upon a musunder-
standing of himself to think that he 1s the recipient of the consequences
of lisaction Knishna thus proclaims

Abandoning attachment to the fruits of action
constantly content, independent,
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Even when he sets out upon action,

He yet does (in effect) nothing whatsoever. (IV 20)
No action is found (binding) upon

him who would delight in the self alone

who would find contentment

and satisfaction only in the self. (III 17)

Man, in the Bhagavad Gita is thus moral, but moral in the sense that
he is frec to act with a sense of responsibility only to himself, in his
true identity, for what he docs. An autonomous moral imperative be-
comes indicative of what he is as an individual.

The analogy of Job’s experience with that of Arjuna is striking. He
too is faced with a problem of moral principle, based in this instance
upon the teachings of the Deuteronomic Code. And he too refuses to be
bound by it. He cannot reconcile his suffering and his innocence in
terms of it, and so he abandons it. The affirmation upon which he
abandons it, in that remarkable passage in Chapter 9, shows how deeply
within himself he feels this deeper responsibility, far beyond what the
comforters can comprehend.

If I say, ‘I will forget my complaint,

1 will put off my sad countenance, and be of good cheer,’
I become afraid of all my suffering, for I know that

thou wilt not hold me innocent. (9:27-8)

Thus a moral imperative becomes for Job also indicative of what he
is as a person, something which drives him beyond the bondage of a law
to affirm his own identity. It is not affirmed by his tradition or any-
thing else that is exterior to him in the objective reality in which he
lives. He is freed from them. Like Arjuna, he is, in Professor Northrop’s
terms, freed from the kinship, anthropological conception. And at the
same time he is freed from anything that is the product of his own
consciousness, from his thought. He has in his self-awareness, made
intense by the fact of his suffering, nothing to support him. He knows
only that he is free: _

What is my strength that I should wait?

And what is my end that I should be patient?

Is my strength the strength of stones

or is my flesh bronze?

In truth I have no help in me,

and any resource is driven from me. (6: 11—13.) _ ,
Thus, as in the case of rationality, morality, even in affirming man’s

freedom, is only indicative and not descriptive of the self. Both Job
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and Arjuna affirm that man n his self-awareness 15 both moral and
rational But these qualities of their awareness are not for them an
answer to the question ° Who am I"? They rather pose the question n
a way that resists the possibility of an object e reply

Although the tension between the two works 1s immense the com-
mon expertence of freedom — Arjuna 1s free to act without concern for
the consequences, Job 1s free to expenence the full dimenston of tragic
suffering - this common affirmation of their umque 1dentity leads to 1
third common assertion about the nature of the self In neither work 1s
man presented ultimately as an 1solated conscious, moral agent but
rather ~ this 1s what gives both their religtous character ~ as adependent
being His individuality denses fially not from who he 1s but from
whom {or what) he 1n the last analysis has his identity with  Although
the answer to this question differs widely both works express the
ultimate dentity of the self not 1 terms of the defiance of Job nor n
the self-understanding of Arjuna, but mn terms of an experience of a
transcendent reality upon which therr 1dentity as a self depends 1
culminating, divine revelation Neither Job nor Afjuna can answer the
question *“Who am I?” apart from the overwhelming expenence

WWhat, then 1s the content of these revelations? It has been a tnbute
both to the immensity of the viston of the poets of Job and the Bhaga
1ad Gitd (how many ever there may have been) and to the imagination
of ther vanious mterpreters over the centunies to recogmize the number
of further tnterpretations which have been offered to explun them 1
am not gomng to pretend that I have the answer to cither About the
only firm assertion T am prepared to mahe 1s that they donot s far 4s
I can sce, lend themselves to 2 mutual explanation Nor does one
explun 1tself 1n terms of the other The content of the reselations and
therefore the tdentity of the sclf, stand as two separate affirmations

Briefly, however, what T will attempt to demonstrate 1s this what
the Bhagatad Gita scems to be s1y1ng s that the rcality of that which 1s
beyond the self, upon which the self depends for itsidentity 15 affirmed
only 1n terms of sts sell awareness There 1s nothing outside of Arjun s
own apprehenston of transcendence within his sclf awreness upon
which its reality 1s affirmed  His v1ston1s asit were a welling up of has
own ner consciousness, or, what has been ealled by Dr Jung n
apprehenston of the collective unconscrous 8

$C.G Jung AnswertoJob  The Collected Borks sol 11 Pryehol gy and Ke pios Watt
#nd East Routledge and hegan Pap) London 393% pp 333 40
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Even when he sets out upon action,

He yet does (in effect) nothing whatsoever. IV 20)
No action is found (binding) upon

him who would delight in the self alone

who would find contentment

and satisfaction only in the self. (ITI 17)

Man, in the Bhagavad Gita is thus moral, but moral in the sense that
he is free to act with a sense of responsibility only to himself, in his
true identity, for what he does. An autonomous moral imperative be-
comes indicative of what he is as an individual,

The analogy of Job’s experience with that of Arjuna is striking. He
too is faced with a problem of moral principle, based in this instance
upon the teachings of the Deuteronomic Code. And he too refuses to be
bound by it. He cannot reconcile his suffering and his innocence in
terms of it, and so he abandons it. The affirmation upon which he
abandonsit, in that remarkable passage in Chapter 9, shows how deeply
within himself he feels this deeper responsibility, far beyond what the
comforters can comprehend.

If I say, ‘I will forget my complaint,

I will put off my sad countenance, and be of good cheer,’
I become afraid of all my suffering, for I know that
thou wilt not hold me innocent. {g:27-8)

Thus a moral imperative becomes for Job also indicative of what he
is as a person, something which drives him beyond the bondage of a law
to affirm his own identity. It is not affirmed by his tradition or any-
thing else that is exterior to him in the objective reality in which }fe
lives. He is freed from them. Like Arjuna, he is, in Professor Northrop's
terms, freed from the kinship, anthropological conception. And at the
same time he is freed from anything that is the product of his own
consciousness, from his thought. He has in his self-awareness, made
intense by the fact of his suffering, nothing to support him. He knows
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and Arjuna affirm that man in his self-awarencss 1s both moral and
rational But these qualities of their awareness are not for them an
answer to the question ““Who am I'"? They rather pose the question i
a way that resists the possibility of an objective reply

Although the tension between the two works 1s immense, the com-
mon expenence of freedom — Arjuna 1s free to act without concern for
the consequences, Job 1s free to expenence the full dimension of tragic
suffering - this common affirmation of their unique rdentity Jeads to a
third common asscrtion about the nature of the self In neither work 1s
man presented ultimately as an 1solated conscious, moral agent, but
rather - this 1s whnt gives both their rehigious character - as a dependent
being His individuahty derves finally not from who he 1s, but from
whom (or what) he in the st analysis has his identity with Although
the answer to this question differs widely, both works express the
ultimate 1dentaty of the self not 1n terms of the defixnce of Job, nor in
the sclf-understanding of Arjuna, but 1n terms of an expernience of 2
transcendent reality upon which their identity as a self depends, a
culmmnating divine revelation Neither Job nor Arjuna can answer the
question *“Who am I?” apart from the overwhelming expenience

\What, then 1s the content of these reselations? It has been a tnbute
both to the immensity of the vision of the pocts of Job and the Bhaga-
1ad Gita (how many ever there may have been) and to the imagination
of their vartous interpretess over the centuries, to recognize the number
of further interpretations which have been offered to explun them 1
am not gomg to pretend that I have the answer to either About the
only firm assertion I am prepared to mahe 1s that they do not, as far as
I can see, lend themselves to a mutual explanation Nor does one
explain atself 1n terms of the other The content of the revelttions and
therefore the 1dentity of the self, stand as two separate affirmations

Briefly, however, what I wall attempt to demonstrate 1s this what
the Bhagatad Gia scems to be saying 1s that the reahty of that which 1s
beyond the self, upon which the <elf depends for its identaty, 1s affirmed
only n terms of 1ts self-awareness There 1s nothing outside of Arjuna’s
own apprehension of transcendence within Ius self-awareness upon
which its reality 1s affirmed  His visi0n 15, as 1t were, a welling up of his
own nner consciousness, or, what has been called by Dr Jung, an
apprehenston of the collective unconscious 6

¢ C.G Jung Answerto Job* The Coliected Borks, vel 11, Prychology and Religrom 1 est
and I'ast Routledge ant hegan Paul, London, 1938 pp 333 470
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T'hc Book of ]ob', oz? the other hand, seems to be saying that the
reality of .that which is beyond the self is completely outside of its
apprehension as a self. For Job, the reality of God is affirmed not in
tern.ls of an apprehex}ded transcendence contained within his awareness
of himself, but.only in relationship to himself in such a way that God is
revealed as being totally other, or in Professor Buber's terms, as the
cternal Thou.?

Is not, it may be asked, the divine manifestation of Krishna in
Chapter XI of the Gitd also an encounter by Arjuna of an I-Thou re-
lationship? Many have argued that it is, most notably Professor R. C.
Zachner, basing his recent studies on the commentary of Raminuja.8
Much as I favor the ideas of both Zaehner and Ramanuja, I would
suggest that in the G#t4 itself it is not expressed in these terms. Rather
what occurs is a process of self-discovery, following not the pattern of
devotional poetry so common in Ramanuja’s time, but of a personal
meditation characteristic of the yogic and tantric works of the earlier
period. These works were not theistic in content, but rather directed
their devotees toward the inner realization of that one, perfect soul, or
purusha, which is immortal. What I am suggesting is that Arjuna, the
hero, enters into such a meditation, and that his charioteer, Krishna,
becomes for him the bearer of a projected self-analysis.

There are several arguments which support this interpretation of the
Gita, First of all, in relation to the Mahabhiria as a whole Arjuna is
definitely the protagonist of the work. Its dramatic role is to tell us
about him, his royal splendor, his despair, his understanding and com-
mitment, all as background for his entrance into the battle. Krishna
enters the work in a subservient position, as a charioteer, and even
though transformed into a divine figure beyond human recognition, h.e
returns to his primary role as Arjuna’s companion in battle. ?‘here is
very little further in the account of the war in the. Z![r'ehdblmn.zm to
suggest that he has in his own character any kind of d1v1.mty con§1stent
with this vision, even in disguise. In fact his battle antics, and in par-
ticular, his plots to deceive Drona and to kill Karpa and Duryodhana
suggest the opposite. I would suggest, thel}, that :\vhat occurs mbthe
Bhagavad Gita is the seed of Krishna worsh19, not its frult His stu_ ;:i
quent religious significance is based not on his own activity as a irl

hero, but on Arjuna’s vision recorded here.

Scribner’s Sons, New York, 1958.

i l . .
, Mactin Buber, [ and T ol 1 ligions and Hindu and Moslem Mysticism, London,

8 R. C. Zaehner, The Comparison of Re.
1960.



GITA AND THE BOOK OF JOB 187

The openung chapters of the discourse reinforce this emphasis on the
centrality of Arjuna Knishna s words which never establish isidents-
ty as a person, begin 1n terms more of introspection than of ebservation
He docs not ask Arjuna why he 1s upset He rather puts his finger on
the basic emotion which underhes his grief in the face of battle agamnst
his cousins his fear of defeat and death

““Why have you become famthearted 1n the face of penl?” (II 2) he
ashs, why are you afraid ? That this1s Arjuna s real concern 1s identified
also n the final words of the vision of Chapter XI the ultimate message
of this expensence 15 the assuring command

“Fight! You will conquer your opponents in battle ”* (XI 34)

Arjuna thus enters upon a meditation which 1s presumably built upon
his guilt for feching hesitant in the face of the military array of his
adversaries, and begins, quite hiterally to pull himself together As
Riminuja asserts, mn spite of lis own thewstic concerns, the first six
chapters are directed toward the identity of Arjuna’s own 1ndinvadual
soul And Professor Zachner goes on to suggest that the person who1s
so umted as described here by Riminuja, the jogayukta or brahma-
yogayuktdlma ts * what we would now call an mtegrated personality
‘integrated’ in the Jungian sense of harmomzed around the smmortal
centre or ‘self ’ of the total psyche ** 9

My suggestion 15 here that Professor Zachner did not go far enough
The emphasis in Chapters VI-XII does not change to a theistic one,
focusing on the divine nature of Knshna, but rather on the tran-
scendent reality of the immortal centre of the total psyche the (capital
A) Aham, the transcendent Me

With mund attached to Me, son of Pritha,
practising discipline with rehance on Me,
Hear how without doubt thou shalt know Me entirely (VII 1)

The seed of all beings am I,

The eternal, be assured, son of Pnthi,

T am ntelligence of the intelhgent,

Majesty of the majestic am I (VII 10)
and later

® There {s further exidence apart from the fact that the GIH Is Itself the earhiest reference
to the divinity of hrishna the earliest evidence outside the ValdAAdrats found in ¥ 3nlal
refers to Arjuna and hnishna asshanng jointly in a disine nature A strong theistic emphaus
although evident as early as the Scetifeatars Upamshad is primanty a post-epic development
reacking its phllosophical fruition in the writings of Riminuja in the t1th Century A D
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I am the sou% that abides in the heart of all beings;

I am the beginning and the middle of beings, and the

very end too. (X:20)
_ 'ljh%s I is clearly pot .to be confused with the ahasnikdra, the ego, or the
1nd1v.1dflal self which is identified solely by the conscious experience.
But %t is also not the divine person who stands over and against the
totality of man’s experience. It is too deeply rooted in the universe of
human consciousness. What is revealed, if I may use Jung’s terms, is
“the God-image in the unconscious which has as its special content the
archetype of the self.” 10 For it is only in this archetypal character of
his self that Arjuna sees in the vision of Krishna the immortality of his
own soul upon which is based his self-affirming, amoral act of fighting
without fear of the consequences,

Several characteristics of this vision support this analysis. There is
no doubt that Arjuna has seen what is completely beyond normal
conscious perception; that he has seen “‘splendor, universal, infinite,
primal which has never been seen before by any other than thee.”
(XI. 47) But more important is the presence of a series of conflicting,
paradoxical elements, the most dramatic being the grace-fear polarity
evident in Arjuna’s response to its splendor and terror. “I am thrilled,
and my heart is shaken with fear. Be merciful, Lord of Gods, Abode of
the World.” (XI. 45).

