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animists and nature worshipers. 14 

Evidences for God 

The world of becoming 4s not capable of explenation 

from within itself, and the major import of the classical 

arguments for God aim at this point. Concerning those 

proofs Hedhakrishnan suggests that they will help us to 

understand the rationality not so much as proof but as the 

determination of an indeterminate object. 

Ve can refer to God as the cause, but not as an event 

within the series of events; for the ultimate cause of the 

world in a very special sense lies outside of the world 

Since it is prior to 1t. This creative energy of the uni- 

verse is not plurality but leads back to a basic unity, 

and the natural order cannot be understood as the scene of 

conflicting forces. Thus Redhakrishnan points out that 

"The first principle of the universe possesses unity, con- 

Bciousness, and priority of existence."15 He utilizes the 

classical arguments of design and teleological purpose in 

combination. These in turn are supported by the argument 

of moral purpose running through the universe. His finel 

appeal is to the coherence which underlies the kinship be- 

tween man and his world. 

  

Uinoc. cit. 

15IVL, pe 331.  
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Redhekrishnan 4s favorable toward the ontological 

  

argument for God. But this is rightly used in conjunction 

again with that of harmony and coherence in the structure 
{ 

| 
of the universe but not in isolation, #11 of which points 

te an Absolute consciousness. It requires the combined 

L ideas derived from metaphysics, morals, and religion to 

arrive at the conception of God as the primordial mind, 

the loving redeemer, and the holy judge of the universe. 

The Hindu concept of God as Brahma, primordial nature; 

Vishnu, participant in the world process; and Siva, judge 

of the moral order, illustrate the characteristics that are 

thus required. 

God and the World Process   
The question of how Brahman brings ebout individuation 

within the phenomenal world is the insoluble and inex- 

plicable question in the thought of Radhekrishnan. He seeks 

to answer the problem by positing maya. A definition of 

Mave is by no means simple. If Brahman is the sole reality, 
  

it would logically follow that the nature of everything 

must be Brahman. To say this in another way would be to 

say that nothing else possesses its own distinct nature. 

The doctrine of naturelessness eliminates the matter of 

Substance in which the elements subsist. This is one of 

the many subtle differences between Radhakrishnan and other 

Indian philosophers. It inevitably results in difference   | 
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between the true self and maya. The true nature of every- 

thing is Brahman. But everything is Brahman. Thus does 
  

he escape the logical sequitur of vantheisnm, at least ten- 

porariiy. If the transcendence of the Absolute is to be 

retained, complete identification of Brahman and ell else 

is impossible. This basic twist is important for a fol- 

lowing chapter on his view of man, However, there does 

exist the necessity for a modus operandi for the purpose 

of intervention. This is called maya. If prakriti were 

posited, as other Indian philosophers posit it, as a 

material cause, then this would totel two causes. Since 

the Absolute cannot have s second, Radhakrishnan obliterates 

the concept of nrakriti, and accepte maya as the mysterious, 

negative, passive force of the universe that 1s opposed to 

Brahman, the active, positive force. This does not dispose 

  

of his difficulty of accounting for the world. As will be 

Seen later, Radhakrishnan is forced to posit the Saguna 

Brahman, a finitized Brahman, e Brahmen with qualities and 

relctionships in order to account for the world process. 

Goncerning the concepts of puruse and prakriti, he says, 

It will be well for us to understand at the outset 
that vurusa and prakriti are not facts of experience, 
but mba teaction sst wo beyond experience to account 
for it.1 

Yet according to Radhakrishnan the projecting, obscuring 

STDS OEY IETS 

16ibid., p. 318. 
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force of the universe 1s a mystery without explanation. In 

reality 1t would seem as though he has fallen into the same 

bit that he tried to avoid. He has two unaccountables, 

Srahmen and maye. God and the world are super-imposed on 

Brahman by maya. Thus God, man, and the world are a series 

of events; rather since God and man are organic with the 

world, they exist as one of a series of events. 

Whet is the relation between this one God and the 

world? The Brahmen who creates, the Vishnu who redeems, 

and the Shiva who judges "represent the three stages of the 

plan, the process, the perfection. "17 

With reference to the world, God is organic to ite 

fo sever God from the world would be inconceivable. Ee 

Cites Reamenuja's parable of likening God to the world as 

the soul is to the body. He suggests that struggle and 

growth are realities in the life process of God. This 

might eappesr to some a6 & case for a finite God. But 

Redhekrishnan says no to this. With him it is a case of 

the Finite God and the Absolute. "Progress may be 

derogatory to the Absolute, but not God. "18 since his God 

ultimately recedes with the world into the Absolute, it can 

be regerded only as ea mental construct without any actual 

ontological reality. 