The preliminary description leading up to the vision in Chapters IX
and X are also replete with what Jung calls the “essential polarity of

the dominant archetype” of the self.
I am the father of this world, the mother (IX. 9)

Both immortality and death,
Both existent and non-existent am I (IX. 19)
and so on. ‘

But perhaps most important of all is the fact thai} t}?e image of God
which is revealed to Arjuna is revealed entirely \.mthm t?le te.rms of
Arjuna’s own concern and experience. The (‘}od-lfnage finds its ex;
pression as a transcendence totally within the situation of the bat.tl.e, of
its anticipation in fear, the introspection, and the eventual Spllrﬁ 0
victory which is created. Although we are dra\ivn through sx'lch su fnlne
realms as the immortality of the soul and the immense radlance_ of t ule
transcendent reality, the essential point to .whlch the Yvork c.ontmua y
returns is that Arjuna must fight. The vision has as its ultimate pur-

10 Zaehner, The Comparison of Religions, p. 123.
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pose the supplying of a transcendent basis for an ethical pattern that
has been agreed upon as a code of honor among the heroes of the warnor
tribes of Epte India Thus fact does not 1n any way dimuush sts magnufi-
cent conception of the transcendente upon which the identity of the
self 1s formed, or the sublime beauty in which 1t 1s expressed But 1t
doces caution against absolutizing this transcendence It s affirmed only
1 terms of Arjuna’s awareness of that which 1s archetypal of himself,
or that which stands beyond withn his consciousness of himsell About
the reality of the archetype apart from man’s consctousness one stmply
cannot say

The contrast between the visions, 1 the Bkagatad Gifa and the Book
of Job, of that which transcends mn man’s expenence, of that from
which he denives us identity as a self 15 nowhere more striking thanin
the appropnateness of Jung s analysis to the one, and 1ronically, the
mappropnateness to the other wonically because he wrote about Job
and not about the G#ld Tor Job seems to resist his analysis at almost
every turn, at Jeast to one who sees 1n the poetic dralogue and 1n the
voice out of the whirlwind a protest agamnst the myth of the prologue as
well as the Deuterononuc theology of his time The poet can no more
accept the image of God being blind to the intngue of Satan than he
can the image of His justice defined purely 1n terms of the Deuterono-
mic Law The suffering he knows 1s too real and intense for him to rest
with the assertion that 1t can be meaningless I sce no other basis for
the poem And thus the Voice out of the whirlwind becomes 1ts own
answer to Job, as opposed to the rmage of the myth as 1t 1» to the out-
cries of Job himself

What 1s affirmed by the experience of YHWH speakung out of the
whirlwind 15, of course, subject to many interpretations, fow of which I
will be able to achnowledge here But, tn contrast to the Gita, several
pomts stwnd out in bold outhne Finst 1s the obvious fact that the de-
velopment of the personihty of Job leading up to the Voice passage 15
not done mtrospectively, but only through his intunse interaction with
the comforters It ts his argument with them, and his fulure to reach
any degree of understanding with them, which drives him on to the
larger dimension of his suffering, and to scch beyond them his real
wdentity as a person He does not withdraw further into himself, but
rather lashes out more 1ind more agunst them Job's growth1s dramntic
rather than meditative, mterpersonal rather than mtrospective

This development 1s tmportant because of the almost opposite
contrast between the visions themselves Whereas 1n the Gt Knshna
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1S manifested in a divine form, resplendent in his majestic and terrifying
power, 1n the climactic vision of Job, God is not perceived at all. This is
true not only in the technical sense that this vision is not a theophany
(as Professor Terrien suggests, 11 the vision is poetic and not prophetic)
but‘, more significantly, he reveals himself only through the charac-
teristics of his creation. We hear not what he is, but what he has done:

“"Who determined its measurement?” 38:5
“Who laid its cornerstone?” 6
“Or who shut in the sea with doors?” :8
“who "‘commanded the morning since your days” 1z
and “comprehended the expanse of the earth.” 118
who brings "rain on a land where no man is” :26
and “provides for the raven its prey.” 14X

The transcendence of God is thus not something which Job apprehends
in an immediate, objective way. He does not encounter God in abstract.
And even less is this transcendence revealed to him as the content of
his apprehension. God remains outside his consciousness, as a being
who Is completely other than Job can understand himself to be. There
is nothing in the vision that suggests the archetype of self. Who is it
indeed who would clothe himself with majesty and glory and splendor,
and argue with God! (40:2-14)

This separation of God from man’s archetypal apprehension does not,
however, mean for Job the isolation of God. He reveals himself in such
a way as to maintain his distinct identity as God, but not as over and
against Job. He does not even sit in judgment on Job for his deﬁfmt
accusations. He rather reveals himself in relationship with him,
questioning him where he is in the very intensity and bitterness of his
complaint.

The validity of this interpretation, it is true, depends upon how one
reads the irony of God’s questionings, and in particular the very sig-

nificant question in verse 8 of Chapter 40:

Will you put me in the wrong? Will you condemn me that you may be justified?

If we read this not as the defiance of a God of justice, but as a

y an act of self-justification, is it not
r Terrien calls a tone of deep melan-
s offended honor, but rather, in the

question of one who is hurt b
possible to hear in it what Professo
choly? 12 It reveals surely not God’

11 C. G. Jung, “Answer to Job,” p. 469. ) . . '
12 Sanuei]Tefrien, Job, Poet of ;Existence, Bobbs Merrill, Indianapolis, 1957, p. 227
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starhest of outhnes, the only real basis of a relationship between God
and man his sorrowful longing, his love for man

Job's response to this vision in the closing verses of the poctic portion
further support this interpretation In this passage Job expresses an
awareness of God which 1s first of all both completely new and totally
alive There 1s nothing 1n his previous understanding which approa-
smates this expenence

1 had heard of thee by the heaning of the ear but now my eye sees thee {42 )

But more sigmficant, this vision becomes the bearer of Job’s under-
standing of who he1s Hisidentity 1s not destroy ed, but affirmed 1n this
experience, only because 1t 1s not God 1n his absolute power which 1s
revealed, but rather God 1n his relationship to lim He now comes to
hmself as both distinct and yet totally dependent, as free and yet
totally mnadequate

Therefore I despisc myself I (am grieved) 1n dust and ashes (42 6)

In this way Job affirms that he 1s a self, but ultimately only in
relationship to that transcendent reahty which he can never become
1dentified with, but only related to He affirms his own identity 1n this
encounter with the eternal Thou

We find then in the Bhagatad Gita and the Book of Job two scparate
analyses of that transcendent element in self awareness which de-
termunes 1ts own hmitation s a self, a sepiration which I see sigmifi-
cantly juxtaposed tn the writings of our time of Carl Jung and Martin
Buber And as a consequence, the conception of the sclf in the two
worhs 15 quite different

In the Bhagaiad Gild, the self because of its ultimate identification
with that which trinscends 1t, 15 essentsally himitless and free That 1s
to say that the sclf 1s no greater and na less than the totalits of man's
awareness, both conscious and unconscious What docs compnse a
himit upon the self 1s 1ts mnabihity to transcend, to stand above and in
control of all of the conflicting polanties of human expenience If one
becomes dentified with one element of a polinity, such as joy or gnief,
or mortality or immortality, then that becomes for lim the defimtion,
the hmutation of himself But there alwys remuns the possibility,
ndeed the goal, for him that he may nise above the pairs of opposites,
that he may find his tdentaty by trinscending the totahty of hus expen-
ence, to become unmotved by 1t He would achies e hus true identsty asa
self then only when he ceases to be limeelf
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In ‘thc Book of Job, on the other hand, there is one polarity in the
expcz:wnce of the self which can never be transcended; that is the
polarity thWGeﬂ’ God and man. Because God himself transcends man’s
awareness there is nothing in the awareness of the self which can tran-
scend him. He remains eternally Thou. Therefore the ultimate identity
of the self is realized only in a relationship with that which remains
tr:}nSf:cx.ldcnt, viz., with God. And the self never exceeds this definition,
this limit. To be sure one can define himself in relation to many things
Iess than God, to many Its, or other Thous. To this extent the self is
bound Dby them. One is free only in so far as this defining relationship
allows him to be. But the ultimate freedom for the self is found in
relationship with God. Only as an I in relation to the eternal Thou can
man be totally free, free to live in an absurd world, free to enjoy and
free to suffer, and still to be himself.

The idea of the self as it is thus presented in these two works strikes
me as having immense significance as two totally consistent and experi-
entially verified answers to the question, “Who am I?” Both have
pursued this question to a level of significant affirmation, in terms of
which man finds not only a sense of identity, but also a sense of purpose.
It is, as it has been manifestly true in both the traditions of India and
the West, possible to live with such a self.

But I am still troubled by the tension that exists between them. The
integrity of each, and their fullness as a vision of man’s identity, is not a
source of reconciliation between them. In fact each affirms its own
validity to the exclusion of the other. And I am therefore presented
with a choice, a choice which, incidentally, knows no cultural bounds. I
may choose to follow either Saikara or Ramanuja, a mystic or a df's-
ciple, Jung or Buber. This choice is, ironically, the most intense' affir-
mation of myself. I cannot choose without affirming the identity (?f
myself as the chooser. I aced with it, T know that I am. But tf'le basis
for the choice is not made in terms of this affirmation. The choice that
I make depends on the answer to the question, “Who am 127 A_nfi the
answer to this question, in the analysis of both the Bhagavad Giti and
the Book of Job, is not to be found in the self. They are both rather to
indicate the wisdom of the author of the Book of Ecclesiastes, who long
“God has put eternity into man’s mind, yet so tha’i,:
he cannot find out what God has done from the beginnir_xg to the end.-
(3:11) If it is true that God has put eternity into thfz minds of men, hlt
would suggest that man is not the measure of all things, not even the

measure of his own self.

ago observed that
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Whatever else they may be concerned with, philosophiers on both sides
of the world have been and are now commutted to the search for free-
dom Whereas 1t 1s difficult to find common ground for comparison be-
tween, say, Western cthical theories about the Good and Eastern theo-
ries about dharma and nindna, perspective can be gamned if we address
ourselves to phtlosophucal problems from the standpont of a common
commutment to frecing ourselves from the shachles of uncontrolled
arcumstances Though all philosophers have not always viewed this
goal as supreme, 1t 1s hard to find philosophers who would not admit
that 1t figures high in the hierarchy of human concerns

It may be said, however, that the scarch for freedom appears as a
universal purpose only because of the unfortunate ambigumity of the
term* free,” where some philosophers view the call to become freeasan
nvatation to assert one’s supertonty over others and over nature, other
philosophers view the same call as an invitation to recognize the abso-
lute supcnont) of God :md to accept the pattern he has created Where
one phul dom-seehing through group action for
hum'm “cllarc, others adwvise tntrospective contemplation and the
separation of one’s own concerns from those of his fellows \Where, then,
15 any unwersal purpose here?

1 think there 15 a common core tn the notion of freedom which 1s
sharud by philosophers of both Indin and the Western world, even
though 1t 1s evident that the development of that core leads in different
directions at the hands of disparate philosophers This common core cn
be stated negatinely as follows as long as a person 1s at the mercey of
forces external to limsclf, so long wall he be subject to frustration,
despur and unhappiness

It s, I should tlunk, clear enough that this problum 1s much on the
minds of elssical Indian thinkers as well 1s the philosophers who repre-
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sent Buddhis.t traditions stemming from Indian sources, It may not be
as clear th{tt it is equally of concern to Western philosophers. But there
\.vould be little reason to doubt the importance of freedom among the
life-goals recognized by Western philosophers if we confined ourselves
to the great thinkers of ancient and medieval times. It is only in an
a.vo.wcdly skeptical tradition such as Hume's, which insists on positinga
limited view of human nature, that a doubt about freedom’s claim as
an ultimate goal may significantly arise.

In Hume's view, which is extremely prevalent among our leading
thinkers nowadays, man is admittedly at the mercy of natural forces
and to speak of completely frecing men from their natural limitations is
condemned as a silly aim. Whatever freedom man is capable of is
wholly a question of guarantecing the conditions of liberty which
characterize a just society, in which no man is completely at the mercy
of other men. Ireedom, on Hume's view, is merely a lack of compulsion,
where by “‘compulsion’” he means force exerted on an individual against
his will by another individual or by a group of individuals. Compulsion
so construed is thoroughly divorced from the question of man’s relation
to natural forces; it is assumed that man can only seek to understand
the workings of nature and to fit into their patterns to the best of his
ability. In particular, on Hume’s analysis it is incorrect to speak of
being “‘compelled”” by natural forces ‘“‘against one’s will,” since it is a
primitive mistake to treat natural forces as if they stemmed from an-
other person.

But this very same skeptical tradition of which Hume is a prominent
figure is also the tradition which has been accepted as the appropriate
philosophy for scientists, who investigate these impersonal natural
forces. And the Humean view of limited human abilities has not mar-
ried altogether well with the implications of actual scientific practice.
Through science we can in fact control natural forces beyond the wildest
expectation of the skeptics of the past; furthermore, th.ere is lft?tle
reason to suppose that scientists will reach the limits of their f:aPaCItleS
very soon if ever. The fact is that men are frustrated ?Y bemg at ths
mercy of natural forces, the forces which breed calamity, famine an
disease, and that science, far from merely contemplating these forces
and counseling us to accept them, provides us instead with the tools to
rid ourselves of them. Techniques which, in the hands of clever pe?PI?:
can be utilized to liberate individuals from the control of. other indi-
viduals can also be used to liberate mankind from subservience to the
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patterns of nature There 1s, 1n short, no good reason to accept Hume'’s
view of human nature and plenty of reason to reject 1t

Or consider what might be called the “paradox of freedom ** The
paradox 1s this for a man to be free, he must be able to know the out-
come of all his actions, 1 ¢, he must hknow their causal connections, and
so they must e causally connected, but if causal connections are all-
comprehensive then freedom 1s tmposstble, since the eventual causal
conditions of our actions are out of our contro! Thus the very condition
for the possibihity of freedom scems to preclude that possibility Hume
avouds this problem by arguing that, since freedom requires only lach of
compulsion by personal agents, the tracing back of causal connections
to onigins outside the person s history and thus out of his control creates
no paradox Freedom and determinism are compatible, he holds, since
1t 15 no threat to 2 man s freedom that through birth and other events
over which he has no responsibility he 1s subject to calamuty, famine
and diserse This puts Humeans nto a strange position tndeed setting
themselves up as champions of science, they find themselves tahing a
negative attitude toward the pretensions of science n order to save
therr phalosophy As a result, an unholy alhance of idealtsm, arration-
alism, non-naturalism and shepticism holds sway 1n Western philoso-
phy, despite which scientists proceed to go about the practical business
of overconung the forces of nature and winming man a freedom the
philosophers deny he can achiese

The sceds of the Human position were sown among the ancients of
the Western tradition, who were never as clear as Eastern sages about
the paramountey of freedom among human ends, tending to himit it in
one fashion or another Yet by and large they were responsive to the
Jonging for freedom from all sources of frustration, wherever those
sources were concensed to be Jocated The contemporary divorce of
science from philosophy 1n the Western world must in the light of this
situation be held to be a penverse but hopefully temporary dewiation
from the general trend of our tradition

But evenaf we reject the Humenn solution of the problem of freedom
and determimism, the paradon of freedom 1s by no means solved Ve
have seen that, unless we wish to deny the relevance of natural forees to
human concerns, we cannot construe freedom merely as freedom from
construnt by an extertor persontl ageney But suppose we construe at,
4s most Lastern and many Western philosophers have tn fact done,
more broadly to include frecdom from 2ll sources of frustmtion The
paradox then becomes a serous problem 1 freedom 1s possible, then
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.determ'inism must be true; but if determinism is true, then freedom is
1mp.055{ble. How shall we avoid the bind of this reductio of human
aspirations?

Severa:l lines of solution present themselves. Hume's we have dis-
cussgd ; 1t is no solution at all. Another is to espouse indeterminism,
put if the premises of the paradox are correct, admission of indetermin-
Ism entails the abandonment of freedom. A variation along these lines
Is to admit indeterminism in general but to show that for some special,
additional reason it will never undermine man’s ability to control his
environment and thus become free. I cannot think what this special
reason might be, but I am prepared to entertain the possibility there is
one. However, in this paper I want to broach a still different line of
solution, which I believe has been explored to quite an extent by
classical Indian thinkers, and to attempt to suggest what price must
be paid for its acceptance.

John Wisdom once offered ! an argument intended to show that,
from the assumption that there are morally responsible agents together
with the acceptance of determinism, it follows that those moral agents
have no beginnings in time. His argument has not, to my knowledge,
been given much attention in the literature ~ perhaps rightly, for it is
not set forth in much detail. I want to argue that, nevertheless, Wis-
dom’s conclusion has to be accepted, and furthermore that it follows
even without bringing in, in any explicit way, the thesis of determinism.
As T see it, beginninglessness or, as I shall call it, pre-existence follows
from the most plausible analysis of moral responsibility, an analysis
with its antecedents in detailed work that has been published in recent
philosophical literature. '

The view that at any time #, given a moral agent, that agent ex1stj,
immediately prior to #is a view I shall refer to here as “pre-.existe'nce.
And T use the term “moral agent”” (or just “‘agent”) in this discussion to
speak of whatever is properly named by the subjects of verbs used to
attribute responsibility, i.e., where we are ready to praise someone for
doing or blame him for not doing an action. Exactly what sort of thing
an agent is — whether it is a mind, a person, of what - is a question

which becomes a good deal more pressing and difficult if pre-existence

is true, and I shall allow myself a few closing remarks 0}1 that score. .
I want to have a clear understanding of the meanings o'f ce,r,t:;m
words concerning time and causation. I shall speak of “a time,” by

which T shall mean a temporal stretch, without gaps, of any duration

i -126.
1 John Wisdom, Problems of Mind and Matter, Cambridge, England, 1934, Pp. 123-T
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whatsoever And I shall use the following convention 1 shall speak of
“a time t;"" and mean by this a particular temporal stretch, and 1n
contexts governed by this choce of t; I shall use t2 to refer to a tempo-
ral stretch whose earliest point precedes the beginning of t; and which
either overlaps or 1s contiguous with ty Thus ts precedes ty, and ty
precedes tz, in just this sense, that the earhest time contamned within
the ngher-numbered time precedes the earliest time contamned within
the lower-numbered time

By a “simple ¢vent” I shall mean an entity whose description consists
of a ““togetherness’” predicate of two places,? the togetherness relating
two entities one of which 1s a time Thus “red-wath-t,"" desenbes an
event of the simplest sort, providing colors are among one'’s mnimal
constituents But an event may be, and usually 1s, much more comph-
cated, mvolving spatial as well as temporal entities So I shall speak of
more complex esents on the assumption that for each such event there
can be effected an analysis which would distinguish ultimate compo-
nents related by togetherness reltions The thing to note especially,
however, 1s that as events are understood here, even a simple event
may overlap another simple event, since times are allowed to overlap

Finally, a “causal condition” 15 an event which 1s related to another
event by bemng a preceding necessary or sufficient condition of 1t or
part of such a condition [ distinguish ““preceding” causal conditions
from “non-preceding” ones in this way a preceding condition 1s an
event whose temporal component contains a time prior to the earhest
ternporal component of the event considered to be the effect, whercasa
non-preceding condition’s temporal component does not contain a time
prior to the effect’s temporal component

With these explanations i hand, let me now state the argument
Briefly, 1t 1s this  that the way we talk about an agent’s having an
ability to do something, which 1s necessanly ins olved 1n our ascniptions
of moral responsibihity, should lead us to accept preexistence, and that
we shall find 1t difficult to find any pliusible alternative way of con-
struing moral responsibility

In focussing the discussion upon the notion of having an ability, T am
taking adrantage of work done by Amold Kaufman, who hs argued
cogently (in my optmon) that having the ability 1s causally relevant to
an agent’s performing an action 3

Tirst let us tahe an example Suppose 1t 15 true that

3 Nelson Goodman, The Structurs of Appearance, Cambnidge, Maw , 1941, pp 13% 120,
* Amold S hauiman, ‘Ability,' Jowrnalof J hilosopdy, €0, 1963 337-381
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(I})l . Smith shoots Jones at t;
where the predicate is an action-verb i.e ascrib ibili
: . , Le., es res
Smith for his deed. Clearly for (1) to be true ponsibilty to

7

(2) Smith is-with t;
must also be true. And so must
(3) Smith has-at-t; the ability to shoot-Jones-at-t;

Ilz‘i(;rrl Ifg irtnxllzaltaglzz Sﬂl‘ltlSI;g:rlll? we can har@y ascribe respgnsibih’ty to

. o say that Smith has the ability to shoot
Jones?

According to Kaufman’s analysis, (3) implies
(4) Smith is in a state such that he succeeds in shooting
Jones a certain percentage of the time, given opportunity, if he tries,
where Smith'’s state is (perhaps) to be understood as a physiological
condition of Smith’s organism.4 However, (4) lacks quantification with
respect to times ~ which is all-important for my argument. In our
fashion of handling times sketched earlier, (4) can be represented as
(5) There is a state C such that, for any time ty, if at tpeq
Smith is in state C and, given opportunity, tries to shoot-Jones-at-ty,
then he succeeds in shooting-Jones-at-ty a certain percentage of the
time; and Smith is in state C at ts.
From (5) we can derive

(6) Smith is-with ts.
Furthermore, if ‘“‘shoots” describes an action in the phrase “Smith
shoots Jones at t;,”” as we are assuming it does, then not only is Smith
in state C at tg, but it is also true that he can try at tg to shoot Jones at
t1.5 If he cannot try at t2 to shoot Jones at t3, his shooting cannot be an

action at all, in our sense. So
(7  Smith has the ability to try-at-tz to shoot-at-Jones-at-t;

follows too.
What does it mean to say that someone has the ability to try to £?

The question is whether frying is itself an action or not, more properly,
whether “tries to "’ in the phrase “‘has the ability to try to £ denotes
actions or not. If the things denoted by the term “tries” are action§,
then “‘has the ability to try” can be subsumed under the same analysis

4 This requirement that the state be physiological is contested b.y Geqrge Thomfas,
“Abilities and Physiology,” Journal of Philosophy, 61, 1964, 321~328, It is not important for
my argument whether the state be physiological or not. ) . .

5 Strictly, it is true if he either tries to shoot Jones at t2 or fails to.try to a\{md sfhoo?ng
Jones at t2. Although failing to try to avoid something is perhaps a d{fferent kind o acdfon
from trying to do it, for convenience I shall go on speaking of trying with the understanding

that failing to try is to be construed as a kind of trying.
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as was offered above And I think thatindeed “tnes” 1s a2 way of speah-
1ng about actions But some doubts may be felt on this score

One thing must be said imtially, viz , that in any case trying 1s an
event 1n the sense here spectfied It occupies time We say “he was
trying to hft the log,” “he stopped trying to solve the problem,” “he
began to try " “he will try tomorrow " What 15 of course very
possibly not true ts that trying 1s a momentary event, or that trying-to-
x15 temporally discrete from x-ing That 1s to say, trying and succeeding
may well overlap each other, the latter phases of the trying coinciding
with the carly phases of success Nevertheless, trying and succeeding
are different events Where tall of trying 1s relevant, st will always be
the case that the event descnibed by * A tries” preceeds that described
by “A succeeds ” Thus trymng may well be a * Humean cause,” pace
such a wnter as A I Melden, who scems to think that a Humean
account of causation requires temporal discreteness between cause and
effect, whereas surely 1t only requires precedence (in the sense used
here) ¢

Secondly, although trying ts an action, 1t ts not a hind of action
among other hinds Rather, ‘ trying” 1s an umbrella-word covering a
vanety of relevant actions antecedent to a given action and satisfying
certamn further conditions 7 What 1s at, preaisely, that Smuth must de
to be said to be “trying’ to shoot Jones? We are not able to sav - so
much happens so fast, and our cntena of identity are not sufficiently
discnmuinating Smith must raise hus gun and point 1t at Jones, say —
but are these two actions or only one? Or 1s 1t merely that Smuth re-
frans from doing something to prevent his gun from firing as Jones
walks across lns path? In any case the details will vary, the ways of
shooting Jones are tndefintte The point remains this that if we are to
be able to say that Smuth shoots Jones, we must be ready to admt that
there 1s some preceding event that 1s a causal condition, and that
furthermore this preceding event must happen to Smuth, or rathes that
something belonging to Smuth must constitute a preceding causal con-
ditton For 1f the shooting occurs without some event belonging to
Smith constituting a preceding condition for 1t, we cinnot 1n good
conscience hold Smuth responsible for the shooting, no longer wall we
think of the shooting as an action of Smuth’s but as something which
merely happened to Smuth

S A 1 Mclden, Free Action, London, 1968, 03p p 114 eg
* haufman mentions what these further conditions m ght be toward (e clowe of bis g aper,
op ot
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Tpe introduction of the notion of “trying” in Kaufman’s analysis of
hav1ng’an ability seems to me to derive its plausibility from the sorts
of considerations I have been discussing. We are assuming, for the sake
of the argument, that imputations of responsibility make sense. There-
fore the condition “‘if he tries,” which enters into the analysis, is neces-
sary, necessary because we are unwilling to charge Smith with shooting
Jones unless he satisfies some condition which is a preceding element
for Smith’s-shooting-Jones. In attributing an ability-to-x to someone,
we assume that there is some action which he could perform or fail to
perform and which would have the result of bringing about blocking
his z-ing. Frequently we are at a loss to say what that action is, if
challenged, and often, though not always, we refer in a vague way to
such causal condition by talk about “trying.”

Suppose, now, that the event of Smith’s pulling the trigger qualifies

as a case of Smith’s trying to shoot Jones. Then (7) may be reformu-
Iated in specific terms as
(7a) Smith has the ability to pull the trigger at t; where we have
ascertained that Smith’s pulling the trigger is a particular way in
which Smith may try-at-tz to shoot-Jones-at-t;. It will not matter if
one prefers to analyze the situation in a different fashion. One might
hold, for example, that Smith’s pulling of the trigger was the first
segment of the event of Smith’s-shooting-Jones, so that the trigger-pull
is not a preceding but a non-preceding condition of the shooting. Then,
to be sure, not (7a) but, say, -
(7b) Smith has the ability to raise his gun at tp will constitute tl}at
condition which in this particular case is met by Smith and which
leads us to say that his shooting Jones at t; is not only an event but also
an action. )

Whichever version of (7) is chosen, the same analysis may be .apphed
to it as was applied to (z). From (7a), for example, we can derive

(8a)  There is a state D such that, for any time ty, if at toy

Smith is in state D and, given opportunity, tries to pull the trigger at

tyn, then he succeeds in pulling the trigger at tx 2 certain percentage of
the time; and Smith is in state D at ts.

And from (7b) we can derive . .
(8b)  There is a state E such that, for. any .tlme tn,.lf at .tn+1 o
Smith is in state E and, given opportunity tries tq raise this gunzfl hn,
then he succeeds in raising his gun at ty 2 certain percentage 0 the
time; and Smith is in state E at ts.

And from either (8a) or (8b) it follows that
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(9) Stmuth 1s-with ty

The argument to pre-existence generalizes the regress now instituted
As a result, Smith must have the ability to perform an infimte number
of actions 1n order to perform any action at all This means, among
other things, that Smth can never have come into existence, but must
have been around always For suppose there were an event which was
the first event 1n Smuth’s history then Smith’s behavior at that first
time 1n his history 1s not an action, and no subsequent event can proper-
ly be called Smuth's action, since there 1s no preceding event satisfying
the conditions of statements such as (5) and (8) etc Thus for Smuth to
be acting now he must have always been acting Smith must be be-
ginnngless, or else ascriptions of responsibilsty and attnbutions of
agency to lum must be abandoned

Many cntictsms wall probably occur to you, and I have time to
anticzpate only a few Tor example, Nowell-Smuth recognizes the possi-
hility of an analysis such as the one I have just put forward and objects
to 1t on the ground that 1t mnvolves the silly notion of trying to try 8
Thus he might be supposed to object “according to the account just
offered, to act requires having an ability, and having an abibty requires
having the ability to try Then the regress you argue for in effect goes
on to say that 1n order to have that ability, the abilty to try, one must
have the ability to try to try, and so on But no one ever speaks of
trying to try — thus the analysis that has been given 1s absurd **

This objection, however, assumes that trying 1s a hind of action
among others, and 1t seems to me clear that 1t 1s not, as was suggested
above The fact that we do not speak of trying to try 1s not because it
1s Jogscally on a par with, say, pulling-the-trigger to pull-the-tngger,
rather, we do not use the locution because 1t 1s of no help in ordinary
communication Since * trying”’ covers an indefintte varety of actions,
we have no occasion to speak of the causes of such a heterogencous
bunch, except when asking the hind of question we are ashing now —
and we don’t normally think of ashing this hand of question 1n ordinary
discourse In addition, since trying imnvolves some sort of intentionahity
toward another action, 1t 15 not any one of an indefimite number of
actions that we try to perform, but some specific hind of action But
“ tries” does not desenbe any specific kind of action, and therefore we
do not know what to make of “trying to try,” 1ny more than we hnow
what to mahe of “trying to act” (except 1n a drimatics context)

A second objection although ought” imphes “can,” that s, ‘1s

S P H Nowell Smith, Fidues, Penguln Books, 1934 p 246
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able,” it does not always imply “has ili ”» .
Smith shoots Jones implies thzlx)t)]’m is abicc}: ioas};zgg;(; Tlilat 5 that
h;: has t%le ability to shoot Jones. Irving Thalberg ° hase z;(plll;rzgts:c)}:;:
e s i nd Tein e iy it
those arguments are suf’ficie etrle d WlSb ° Sa'y 1:.hat.1t seoms fo me that
having an ability the stat'n’c'ya.lmet y'bm‘l cing into the analysis of
Thalbors scems o adin istic 1 quahflcauon-that“Kaufman does,
successful performances az:dngllz lr:’i}ilen fh ?c s o 'num‘t?er o
which are required beforé we attribut s 'I'.mmphs Y THISCAITIAZES,

_ ¢ ¢ an ability to someone, obviously
d.cpcnd.upon the kind of ab}llty." He goes on to give examples of abili-
ties which do not need a high percentage of success to establish their
presence.10 Indeed, says Thalberg, “In some cases, one success demon-
strates a man'’s powers.”

On the other hand, however, Thalberg finds it extremely odd to
speak of “‘the ability to raise one’s finger” on the ground that no
routine can be specified for doing it. He echoes Arthur Danto, who
distinguishes a class of “basic actions”” of which raising one’s finger is
an example. A basic action is one which requires no previous action to
bring it about.11 And we may imagine Danto complaining that while
on my analysis every action requires a preceding action which is re-
ferred to by “trying’’ locutions, in fact certain actions are of a sort such
that it is senscless to speak either of trying to do them or having an
ability to do them.

However, this complaint, if it were made in this way, would be mis-
guided. For my analysis does not require that an action be preceded by
another action, but rather that an action must be preceded by the
agent’s ability to perform another action. Thus my account can take
care of basic actions in the following way. Suppose ‘‘Smith raises his
finger” is an action. Then it follows from what I've said that Smith
must have the ability to raise his finger, and this means he will succeed
a certain percentage of the time, given opportunity, if he tries. And this
in turn presupposes that Smith has the ability to try. But it does nof
require that Smith actually does try. It may be that, as Danto claims,

there would be no sense in speaking of trying to raise my finger. in
) situations. But I think he is mistaken in supposing

certain (normal :
finger is bound so that it

that it never makes sense. For suppose my

9 I. Thalberg, ‘‘Abilities and Ifs,”” 4nalysis, 22, 1962, Pp- 121-126.

10 Ibid., p. 132. ]
11 Arthur Danto, “What We Can Do,” Journal of Philosophy, 60, 1963, 435—445-
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cannot move, or suppose 1t 1s paralyzed without my hnowing 1t Here
1t mahes excellent sense to sy that onc tnes and fails to move his
finger, and 1t scems to me furthermore true that if one were under the
illuston that his finger were bound or paralyzed, 1t would make equrlly
good sense to say that he tries and succeeds 1n moving his finger

Thus to say that Smuth has the ability to try to move his finger 1s to
say, not that he must try 1 order to move his finger, but that he must
have the ability to try to move lus finger - r e, that whatever trying
would mvolve 1n those abnormal cases where 1t would be 1n point,
Smith must have the ability to do that And I submut that each of the
hinds of action that Danto might produce as “basic’ ones might turn
up 1n abnormal situations where trying 1s i pont after all

Nevertheless, I am not completely sure the argument 1s sound But
supposing for the moment that 1t 1s (and I have found no concluste
reason to reject 1t), what would 1ts soundness sigmify, and why would it
be important?

T am not, first of all, arguing for transmugration I have no theory
to offer about the specific number or nature of agents in the unierse or
how they are spattally arranged It 15 evident, though that if the
argument to pre-existence 1s sound, philosophers will be forced to de-
velop more ymaginative theories about what hnd of thing 15 denoted
by the term “agent ** And 1t 15 precisely here that Indian philosophy
has produced some exciting suggestions

In the past few years renewed attention has been given in Amencan
and British philosophical literature to the problem of personal identaty .
In these discusstons 12 two cnitena of personal identity have recened
promunent treatment - the critenion of bodily identity and the critenon
of memory There are crushing arguments agunst cach of them, and 1f
our argument for pre-existence 1s sound it ts another such One outcome
of this discusston might well be a fresh start on the problem of personal
wentuty, freed from the shackles of assumptions born of rligious ortho-
doxies no longer determinative 1n our scientific age

The problem of choosing an appropnate way of deseribing what an
agent 1s resembles, and may well be the same as, explaning what hife
wself 1s We are still far from Anowing how living matter anses, andt ts
still quite posstble that it doesn’t anse at all, but has beun present ail
the time, either 1n the form of a hitherto undetected microscopic ele-
ment or, what 1s apparently more Iikely, as a certun kind of arrange-

12 See, ¢ g, Sidney Shoemaker, Self Anowledee end S¢ f Idemtity Tthsea N Y, 1973 and
Papers In recent journals by Shoemaker, Quinton, Flew and others.
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me.ant of eleme’nts in themselves not alive. There are indications that
this pl’roblem 1s not only one for the biologists but needs conceptnal
attention as well. For example, in order to project and test hypotheses
based upon the latter theory that life is a kind of arrangement or
pattern in things, it will be necessary to know how to tell one pattern
from another. And of course, if our argument is sound, we need to ask
how we can understand either microscopic elements, or patterns of
them, in such a way that they exhibit the powers of choice and action
which agents must be granted.

In one way or another all Indian philosophers assume that the
“choosing” faculty, if it is a faculty, is one of the factors of personality
which has beginningless existence. A common, somewhat pre-philo-
sophical account of personality has it that what transmigrates from
gross body to gross body is a “subtle” body made up of certain faculties
of discrimination and choice. Philosophers work over this and develop
more sophisticated versions of it. The Jains, for example, tend to make
this subtle body into a non-material nexus which has material particles
clinging to it. Simkhya thinkers avoid the frankly materialistic bias
of the Jains by endowing this subtle body with the ability to mistaken-
ly identify itself with the seat of consciousness. This seat, or witnessing
consciousness, is in reality unable to interact with the psychical ele-
ments, which are material; the confusion between the ego or psychic
self and the pure or witnessing Self is the source of bondage, and
discrimination between them is the proper goal of man. This account
leads into the several systems of Vedinta, which develop a variety of
theories to explain the nature of this ignorance or bondage in a more
intelligible manner than Samkhya is able to. .

On the other hand, Nyaya-Vaiéesika thinkers begin with an or}tology
of abstract individuals which combine to make up both r.natfirlal and
non-material products as well as both subjective and objective ones.
And the Buddhists, finally, begin with an event ontology and work
from the process to its elements; in their system, there 1s no pc;lr-szs)tmg
individual properly speaking, but there are streams of events which are

mistakenly) taken to constitute individuals. . o
( A feature of immense interest in all these views of personality is the

notion, which they all share, that conscif)usness isa c.in‘-fere}elntl tia;:f
entirely from the source of activity or choice, and tha? itist : ;au :ness,
psychical features which individuate a person an.d not h'ls cor‘xzcx indl;
Thus the Indian does not use the bodily criterion to identify an Or

vidual as the same continuant, but neither does he use the memory
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cntenion It 1s our powers of discnmunation and choice, our abilitics,
which distingmsh one of us from the next, 1t 1s also the regress of abah-
ties which accounts for the continmty of a personahty, for its responsi-
bihity as a moral agent as well as for its freedom to wumprove stself
Consctousness 1n 1tsclf cannot provide these abihties, consciousness
merely witnesses all this Thus in some Buddhstic and Vedantic
systems there 15 only one “'store-house of 1deas” or Witnessing Self,
there being no strong reason to distinguish more It 15 this Witnessing
Self which 15 "1dentical wath Brahman'' i the Upamsadic phrase, ac-
cording to the "momstic” hind of Vedanta All Indian philosophers,
including Advaitins, admt a plurahty of persons, individuated by
therr respective abilities to deliberate, choose and act upon their choice
and, as a result, somehow distingush themsels es as the agents of their
actions, the choosers of their choices This cgo-conscrousness s different
from the pure consciousness and the discovery of the latter by the
mdividual 1s something he must strve mightily to achiese This aspect
of Indian thought has led to compansons with existentialist modes of
thought, for 1t 1s tmwchm:tmmv’___LWs the
tndividual an the sense that 1t individuates him and proccdes and
determunes hus hnowledge of his own nature, of his essence

Understanding this may lead us, finally, to an interest in another
difficult 1dea of Indian thought, the notion of moksa or mrnana, of
complete freedom Tor the dea here 1s that, though the personahty 1s
beginmingless, 1t 1s not endless If we are individuated and indeed
constituted by our abilitics, and 1f these abihties presuppose prior
abilities to delsberate, choose and act, 1t 15 not far-fetched to suppose
that one might, simce he has the freedom to do so somchow achiere a
state where deliberation, choice and action are not in pomt - not 1n the
sense that he does not have the abdity to act but rather that he has no
cause to exercise his abihities now and hereafter It would not follow, 1in
such a state, that events would cease to occur or that consciousness
would cease to evist Nor would 1t foliow that the mndividunl as consti-
tuted and mdniduated by his abthties to dehberate, choose and act
would not exist But no longer trying, m this wide sense, he would no
longer be aware of humsddf as an mdiadual In that sunse only pure
conscrousness would reman, the individual woufd be freed from the
himitations of tus psychie constitntion

This 1s the frecdom of which many Indian sages dream No doubt it
mav seem shallow or even reprehensible to some of us Certundy st 1s
important to make clear how or whether this hind of {reedom duffers
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from a reversion to animalic existence, as Indian sages argue it does,
My only contention, for the moment, is that the reasoning which leads
toward it is not altogether unconvincing in its general aspects, once we
arc over the hurdle of pre-existence. And so if we are willing to adopt the
theory of pre-existence we can, as the Indians do, proceed on the as-
sumption that complete freedom from all sources of frustration i possi-
ble, unhampered by the doubts springing from Humean skepticism and
the paradox of freedom.

If we choose to allow ourselves the hope of complete freedom by
cspousing the doctrine of pre-existence, what must be done next to
make this doctrine meaningful and illuminating? The primary need, as
I see it, is for a criterion of personal identity built along the lines the
Indians have suggested, using neither self-awareness nor physical attri-
butes as criteria but rather distinguishing behavioral traits of character
as the basis of the distinction between one individual and another. This
could well be done in terms of a physiological investigation into the
behavior of sub-human elements of organisms before and after the
development of the bodily characteristics of the human being. We
should have to be ready to accept a lot of ideas which are antithetical to
our present-day common sense. There would have to be a means fcfr
handling the conceptual problem of combining into one indiv-ldual enti-
ties whose behavior satisfies the criteria differentiating them into sever-
al entities. To do this we might have to allow for levels of self-hood, so
to speak ~ but they would not be levels of consciousnes§ 50 much as
differences in the scope and incisiveness of the habits exhibited by the
different forms that selves take. .

I don’t think Indian philosophers have explored these partlcu.lar
problems in any very profound way, although a number of suggestive
theories can be found, as was noted above. For ezfample, some of.t};g
arguments about the size of the self foun.d in Indian text; I;ag d}{i:m
suggestive insights; likewise the speculatlfze psych(?logy ;1) Ure o
and Samkhya may prove helpful. The Indian theorists w 0 we ot
likely to investigate the nature of the self were drawn off to mvis fgr N
the ﬁature of consciousness and the relation of self-awa'rene}sls 0 1 :es
dom. Or alternatively as in Nydya-Vaiesika, the}f occupied t ?cll?sgolo-
with an intensive examination of reasoning teCth‘feS and me : OS il
gy of inquiry, enabling them to treat their c?ntolog1cal ca;tego:le o
rather artificial way as if they were countfzrs ina compllex ogf; f(g;'r the:
The one large body of literature which might hol{l rea Pfohr?ih hos ro.
concerns I'm speaking of is the literature of Jainism, W
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mained Jargely unexplored but which does, according to my extremely
himuted knowledge of 1t, involve detailed accounts of the v anous ficets
of personality without confusing these patterns of behavior with ques-
tions of sclf-awareness It would seem that Jumsm mught well be one
of the first places to look for suggestions about personal identity com-
patible with pre-existence, and the matenrahistic way in which the Jains
concenve the problem mught prove helpful 1n our attempts to project
Janideas onto a plane commensurate with twentieth-century scienttfic
knowledge and attitudes

The fact 15 that we are very far from a happy solution to the problem
of personal 1dentity whether we adopt the theory of pre-existence or
not A good deal of the problem turns around difficulties over how to
speak clearly about identity through change wherever 1t occurs If a
cnitenon of personal identity ts difficult to find so1s a critesion for the
dentity of any persisting physical entity whose states are in flux And
there can be no doubt that practically exerything turns on the solution
of this hand of problem If we don t hnow when we've got one thing and
when we've got two, we are unlthely to make much sense of generalities
about that hind of thing since we don’t know what 1s so to speah
essential to 1t and what accidental By the same token, we won’t hnow
what 15 “external” to oneself and so wall be unable to address ourselves
to becomung free from 1ts control

1 conclude, then, on a note of challenge but one directed not only
toward Westerners but also to Indians not only to phulosophers but al-
50 to scientists The problem of identsty and particultr personl iden-
tity, 1s fundamental to successful solution of practically everything else,
and we are far from having a solution and I suspect not sulficiently
aware of our defictency 1n this respect The reparation of this failure 1s
not castly achieved and will, I predict, mvolve our entertauning hy
potheses which wall imtnally strain our creduhity Pre-existence 1s a_\
hypothess of this sort, 1t 1s not a Joke, but deserses senous consider-
ation as we strive to understand w Imt.wre
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fnay call the result subjectivism, but it is not subjectivism as the sub-
Ject has already been cancelled. We may call it consciousness-ism,
which is nearly an exact translation of “Vijiianavada.” In fact, sub-
jectivism or solipsism is not openly accepted by any philosopher at the
epistemological level ; even when the mystics asserted: “I am all this,”
they did not mean the finite “I.”” The reduction of both the “T” and its
consciousness to the object can be found in materialism and the effer-
vescence theory of mind. But it cannot really be used in epistemology,
and has not been so used. One may say that my physical body knows
itself by throwing up an effervescent consciousness, which is my mind.
Then, how is the rose known? My consciousness of the rose is not the
effervescent consciousness of the rose, but of my body; and my effer-
vescence is limited to my body and is not extended to the rose. Then
my body alone can be known as an object, but not the rose. We have
not been given an analysis of the structure of this effervescence with
reference to the I-consciousness and the consciousness of the object.
Of the above doctrines - which we may call epistemological triadism,
epistemological dualism, and epistemological monism — the last may be
left out of consideration, as the other two alone are influential. Of the
two, again, epistemological dualism cannot explain the possibility of
the recognition of error and illusion. I mistake X for Y and say: “That
isa Y.” Later I discover my mistake and say: “That is an X, not Y.”
The consciousness of the X is not the same as the consciousness of the
Y. So the latter cannot realize the mistake it committed in seeinga Y.
Hence we need a consciousness that can say: “I know that Isawa Y,
but it is really X.” Such consciousness must be continuous and also
self-conscious. Evenin ‘I know that I know,” both the I's” are asserted
and so are self-affirming, continuous, and transparent to each o‘tl.xer.
When the I affirms itself, it affirms itself as ‘I am,” whether explicitly
or implicitly. L —
One may say, for explaining the possibility of the recognition o
error, that the consciousness of the Y is self-revealing ax‘ld so self-
conscious and continuous also and can, therefore, be conscpus of the
X and of the error. But if consciousness occurs only when it sees ;n
object, then the two consciousnesses, as two OCCUITENces, canuot be tlfe
same and continuous. If it occurs without the object and is a‘.{:s[o se -
vealing, then it is the same as self-consciousness and so the '?m.
'/ffs such it reveals itself always to itself. If such is its nature, hpw i i;n
be conscious of the other, the object, has further to be G{iplafme‘ti-d : s
have to have then two kinds of consciousnesses, One that js directe
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the objects and the other that 1s directed to tself We may call the
former p! logical cc and the latter existential con-
sciousness Thententionality of the formeris outwards and of the latter
mwards I have the former consciousness, but I am the Intter The
former makes no difference to the existence of 1ts objects, their That,
both in truth and 1n 1lusions, but not 1n hallucinations and dreams
which cannot exist without 1t, 1t makes a difference only to the What
But the Jatter makes a difference to the That of its object, if we callit a
That

Kant indeed accepted the Transcendental “I' or Ego and called 1t
“I think,” as Descartes did But we are not sure whether 1t 1s sclf-
conscious, an “‘I am " As 1t 13 a presupposition or postulate a prineiple
of validity only, a regulative principle, we have to say that 1t 1s not a
self-conscious “I am ** Sartre pointed out that 1t 1s not factual 2 We are
not sure that even the empirical ego in Kant's philosophy tsan “Tam ”
Hegel turned this transcendental ‘I think” of Kant’s into the Logos,
made 1t the self-conscious spinit, called 1t the true self of ey ery man, and
ashed hin to realize his true self But the ““I think” was not asserted as
the "Iam,” but only as the rationality tn me, thus remunding us of the
view of Plato and Anstotle that the true and immortal self of man 1s
his rational soul, whose immortality 15 tmpersonal In the analysis of
the soul given by Plato and Anstotle into the three parts or aspects, we
do not find the I In Kant and Hegel, we find at least the ‘ I thinh,”
but 1n Plato and Anstotle only “Think” wathout the I But 1s the ”I
am” the same as “I thinkh”? Heidegger tahes Descartes to tash for
i estigating only the “cogitare” of the ego, leaving the “sum’” com-
pletely out 3

3 Some Approaches of Abnormal Psychology

In this section, I consider only the conceptual schemata given by
Treud and Jung Tam not a psycho-analyst and am interested tn ther
concepts only as a philosopher There are psycho-analysts besides
Freud and Jung Ewstentinlists themselyes are making contnibutions
to psycho-1nalysis Sartre’s contnbutions are well-hnown, and there
are some from the standpoint of Heidegger’s 4 But this paper has to
omut all of them

I, p o3y

¥ M Heldegger, Deng and Time, p 71 (Eng tr by J Macquarrie and ] Robinsoo,
Harper and Row, New Yorh, 1963)

4 Medard Boss Fsytho-amalyns and Dasamtenalysig (Fng te by L. D Lefebre, Daric
Books Inc , New York, 1963}
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may call the result subjectivism, but it is not subjectivism as the syb-
ject has already been cancelled. We may call it consciousness-ism,
which is nearly an exact translation of “Vijiianavada,” In fact, sub-
jectivism or solipsism is not openly accepted by any philosopher at the
epistemological level; even when the mystics asserted: ‘T am all this,”
they did not mean the finite “1.” The reduction of both the “T” and its
consciousness to the object can be found in materialism and the effer-
vescence theory of mind. But it cannot really be used in epistemology,
and has not been so used. One may say that my physical body knows
itself by throwing up an effervescent consciousness, which is my mind,
Then, how is the rose known? My consciousness of the rose is not the
effervescent consciousness of the rose, but of my body; and my effer-
vescence is limited to my body and is not extended to the rose. Then
my body alone can be known as an object, but not the rose. We have
not been given an analysis of the structure of this effervescence with
reference to the I-consciousness and the consciousness of the object.

Of the above doctrines ~ which we may call epistemological triadism,
epistemological dualism, and epistemological monism ~ the last may be
left out of consideration, as the other two alone are influential. Of the
two, again, cpistemological dualism cannot explain the possibiﬁty of
the recognition of error and illusion. I mistake X for Y and say: Thaf
isa Y.” Later I discover my mistake and say: “That is an X, not V.
The consciousness of the X is not the same as the consciousness of the
Y. So the latter cannot realize the mistake it committed in seeinga Y.
Hence we need a consciousness that can say: “I know.tha’c Isaway,
but it is really X.” Such consciousness must be contlmff)us and alsc
self-conscious. Even in ‘I know that I know,” both the I's” are asserte_d
and so are self-affirming, continuous, and transparent to each o.tl.le{
When the I affirms itself, it affirms itself as “T am,” whether explicitl:

implicitly. i
or ggglﬁ ayy say, for explaining the possibility of the reco%mtlo:e §
error, that the consciousness of the Y is self-revealing an sof i
conscious and continuous also and can, therefore, be conscn?lls 0 Y
X and of the error. But if consciousness 0ccurs only when 1 ts;z o
object, then the two consciousnesses,.as tywe --.ences, 013@:’1% sell'
same and continuous. If it occurs withc ject ¢

1,
‘)evealing, then it is the sri ~ as s.elf-m and
As such it reveals itself - tO.ltSE N
be conscious of the o bjegt,

-'w

have to have then two
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to have given us such a doctrine If all the represced 1s 1n the Ues, but
all the Ucs 15 not repressed, 17 then one will expeet that the unrepressed
Ues must be the ground of the normal But Treud says nothing about
this So practically, ns psychology 1s imited to the abnormal He says
the the Ucs can be moral, 18 but he mentions only the unconscious guit
How the Ucs can be the source of such sense of guilt 1s not explained
The Super-cgo can be such a source But 15 1t normal? It 1s called hyper-
moral}

The fact that, mn Freud s psychology the ego, normal or distorted,
15 regarded as the result of the tegration of mental processes shows
that 1t 15 not the “I am,” not sclf-conscrousness but a deposit of the
processes of the Cs and Ucs Then Cs or the Ucs cannot be the same as
the ego, which 1s their product \What are the Cs and Ucs? As the Cs
1> rooted 1n the Ues, the latter, i phenomenologtcal terms, cannot be
the former’s noema Its existence 1s inferred from ats results We cannot
be directly conscious of our Ucs because 1t 15 not there before us, but
behind us Freud may not have cared to raise philosophical questions,
but we have to raise them

Now, are the Ucs and the Cs out of which the ego-structureof per<on-
ality develops, 1mpersonal? If there 1s consciousness, its presence has
{0 be known to and by some one Who 1s 1t? It must be an existential
conscrousness, an ‘I am  that follows all the processes and before
which the ego 15 postted Assuch the ego must be different from the I
am ” Or the Cs, which 1s a counterpart of the Ucs must reseal tself to

itself, 1 which case 1t must be the self-conscious T am “ Ifitisnot the
‘Tam,” then 1t needs another consciousness, as we have already pomn-
tedout, to reveal the ego as a rnoema

The seli-conscious ‘I am’ must be presunt 1n both the normal and

abnormal persons The ego 1sits noema Then why does it get distorted
wabnormal cases? We have ta sav that just s the ego has its idents-
ficatrons with ats objects and distorted cgo-ideals the “T am”™ hasats
entifications with such egos Wathout the identificatron of the “I am”
with the ego, the latter, which 15 noematic, cannot call st<ell * 1" The

[2m"” can 1dentify ttself with the ego and yet transcend the idents-

fration Only when 1t transcends 1ts identification with the distorted

&0 and then reconstituting the normal ego, dentifies ttself with 1t, can

ture oceur We shall see later how this identification er immanence and

t1ascendence occur 1n normal cases and how they are possibte
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Onc may say that in Jung’s psychology also the “I am” is practically
absent except in the third person of the persona and the ego. For him
also the Cs and the Ucs are the main principles. The ego shares in both
of them.19 But the psyche is the totality of both Cs and Ucs. The ego s,
th-ereforc, not the whole of the psyche. Although the ego is partly con-
scious and partly unconscious, it is the centrum 20 of the Cs, We may
perhaps say that that part of the ego that is conscious is the centrum
of the Cs and that part that is unconscious is the centrum of Ucs. The
latter is the personal Ucs. Perhaps the ego with both its conscious and
unconscious parts is the 1. But the persona, which for Jung is the
spectfic form of the general psychic behaviour to the external world 21
is wider than the ego. It is a function-complex and is concerned with
the object. It is a ““compromise between the individual and society based
on that which one appears to be.” 22 It is that which we may call the
Me as it appears to others, but not necessarily as appears to my I, and
with which my T tries to adjust itself.23 Beyond the ego lies the col-
lective Ucs and the collective Cs. The archetypes are the invisible roots 24
of the Cs and are metaphysical as they transcend 25 the Cs. The Ucs is
the Great Mother and the Cs, when it has extricated itself from the Ucs
is the Great Father, the Logos.28 The libido is the blind psychic ener-
gy 27 — not the formative energy as in Aristotle — of the Ucs. The Cs is
sometimes called the spirit. When the two parts of the total psyche,
the conscious and the unconscious, are brought together and made to
stand together in a living relation without conflict, the wholeness of
personality is attained. This is individuation, true self-realization.?8
This is the aim of man, his moral responsibility.29

As mentioned already, the “I am” is absent in the above concepts.
Jung's analysis of personality applies to both the normal and abn9rma1
cases. What we call the individual is the total person, and that is the

19 Jolande Jacobi, The Psychology of C. G. Jung, p. 6. (Eng. tr. by K. W, Bash, Yale

University Press, New Haven, 1954).

20 fbid., p. 8.

21 Ibid., pp. 22-23.

22 [bid., p. 24. ] . \ .

23 In thepposition I am developing, which accords in a way with Sartre's the Me, with
which the “I am’’ identifies itself, will be the ego.

24 Jbid., p. 53-

25 Ibid., p. 58.

26 Jbid., p. 60.

27 Ibid., p. 66.

28 Ibid. . 139—40. , .

29 Here’ Ip I:io 13¢9>t mention the other concepts of Jung's psychology;rsug; zlslr a;xsr?:s Saix;g
animus, psychological types, and the stages of life as they are unnecessary
and also for want of space.
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self But the self 15 not an object of consciousness, the ego alone 15
known,*® but as the object of a super-ordinate subject The self 1s the
center of total personality, just as the cgois the center Mof the Cs Ttss
psychologically justified, not scientifically proved 32 Thus 1t 1s like
Kant's Transcendental Ego, the vahdity of which, but not 1ts factuality
1s known Tt 1s also an ethical postulate,33 as 1t ought to be reahzed In
terms of ont’s knowledge of the self one controls oneself, creating a
Weltanschauung 34 ym the process Now Jung has become a philosopher
Where can the “I am” stand 1n the topography of the psyche guen
by Jung? The "I .am’ 1s our ordmary expenience, more immedate than
anything else If the selt 1s to be realized ~ the realization 1s an Ought ~
151t to be realized as “Tam’ oras* Thatis ? If st1s the indivaduation
that I am to attain, the seH which 15 the true individual, must be a
Iugher and deeper ‘ I am ’ than my present “Iam, and must transcend
it Jung says that the ego 1s known But by whom 1s 1t known? To
whom does the consciousness of the ego as a noema belong? If there 1s
anything to which 1t can belong, that thing must be the latent, un-
reahized, transcendent self the super-ordinate subject In phenomeno-
logical terms, the ego 15 a noema for st But the nature of tlus tran-
scendence 1s not explained by Jung in this context The ego remarns an
g0 50 long asits own self-transcendence 1s not realized and recogmzed
Again, Jung speaks of the Logos - the Father-God - which 1s the Cs
extricated from the Uecs What 1s the nature of this extncation? Isat
leaving the Ucs back? One can think that such a leaving bich occurs
when a perverted ego leaves back its perverted Ues and tahes to the
normalizing Ues But for the normal self, which 15 the totality of the
Cs and Ucs, there can be no such leaving back The extrication must
then mean turming the Ucs into the €5 When the self asserts itself as
'Tam,” the Ues must be includednits ‘am  clearly and transparent-
Iy Can we show even analogically that such a transformation 1s possi-
ble? The ego, though a noema, 15 known as an object that asserts atself
25“I am " Wherefrom can the ego dertve 1ts “I am"? These are philo-
sophical questions

M I, p 1r2
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4. Normal Depths of the I-consciousness

The view I am presenting in this section, although my own now, is the
result of the light v&ihich Indian and Western thought throw on each
ot-her. In the UPQHISBdS, the self is called the d@fman. It is self-con-
scm}l,sness and' 1ts~presence is known through the experience of the “I
am: The Taittiriya Upanisad notices various forms of self-identifi-
'catrlon ~we may call them forms of ego-involvement — with the body as
in “I am the body,” with the life-principle as in “I am the life in the
body,” with mind as in *‘I am the perceiver of the rose,”” with reason as
in “I am the thinker,” and with something beyond as the ultimate,
peaceful, undisturbed, blissful knower of all these “I ams.” We have
here one field or line of enquiry. Except in the last, which transcends
the finite ego in all its stages, the I is known mainly in its identifications
but not in its isolation from them. To know the real nature of the I, we
want, as a field of our study, an experience in which the comparative
freedom of the I from its ego-involvements also is found. Such a field is
demarcated by the Mandikya Upanisad. It describes whar it calls the
states of the I or the diman — the waking state, the dream state, the
state of deep sleep, and an ultimate absolute state. Whether the fourth
state is true may be a philosophical problem. But the first three states
are common to all men. No one who goes through them is called psy-
chotic.

Do the three states disclose to us anything about the nature of the
I-consciousness? Do they tell us anything about not only who I am,
but also what I am? These states are so normal, such every-day oc-
currences, that we tend to regard them as subjective, unimportant, not
worth philosophical consideration. The depth-psychologists are indeed
concerned with the dream state, but not with that of deep sleep, al-
though they have done much to reveal a part of the structure of the
Ucs. But they do not seem to have worked with the idea that .the Ucs
is encountered in its massive form in deep sleep itself. In addition, t.he
consideration that the primitive man takes the objects of dream, in-
cluding his dream I, as real and that the civilized man doe§ not do so,
leads to the disregarding of dream and deep sleep. .The phlIOSOPhS_’ of
the self, for the traditional philosophies, became a philosophy exclusive-

ly of the waking state. . o ]
In the waking and the dream states, the I has its objective wor fis.
The worlds are separate in the two states, but there is some continuity

of the I-consciousness. Its being can, therefore, be considered apart

from the worlds. In both the states the objective world is a plurality;
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but 1n deep sleep 1t 15 one massive Ucs But 1s the “I am” present 1n
deep sleep? I believe with the Upanisads that it 1s Otherwase, I cannot
say that I had a sound slecp “I had a sound sleep” 1mplies memory
which implies an experience But 1t 1s an expenence of my having been
unconscious Did I hnow myself then? The I am™ 1s always seli-
conscious, and 1f 1t existed then, 1t must have been conscious of itself
But certainly, I am not conscious also of myself in deep sleep other-
wise, 1t will not be deep sleep Deep sleep ts the Ucs that permentes all
the depths of consciousness, both phenomenological and eaistential
Yet the “I am” must be there, otherwise, I cannot remember my decp
sleep 33

But 1s there decp sleep at all?> Some psychologists say that there 1s
no deep sleep at all What we call deep sleep 1s full of dreams, all of
which we forget But 1f the Ucs 1s real, then deep sleep must be true
And if by entening the Ucs the abnormal personality obtains pleasure
and peace, then the normal personality also obtains the same by
entering 1t 1n deep sleep The Upamigad calls this state of the I by the
term massive consclousness (prajflanaghana), an undifferentrated *'I
am " full of bhss But it obtamns the bhss by surrendening its con-
sciousness to the Ucs Thus the Ucs 1s the real Great Mother, as Jung
calls 1t, that consoles and often strengthens the tired personahty Be-
sides, there can be vartous degrees between clear dream states and
deep sleep If our sleep 1s disturbed much by dreams, we say that we
do not have proper rest and cannot recover from mental and physical
fatigue Such expeniences go to show that there must be deep sleep If
1t 13 not true, then there will be no problem of the presence of the I in
deep sleep, for n dreams the I 15 always present

We dismuss the dream world as unreal only when we come back to
the waking state, but not when we are dreaming, except when we are
dreaming that we are dreaming We dream of our selves, other persons,
trees, mountains, tiger-hunts and so on, and we have pleasant and un-
pleasant expeniences We distuss all of them, as we cannot relate them
spatially, temporally, and causally to the objects of the waking state
Agan, the objects of the waking state retain an 1identity and continuity
which the dream objects do not have, although some men may have the

»% At this polat $ankara and Rimanufa dilfer from each other In explaining why the *'1
am fsnot conscious of ftself in deepsieep Sanhkara says thatthe lam alsoissubmergedin
tbe Les faradyd) but Raminuja says that only the phenomenological consciousness (the
ttternally dicected) disappears, without which the Iam cannot know itsell The latter
:!r anation §s not Y, as the directed is not i 1
9 knowing the Inwardly directed consciousness of the * I am ™"
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same dream sever§1 times and related dreams a few times, Except very
rar.ely, we do 1.10t, in the dream itself, doubt the existence of the dream
objects. That is, we do not often reason, except when we dream that we
reason. The com'bmed result of these differences between the objects of
the.two states is that we dismiss the dream objects and the dream
subject also as unreal.

We dism.iss the dream objects not because they are mere impressions
o{ the waku'1g state, but because they have no identity and continuity
.w1th thr? objects of the waking state. The dream objects may be due to
Impressions, but are not impressions. They are not even after-images.
What is wanting in the remembered impressions and after-images is
what the Stoics called our consent, our spontaneous assertion of their
existence as real. During the dream, to be is to be perceived, but not so
in the waking state.

But do I dismiss my dream I as having no identity and continuity
with my waking I? If there is no such relationship, I cannot remember
my dream. For memory to be possible, I must somehow be present in
my dream. I dream that I am mauled by a tiger before I shoot it. In the
waking state I dismiss the reality not only of the tiger, which has no
identity with a physical tiger, but also my dream I, which has a conti-
nuity with my waking I. I can remember the dream I and the dream
tiger only if they somehow fall within my experience. How are we to
explain the self-contradictory denial and affirmation of the identity of
the dream I and the waking I?

It can be explained only with the help of the idea of transcendence.
The dream I is unconscious of the waking I that is observing the for-
mer’s vicissitudes. There is something that prevents the former from
knowing that it is the latter, but can keep everything of the former
transparent to the latter. There are here two “I ams;” but only one of
them knows the other without being known by it. This is self?tran-
scendence. Everything that happens to the dream I happens within the
consciousness of the waking I, which is immanent in the former and yc?t
transcends it. The dream occurs within the being of the waking I an<.i is
enveloped by it. The waking I is there in the dream without knowing
that it is there. But the dream I and its objects do not envelop the

waking I; they are in it and are only a part of it. The problem of their

velation is not only a problem of knowing, but also of Being. This peculiar

relationship is made possible by the work of the Ucs, which diszjlppears
the moment Cs appears. The Ucs divides the two 'I’s and Ylels t.he
waking I from itself and also from the dream 1. That is, the existential
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conscrousness of the wahing “I am* 15 shrouded and 1ts phenomeno-
logical consciousness 1s retamned
Just as the waking T transcends the dream I the I of deep sleep
transcends the waking and dream I's It 45 4 smgle massue self-con-
sctous “T am,” pervaded by the Ucs In 3t the ewistentin] conscrousness
and the phenomenologlcal consciousness wath all s dnasions mto
noeses and noemata ~ ego mund and senses - become one massive
umty Stil just as the waking I observes and can observe all that
happens to the dreaming I wthout knowing that 1t 15 observing as a
pure phenomenological consciousness the Iam’ of deep sleep ob-
serves and retains everything that occurs m dream and waking states
That 15 how we have unconscious pereeptions and unconscious memo-
ries No expenerice 1s lost to 1t It 15 2 permanent withess hhe God
When the wahing I drops down from 1t esther direetly or mdirectly
through a dream state, 1t drops as a conscrousness with all its divisions
So far as we, human beings, are concerned, our totl indsvidya) person-
ality exists untfied 1n deep sleep which 1s not a mere vacmty It con-
tamns all the potencies all the archetypes - personal collectis e, and
cosmic - all the complees and cathexes 1n a unified unconscous I
am,” out of which the wahing and dream ‘I am’ ongmnate It s the
“reservoir” (called Alayavyiiina by the Buddtusts), the causal person-
ality 38 (called the causalbody, karanasarira, bythe Ads arta Vedintins)
the ground and cause of the wahing and dream I's
Of the three I's, the waking I has the advantage of consciously
temembenng the dream I and the I of deep sleep 37 It denies ats abso-
lute identity with the T of dream, but does not deny that relationshup
with the I of deep sleep To the * I am” of decp sleep, the “T ams” of
dream and wahing states become objective noemata, the 80y Even
then, as 1t 1s immanent 1n them, exch of the cgos can callstself I Withy-
out 1t, they cannot be I's Between 1t and the waking I, and between
the waking I and the dream I, the Ucs interyenes and separates them
m different ways The potencies and impresstons of the three s inter-
Penetrate through the Ues Each lngher transcends and emelops the
lower Thus the I-structure — which we m1y call also the ego-structyre -
1S more complex than what 1t appears to be The wilang T denses 115
sense of freedom fram ats continuity with the hughest I The dream f
does not have this sense of freedom, unless one dreams also about hyy
" he nd foundation root, of semd persony! 1y, vat of
-m: ‘u:::l:gx:: s i;::: :n:nﬂm ceiginate

leep 213y e 1A 10 prmember phem
A 1 the other two 11, the 1 of devps.
batjy r:::m‘::n?h:m' uncomcloudy 1t is the eraeryolr of the exgwncacey of botk the [ .
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freedom. It is partial experience of the transcendent I in my present [
and of my cont.inuity with it that enables me to feel that I am freeand
;he correspondmg experience in epistemology is my consciousness that

am consc1‘ous of the rose. The transcendental existential consciousness
of my waking “I am” supplies the phenomenological consciousness of
the dream I. In the waking state, I can draw a distinction between the
I anfl the ego, because of this partial experience of the transcendent I :
but in dream, this distinction is not drawn, as the dream I does not
have even a partial awareness of the waking I. So in dream there is no
awareness of the distinction between the I and the ego.

What is the place of reason in this ego-structure? The dream is
understood as the consciousness of its I and its objects and as violating
all the accepted laws of space, time, and causality. Indeed, there are
dream space, time, and causality; but they are different for different
dreams and do not agree with those of the waking state. If they agree,
their agreement is a chance. The dream ego does not reason: if it
reasons, its reasoning also is a dream, as when I solve a logical problem
correctly in a dream. The dream ego does not, and cannot reason, be-
cause it has no awareness of its higher ego. To reason is to rise above my
particular ego to the level of a higher consciousness. Only when the
gates to the higher ego are open, can I reason or rise to the level of
rational consciousness, which is immanent in my present I, but also
transcends it. The main aspect of rational consciousness, which, in
Plato’s language, is the rational part of my soul, is its openness to the
lower I. The more the gates of the higher are closed to the lower, the
more irrational does the latter become. To the lower, vational con-
sciousness appears to be phenomenological; but it is veally the existential
consciousness of the higher I. The ethical duty of the lower is to realize
the higher as its own higher existential consciousness. This is true self-
realization. Reason thus acquires a true ontological significance, which
is denied to it by the existentialists and the logical positivists. It i‘s not
in its essence and being mere ratiocination. The waking I is the higher
rational self, the reality principle, of the dream 381; the highest [, that
which transcends the Ucs by turning it into Cs, is the rational self'of the
waking I. There is nothing mysterious and unundeﬁstandable in the
ontological status of reason. It is the higher “I am” in so far as 1t ap-
pears to the lower. For what is existential can be phenomenological and

vice versa, but at different stages of self-yealization.
The I-structure described above belongs to every normal person.

3% One may compare and contrast this idea with Freud’s reality principle.
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How do the ego-structures of the psychologies of Freud and Jung fit
into 1t? Abnormal structures are distortions and destations from the
normal What Jung calls the whole, 1deal personality, if realzed at all -
Jung himself 1s not sure whether complete reatization of the self 55
possible, as 1t 1 the complete mtegration of the Cs and Ucs, when the
Ues will naturally disappear ~ will be the consctous realization of the
total “Y am" of deep sleep The ego he desenbed, which partahes of the
Ucs and Cs, 15 now descnibed 1n terms of the three states The position
the paper presents s how the phenomenological distinction between
the I and the ego1s possible, while Jung does not make ths distinction
The distortion of the ego in terms of Jung's concepts ~ such as amima
and animus and other imbalances between the Ucs and Cs = can casily
be wntroduced into the present position But the immanent and yet
transcendent “Iam * 1s the savior of the psychic person, when 1ts gates
are opened to the distorted ego Then the psychic urrational person be-
comes rational, and normality 1 restored to the abnormal ego Bat
thts “I am” 15 not utthzed m Jung's psychological interpretations
The topography of the self as given by Freud 1s mamly that of the
abnormal person I cannot believe with the estentialists that there 1s
no Ues Even the dream I 1s unconscious of the waking I, otherwise,
there will be no dreams [ am completely unconscious mn deep sleep
But the concepts of the Id, Super-ego, lifc-instinet, and death-instinet,
asdescribed by Frend, do not fit into our scheme, without being greatly
revised The hibido 1s present in the Ucs as the force creating the dream
subjects and their objects and emotionally tinging our pesceptions and
thoughts of the waking state, but 1s not necessanly sexual The Super-
ego and the 1d, though belonging to the Ucs, are not ontological, but
are creations through social and other environmental pressures The
unconscrous, causal T am,” the ground of all the other egos, ean do
what the Id does 1n both the normal and abnormal persons The un-
conscious Super-ego may be compired to the highest Fam,” but the
latter 15 not buslt up artificially by social pressures It 1s always onto-
Iogieally present and can worh as conscience it morahty and reason in
cogtion Normally st works as such But an abnormnl ego can create
what Freud calls the Super-ego, which 1> hyper-moral, but cannot be
byper-rational In fact, we donot find w hat rattonal Con~CI0USARSS 43 111
Freudor Jung “
Sofar T have described the ego-structure of out sulf, which b an =1
«1,” and constdered only the Ues that belongs to man's pereoml hfe
Bat 1y there 2 cosmuc Ues and a cosmic “Iam’ ? Jung very nently sand
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that it exists, when he referred to the Super-ordinate Subject and the
I.,ogos, but has not differentiated it from the personal Cs that has
liberated itself from the personal and collective Ucs. However. this
question belongs to the philosophy and psychology of religion, wI;ich I
cannot handle here. For the present, I shall be content with saying that
I believe that there is a cosmic Ucs and a cosmic “T am.” Otherwise
I cannot find a ground for the universal features of our experience anci
the common world.

5. Conclusion

What light does the above discussion throw on the problem of the
self? The self is either latently ~ that is, transcendentally ~ or overtly
self-conscious, and is of the form of I-consciousness. The only cue for
the presence of a self is that it asserts itself as an 1. I I am conscious of a
consciousness, the lattey must have an I with which I am transcendentally
tdentical. The I appears in our experience immediately as a center; but
if we look at it carefully, it is found to be a circumference that goes on
receding as we go on trying 1o fix it. That is why the Upanisads call it
“the smaller than the smallest and the greater than the greatest,” a
statement known to Jung. There is a distinction between the I and the
ego; but it is not absolute, but relative, and factually does not obtain
for the dream ego and cannot be known by us as obtaining for the
highest I-consciousness in deep sleep. Wherever the distinction is ex-
perienced, the I is experienced as transcending the ego and yet as im~
manent in it and as identifying itself with it. Without the immanence of
the I, the ego can never say, ‘I am;” but it says so as in “T am six feet
tall” and “I am happy.” As being transcended, the ego becomes an
object, a noema. One may speak of the bodily ego, the biolpgical ego,
the mental or mind-ego, the rational ego and so on. But their relation-
ships cannot throw the light that the inter-relationship of the three
states can throw on the nature of the self as “I am.”

If the I and the ego have ontological significance, then reason also, as
rational consciousness, has it. Generally we say: “I have reason, bl%t
am not my reason.” In support of this statement, we point to experi-
ences and activities that are not rational, when we are made to realize
that we are not rational. The distinction between the I and the ego
makes possible the distinction between the I and reason. So long as the
I identifies itself with the ego through immanence, reason becomes an-

other to the ego and is known as being had by it.. Reason then is ‘the
phenomenological consciousness in its purity, clarity, and truth, with-
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out the distortions of abnormality Inan mmportant sense, we have seen,
reason 1s the transcendental consciousness of the ego, the consciousness
that envelops 1t, but 1t 1s not eapentenced by the ¢go as 1ts own higher
“I am " The hife’s aim of the ego 15 to become 1ts transcendental I Tt
can become the transcendental * T am " But the way upwards can be
closed by the distortions of the ego and also by all that 1s imphed by
cgotism and sclfishness The doors to the self-transcendence of the ego
can be kept continuously open through tntellectual ethrcal, and acs-
thetic actrvaties, the aim of all of which 15 to contribute to the true <eli-
realization of the ego If any of the above actnvities does not transform
my immedate I, the cgo, into something hugher, 1f in 1t my true self1s
closed and lost to me, then that activity 1s so far distorted and defectin e
We should also get nid of the 1dea that rational consciousness 1s mere
mtellect It 15 the tra dental ph logical consciousness of
my present ego and 1s intellecturl moral, and aesthetic also It 1s my
higher “I am” as present and expertenced mn all the three activities and
their forms of consciousness They change not only the way I look at
things, but also my being which 15 also the awareness of my being
Such change 1s true self-development and self-transformation Dvery-
thing that has value has value and the valuc 1s real because of its rele-
vance to my higher self

The life and death nstincts of Freud s psychology belong only to
abnormal egos, for which transcendence to the higher rattona “T am”
1s closed When 1t 15 closed, to Iine may mean only to hive e And
because to remaun the ego as 1t 1s, 15 an unbearable burden, to preserve
1t may mean regression to undisturbed matenal being and so death of
the conscious ego But if the essential being of the ego 15 to be the self-
conscious ‘I am,” then its presersation doces not hie in giving up the 1
am,” but 1n becoming one with 1ts transcendental ongin, the higher “I
am " Tor instance, when the dream ego s threatened, 1t wakes up toats
higher T am,” the waking T This waking up 1s the death of the driam
ego, which, as all religtons declire, finds life through death or self-
sacnfice It 1s reahizing or becomung ene's hugher suf Sumilaely, thercas
an “I am” ngher than the waking one The former 1> the truth of the
Iatter All the intellectual, moral, and aesthetic activsties are and ought
to be directed to this hngher realization, which religion dechires to be
true and necessary Etven when the waking I 1s threatened, the lugher
<f comes to 1ts rescue when prayed for — the eseence of praves beng
earnestness to become the hugher <1 - just as the waking <lf comes to
the rescue of the dream self when threatened The upward drp:

o



224 P. T. RAJU

Somew’hat like. the Eros in Plato’s philosophy. The Andhaka Buddhists
called it the nirvapa instinct. It is not an instinct for regression, but for
u.pwa.rd progression. What Freud calls the life instinct or pleasure prin-
ciple is truly the creative instinct found in procreation, creative imagi-
nation, all the forms of art, and even creation of dreams.

Much more can be and has to be said about the I-consciousness. For
the academical philosopher, many statements of the paper bristle with
new problems, which, when appreciated fully and in their Proper per-
spective, will show how important the problem of the self is for man.
But very little has been written about the I-consciousness in western
philosophy, although the problem is central to all humanistic studies.
The tendency of modern thought, particularly in the English-speaking
countries and countries in which their philosophies have become the
norms, is to ignore the I-consciousness and even to deny it its own
reality. This tendency has become of late the strongest in epistemology.
One section is, therefore, devoted to it for pointing out its inadequacies.
In psychology, the tendency to refuse mind its autonomous being,
after having gained some strength, has been counter-balanced by the
discoveries of the Unconscious and of new factors in the structure of
personality. Yet in the relevant discussions, the I-conscionsness did not
get the recognition that was necessary. The practice of identifying it
with the ego and of treating the ego as a product of psychological forces
generated by the interactions of the individual and his socio-physical
environment deprived the I-consciousness of its essential function of
being the core of personality and of being the agent organizing and
integrating the factors 6;f individunality into a unity. Either.the I-
consciousness is deprived of its “I”” and turned into the pale light of
consciousness or the “I” is retained as a bare point of reference, a
grammatical mistake, or an epiphenomenal appearance without any
substantiality or reality of its own. The attemp‘F has, therefore, been
made in this paper to show, by giving an analysis of the‘ three states,
how the I and its consciousness can be viewed as essentially one and
how the possibility of their distinction is due to the factors of tran-
scendence and immanence involved in the structure of the I-con-
sciousness. It is in epistemology and psychology that the problem has
come to the fore: the former deals with the I as thfa knower falther to
accept or reject its reality; the latter stuc.iies it as mind, cons}cllousnesz,
or person. The western concept of mind is vague and ar}rlxorIP Souist, :{r;s
books on general psychology give little or no place .tos eh : Zlit o
easy and convenient for some psychologists to rejec the reality
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mund altogether and develop psychologies without the psyche The
author of this paper found 1t, therefore, suitable to onent the topic to
the depth psy chologies of Freud and Jung, which are concerned at least
with the depths of personality But a normal field also 1s needed 1n
which the depths of the I-consciousness are found and m which the I
can realize its 15olability from the objects more cleasly than in episte-
mology Tor n epistemology the expenience 1s very often of the form
“I see the rose,” the apparent epistemological wnseparability of the
three factors of which have led some philosophers to the diadic theory
of perception mentioned mn the second section This normal field of
depths ss given 1n bare outhine mn the Mandithya Upanssad and has been
found by the author very significant and useful for the present topie
One can see also the significance, tndicated in the paper, of the new
approach for religion, how 1t mahes some of the spiritual rdeas of re-
higions and mystic experiences amenable to rational understanding by
removing from them their apparent musty opaquencess to expertence
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CONCERN FOR THE PERSON

STERLING M. McMURRIN

It seems to me that while there are obvious disadvantages in my kind
of assignment — such as that I am expected to pull together several
things that really don’t pull very well, or that T must wait until every-
thing has been said in order to tell you what it is that was said — there
are, nevertheless, also certain advantages, such as that I am now not
only in a position to tell you what was said, providing my own inter-
pretations and distortions, but am also in a position to tell you what
my colleagues should have said but didn’t say. I suppose the polite and
subtle way to go about this is to pretend that they actually did say
everything that in my opinion they should have said.

By concern for the person, I mean especially the practical interest
in the organization of the life of society and the enhancement of the
culture that is requisite to the achievement of a genuine individualism
that is both viable and in principle universal, an individualism that is
in fact a respect for the authentic quality and character of the person.
I here eschew all common meanings of individualism, of course, and am
not suggesting a standardized version to cut across cultural lines. This
is a very large matter and 1 am not so naive as to suppose that whate}fer
we might describe as ideal will be actually realized. But the que§tlon
which we must continue to raise asks what is the nature of that .1dea1
and whether we can with any degree of success move toward it. It
seems to me that in a sense the papers of the Conference tend to
converge on this question, that where they do not explicitly focus upon
it they are nevertheless relevant to it. ‘ '

By practical interest in the person, I do not mean an lnte:rest that is
necessarily moral or political or economic or, 11‘1defed', that in any way
necessarily relates immediately to the life of t%le individual. For not’hmg
can be more practical than a set of abstract ideas that.may constltut'e
the ground or occasion for decision or action or provide the context
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within which these are justified. The papers for the most part, there-
fore, have been eminently practical in character, as philosophy, we like
to believe, is always practical when it is relevant, even though they
have been concerned with such matters as logic and meaning or meta-
physics rather than with the explicit condition of persons.

Now it scems to me that it is possible to distinguish several factors
in the thought, attitude, and action of a people that relate importantly
to the task of achieving a genuine individualism, factors which embody
and exhibit concern or lack of concern for the person. The Conference
papers have in various ways and in varying degrees recognized these
and fastened our attention upon them I wall consider them under two
headings; first, the definition of the self or person, and second, the
conditions for achieving genuine and full personality. The first is a
theorctic matter involving science, metaphysics, theology and cthics;
the second is an affair of decision and action, involving morals, politics,
and social behavior. Both are philosophic 1n character and import.

(1) The definition and description of person 1s a task that properly
engages empirical science, not psychology only but at least also soci-
ology, anthropology, and physiology Yet it is not simply nor primarily
a scientific task but is philosophic as well, for it entails considerations
of value and is difficult to extricate from metaphysical involvements.
Certainly this Conference has treated the person within the context
more of speculation than of science, though to say this is not in any
way to condemn the proceedings. It is the function of philosophy” to
philosophize and certainly these papers have called upon a rich h.m‘d
of experience, knowledge, and wisdom in their attempts upon the diffi-
cult and elusive task of determining what we mean by the self, which
is, as Professor Hocking said, so familiar, yet such a profound mystery.

Philosophers of a speculative bent, when they treat the subject of
the sclf, find it somewhat difficult to resist the pleasures of meta-
physics, of expatiating on the total structure of reality in the interest
of properly locating the sclf. Some of our philosophers have offered
little or no resistance to this temptation. What interests me most, I
must confess, is the quite firm status provided the individual self by
even the most absolutistic among us. It is clear that this is the great
age of the individual. The individual has never had such recognition in
society as he enjoys today, and I'm quite confident that hc- h.‘\i.nc\‘(:l'
fared better in the speculations of the metaphy~icians. Certainly in lh}s
Conference the self as individual has been placed on firm ground. We
must admit that several times over the past three days the imh\-idpa]
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has been hard pressed to keep his wave riding, as one of our members
put it, on that infinite ocean, but each time he has come through in
admirable style. I, for one, am very pleased with this and I trust that
the rest of you selves agree with me. For certainly this is a not un-
important {feature of contemporary philosophic thought, that not only
in cultural traditions that are typically pluralistic, but as well in those
that are monistic, the reality of the individual self is generally secured.
It scems to me that our papers exhibited this whether the world view
at hand was naturalistic, theistic, or absolutistic.

Now I don’t mean all have had the same conception of the self — far
from it. There were differences that appeared and no doubt far more
and greater differences that were not exhibited. And quite surely those
differences in the metaphysical concept of the self or the nature of i_ts
individuality would entail major divergencies in moral philosophy or in
social, legal, and political institutions. Moreover, in referring to the
individual, I am aware, as you are, that we have encountered here what
might be called sophisticated conceptions of individuality, where the
self or person is not defined in some kind of total abstraction from
nature, from its social involvements, from God, or from the meta-
physical ground of its being. Whatever meaning has attached to the
notion of individuality, the continuities of the self have been respected.
Indeed, though the human person has survived this Conference un-
scathed and trailing clouds of glory, God and the Absolute, as Profe§sor
Castell has observed, have come in for a lion’s share of tl}e attention.
And I'm quite sure that a careful tally Yvould show that in the ;nt?:;:
physical discussions absolutism and monism commz.n?ded far mzodri g
and atlention than pluralism. Certainly the traditional plur i ;
modern occidental thought, as represented by Locke and Descar ei rc;
even James, was given a rough time, even by some of the Wfitirenhad

1t is a matter of more than passing interest that we seem t(:1 zbt T
such a wide variety of metaphysics represented here, a;ndhl;: ‘ e(;ative o
of methodology and value theory, and yet that ?he c asﬂd with more
the problem of the self were so few and comPaLra’avel}g1 m ‘uestionably
time and familiarity, of course, the contlicts vor e;rll(vlvarfare. But
grow and there would be some major battles if not gen

] . . . . . )

. . ; i there .
in mind, for instance, that in this group ne self is ontologically

i d in which t
e is a personal world ground ; : . ot
ilcf;ed fronlz which it derives both its being and its meaning, and 0
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for whom the absolute can never be descnbed as personal Some for
whom God 15 a person descnibed infimtely by certan attnbutes hnown
fimtely in human persons, and others for whom God transcends the
distinction of personal and impersonal - 1s more than personal Some
for whom the self 1s transient and temporal and others for whom 1t 1s
1n some strange way eternal

Now we will have to face the fact that philosophers have a marelous
way with words They move them this way and that and come up with
combinations of them that are often most starthing in effect And our
philosophers have been a talented lot We must be very sure that no
one of them has put anything over on us I don t mean that we need get
excited over a few false sentences Surely much of what we ve henrd
here cannot possibly be true for if 1t were something else would not
be true And besides, the philosophic dinlogue to thrive and m1ke real
headway needs a good supply of false propositions It's not the question
of truth but the question of meaning that bothers me and I suspect
that 1t bothers some of you As a group we do not seem to be at all
prejudiced agamnst metaphysics But to be agreeable to metaphysies
does not mean that we are entitled to completely drop our guard and
I would be greatly surprised 1f on careful cxamtnation of the past three
days’ dehiberations we could not turn up a fair sumpling of subtle and
sophisticated but nevertheless genuine nonsense

Inmy opinion the intellectual lighhghts of the Conference have been
what they should have been, the defimtions and analyses of the self
rather than the large excursions mnto theology ind abolutistic meta-
physics But every paper, it scems to me, has in vanous w1y s con-
tnbuted to the attach upon this difficult and stubborn problem As 1
wnte, I am reminded especially of the brllinnt statement of McKeon’s
paradoxes, of Castell’s shrewd 1nd incisive analyss w hich wAs so clear
and to the point and understandable that it seemed lmost unbecoming
to a philosapher of his stature, Bertoccs s hitting hard on the person 15
creatine will, Ramanan's meeting 1n man of the Iimited 1nd the mat-
less, Hoching's strict distinction between persons and things, and
Professor Tillich’s concept of the self as eternal Imention thesetems at
random though numerous others deserve our 1ttention Certamlv we
will not forget the point of the Potter-Northrop debate and we will lang
remember Organ's plea for * ngh hving *

Purhaps the main pomt made by the Confcrence and made ven
well, and I'm sure with new sdes 1nd new tnsights, though m pancple
115 an old concept, was the pardoxical nature of the «1If Decans of
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‘Elﬁles idea’s centrality in the papers, let me remind you of just a few c

p_ara_ldoxes ?f. the self: that the self ig temporal and eternal, limite
an.d'hmﬁless,.ﬁfnte and infinite, being and becoming, a unity in mult;
plicity. ’.!‘ha’c 1t 1s essential and existential, despair and hope, alienatio;
and fulfilment, knower and known, good and evil, action and effect
valuer zjlnd value, a created creator, tragedy and triumph, individua
and umvelzsal, self-transcending, familiar but mysterious, caused ye
free. Certainly our philosophers had no fear of paradox. Some casua
9nlookers may have felt that here they abandoned reason and threv
in thfz towel. My own feeling is that here they exhibited a fine
combination of judgment and humility when confronting a profounc
mystery.

The arguments for the freedom of the self were interesting and in.
structive. Nothing in our time, it seems to me, is more marvelous o;
more worthy of admiration than the infinite capacity of philosophers ta
defend the fact of freedom no matter what. No absolutism is so abso-
lute, no determinism so determined, no necessity so necessary, but
that the philosophers of virtually every stripe find freedom shining
through in all its glory. As far as I'm concerned this is all to the good.
It gives evidence of subtle and sophisticated analysis in determining
the meaning of freedom. But, more important, it exhibits the commit-
ment of the self to the self, the defiant determination of the human soul,
even the souls of philosophers, with God or without him, to set its own
purposes and its own ideals, against the impersonality and moral in-
difference of the world.

(2) But to turn for a moment to the question of social philosophy, a
matter somewhat neglected by the Conference. The papers as a whole
were heavy laden with metaphysics, theology, and speculative psy-
chology - not enough attention, perhaps, to the social and mo‘ral
dimension of the self — and quite certainly they did not come to grips
fully with the large problem of the conditions necessary to the fulfill—
ment of personal life. This, of course, was not one of the stated aims of
the Conference, but I mention it because of its great importance. Much
was done to locate the self in the structure of reality and to assess its
relation to the world, but not enough, it seems to me, to locate it w%th
reference to the social world of decision and action and to define it with
reference to its values and its moral concern. Professor McKeon’s tre.at-
ment of freedom and obligation and tolerance, law, force, and coercion

and Professor Northrop’s concern for the large cultural transformations

that have produced the upheaval of the contemporary world were the
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major exibats of what ¥ 1m arguing for Perhaps vou wall say they were
major enough to take care of the tash and you may be nght
Of this much we can be sure that todas no one with an ounce of
phxlosoph:c or soc12! sophisticatton will treat the self 1s of 1t were cip
ble of defimition mn total abstraction from its concrite socil context
And 1f there 1s a decline mn the absolutistic conception of society there
15 also @ movement w1y from the atomistic mechanscal theory that
the soctal whole 1s simply a collectron of discrete individuals This was
clear]y exiubited Ibelteve 1 our papers The discussion of the self it
scems to me 1S so closely related to the concept of society that its
success depends on the cooperation of phtlosophers withsoctal scientists
It1s I thinh more a question of social psychology than of theology
more & question of normative psychology than metaphysics We should
probably ask ourselses whether a conference of thts hind can hope for
full success without a more adequate mvolvement wath the reles ant
scienices
A few of the papers touched upon the question of conditions for the
full desclopment of the potentzal of the person and Professor Meheon
met 1t head on but 1t was not a major element of the discusstons It
secms to me that the first and pnmary condition 1s the very thing we
have been working on that was the purpose of this Conference and
Professor Moore s notable conference m Hawau last summer ~ the
development of an adequate conception of the nature of the indiidual
self and 1ts relation to the world including ats relation to the society of
«lves I m sure that none of us has assumed that there 1s only one
possible theory of the self which can be Justified and upon which there-
fore we should all agree for we scem to be quite ready to recognize
both the smportance of differing perspectives and the utter complexaty
and elusteeness of the self as an object of conceptual thought If any -
thing has been mamifested here as at Hawan it 1s the value of differ.
ences a respect for the worth of cultural vanety and diversity a note
that was clearly struch I believe by Professor Northrop s Lheynote
address
What we have hoped to achieve in these conferences I suppose 15
ot a single conclusion or any set of ideas but rather a viable m thod
for engaging 1n philosophical discussion 2 method that will encourage
anarticulation of some f1cets of the severaf euftures thi¢ mas comman.
Y be unexpressed as well 2s frcilitate ordinary understanding and the

exchange and cross fertthization of 1dexs
N s £ the meanine of the <l should hald
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equ'fllly for any attempt to get at the conditions requisite for self-
realization or fulfillment, or whatever else this may be called. If we
are not justified in striving for a single philosophy, we are also not
justified in urging a single moral or social system. Surely there is no
single best way of structuring human relations in the interest of the full
well-being of the individual, and to seek such a way would be to vainly
pursue a false ideal. Nevertheless, allowing for many and basic differ-
ences and recognizing the values of diversity, we may assume that if the
individual person is taken as the residence of intrinsic worth, large
areas of agreement are possible and many of our problems, speaking
across cultural lines, will be faced in common.

In the first place, in many parts of the world we are still struggling
with the problem of large scale social conventions and habits involving
recognition or discrimination, mutuality or oppression, which are com-
municated from one generation to another as social inheritances that
become a normal part of the education and common experience of both
individuals and groups. I have in mind, of course, such as the dis-
crimination against the outcastes of India, the Negroes of the United
States, and the Burakumin of Japan.

Secondly, we are engrossed with the task of providing legal guaran-
tees for what we have come to call civil or sometimes political rights.

Third, and intimately related to the others, is our concern for equali-

ty of economic opportunity, and
Fourth, and also intimately related, our commitment to an equality

of cultural opportunity.

I suppose that in any gathering of the kind represented by our
Conference, though there would be countless disagreements in the detail
of meaning or in any prescriptions for action in such matters, on the
broad moral issues involved there would be quite solid agreement. But
the point of my mentioning these obvious items is that I want. to ad-
vance a simple thesis: that it is conceivable that we could satisfy all
these conditions for the society and the culture and yet fail in the great
task of the full cultivation of human personality — that the achievemer?t
of political, civil, economic, and cultural equality and all that this
achievement entails would provide the person no guarantees. I say
conceivable, of course, because I do not believe for a I'noment .that
anything like this will be achieved, either universa}ly- or in ‘amy single
nation. Such an expectation would require an optimistic view of the
perfectibility of man that no facts would warrant. But at least if we
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can gain an indefinite reprieve from the destruction of large scale war,
some solid gains should here and there be realized.

My point, and I'm sure you are way ahead of me, is that while we at
least have some idea of how to define and tackle such problems as civil
rights and mass education, as difficult and intractable as these are, we
seem to be at an almost total loss when we confront what will almost
certainly be the great issue of the future, that is already upon the in-
dustrialized nations: how to nounsh, cultivate, and protect the human
personality, which we here are at such pains to define, under the de-
h izing, depersonalizing conditions promised by the highly de-
veloped technological society of the future, where 1n enormous concen-
trations of population the Iife of the ndividual wall be mcreasingly
ruled by mechanization, automation, administration, and efficiency.
Ruled by these, that is, unless in some way now not at all clear to us we
learn to create genuine selfhood under conditions that now appear to
contradict and deny it.

Now I do not mean that we should fear our growing technology, that
we should prevent the extension of such a thing, for mstance, as au-
tomation. Far from it. Or that we can prevent the growth of our enor-
mous cities, Our task rather 1s to master the technology rather than the
subject to it, and control the cities rather than be overwhelmed by
them. But as things now stand we are far from possessing the know-
ledge and know how necessary to face problems of this kind. We spend
hundreds of millions upon technological research to effect the extension
of automation. We spend nothing to rescarch the question of what full
scale automation will mean for the value structure of our culture, which
is built primarily upon the individual's sensc of productive vocation,
nothing to determine what should be done through our instruments of
education to guarantee that an automated society will not suffer a

maral, spiritual, and acsthetic decline. We take an almost chil(.lish
delight in the enormous growth of our cities and are gcner.?lly olflmaus
fo what this symbolizes — an abject bigness = bigness in social and
bureaucratic organization, public and private, bigness in univenitics,
bigness in industry, bigness in government - a bignc.«. that might
conceivably mean the fall of our civilization il we permit it to destroy
the personal quality of life. And how to prevent this destruction s
quite unknown to us.

In recent months we have had fair wamning of what fies ahead for us
on an ever more serious scale if we fail to overcome the dc[“"‘f’“-‘]'“"“
effect of our gigantic institutions, the alicnation of human beings tha
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reduces them to the anonymity of statistics, disregarding their human-
ness and violating their personalities. We in the United States can no
longer say that it can’t happen here. It will happen again and again
with consequences far more serious in every institution of whatever
kind that becomes so dehumanized that the individual person is no
longer of primary concern. Of this much we can be sure, if we permit
our techniques to become ends in themselves or to become the chief
determiners of our purposes and values, our future will be a techno-
logical and not a humane culture.

There is no need for me to press this point with you, but I mention
it here for a very special reason, because I think it is essential for us to
impress it firmly upon others and because it seems clear to me that
unless the large tasks associated with this predicament are conceived
and formulated through the perspectives and insight most available to
philosophy, and are pursued with what might be called a genuine philo-
sophic wisdom, they will not be accomplished.

I am arguing, therefore, that this Conference, and Professor Moore’s
conference in Hawaii, can only be the prelude to the engagement of
philosophers, scientists, and statesmen in a large and continuing effort
to affect the social processes of our nations in accordance with the same
concern for the person which has brought us together here. To deliber-
ate on the meaning of the self, on the creative freedom of the self, has
worth in itself and contributes, certainly, to the clarification of ideas
and values and to the facilitation of intercultural understanding. But
how much more value it can have as a preface for further analysis and
discussion which comes to grips with the concrete self in the context of
the difficult world into which we are moving, and which may lead t.o
decision and action that will help to secure the conditions for the culti-

vation of personality at its best.