  

17Ipid., p. 332. 

18tpid., p. 338.
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His view of the world process as an emergent process 

is dealt with all too briefly. Perhaps this 14s necessary 

in view of the fact that 1t possesses an inherent evil of 

not answering how it occurs. But this 1s not a process of 

Mere unfolding. It is by the manner in which the process 

operates that he is saved from the problems of Hegelian 

levels of evolution and development. God does not become 

identical with the world--which would be the most rigorous 

type of pantheiam--vntil the end of everything. 

Readhakrishnan's view of the Absolute has been termed 

ogicsl or intellectualistie absolutism. The world and eo 

BR Mw 

God belong to the realm of intellect, while the Absolute 

belongs to the realm of intuition. It is then a matter of 

berspective. From the concentual asvect we have God, while 

from the intuitive we have the Absolute. "Intuitive know— 

ledge is not non-rsetional; it is only non-conceptual. It 

is rational intuition in which both immediacy and mediacy 

ere comprehended."19 In a similer fashion the Absolute is 

not different from God, but rather it 1s his completion. 

Thie dees not, however, solve the ontological problem. For 

the Absolute has been posited as pure consciousness as it 

alone 1s true. The selves in the world have only an 

epistemological meaning, not an ontological meaning. Like- 

wise God has no ontological necessity since the Absolute 

  

Tioc. cit.  
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can have no relationships, causal or otherwise. 

Maya, the Starting Point 

One of the most common criticisms that is leveled 

ageinst Hinduism is that it reduces this world to an un- 

real appearance end thus deprives all ethical endeavor of 

any significance or meaning. It is again based upon the 

Vedentic teaching that reality is one, and all that ap- 

bears as plurality is an illusion. The world of time and 

Space, the world of history, is the world of plurality and 

is characterized by change and decay. Consequently the 

spatio-temporal world came to be regarded as illusion. 

This obviously had the necessary consequence that the 

things of the world, ineluding all ethical concerns and 

enterprises and 211 efforts of any serious purpose, cannot 

in the last analysis have any abiding meaning. The pas-— 

sivity of the Indian, his unconcern and lack of effort to- 

ward correction of social evils and economic injustices 

are based upon the status quo acceptance and inherent be- 

lief in this teaching. Wot only have the critics under- 

Stood Hinduism in this way, but the cultured and the un- 

lettered lived it out this way.29 

  

20servepalli Radhakrishnan, "ieligion in Life," 
Autumn, 1956, p. 501.
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Since Mays means the contradictoriness of the world, 

thet which is other than the real, then it is 211 the more 

unusual that someone should take this as his point of de- 

parture for a philosophic system. Yet for Radhakrishnan, 

hls point of departure is not only fundamental but neces— 

sary. lie has reconstructed or reinterpreted the doctrine 

of maya. As a consequence this has had a great effect 

upon the interpretation that he puts forth in his presenta- 

tion of Hindu ethics. Radhakrishnan, however, would un- 

Goubtediy protest that this is not a new interpretation or 

hew conception of maya. He would rather say thet it is 

merely a matter of a proper understanding. Before pointing 

out his reinterpretation of maya, we shall deal with the 

usual Hindu conception of this doctrine in order to form a 

backdrop against which his interpretation will stand out 

j-!
 more sharoly. 

Maye is posited to sccount for the variety of things 

     

   
   

     

in the manifest world, when in reality, all is one. it 

has two functions. One to conceal the real, and the other 

is to project the unreal. It pervades the wivers6, but 

its presence is inferred only from its effect.21 Professor 

Bernard sets forth as clearly as any the orthodox Hindu 

view of the relationship of maya, illusion, to matter and 

  

2ltneos Bernard, Hindu Philosophy (New York: Philosoph- 
ical Library, 1947), p. 126. 
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Svidye, ignorance, or spiritual blindness. 

It is identified with prakriti, universal matter, for 
it exists as the material cause of the universe. ‘hen 
Nature is in a state of equilibrium, universal matter 
is called prekriti; but the first disturbance, the 
first conceived motion away from that original triune 
condition of equipose, is called maya, because it is 
an illusion. As such it is the meterial substratum 
of creation; it brings forth the universe by under- 
going mutations. The world is regarded as maya be- 
cause it hag no reality, but 1s only an appearance 
of fleeting forms. ... When the universal force 
called maya operates in the mind of the individual, 
it is called avidya, ignorance, especially in the 
spiritual sense. It is an impersonsl force in the 
consciousness of ell individuals producing the phenon- 
ene of illusion,22 

Meyea is that peculiar projective power thet shrouds 

the perceptual world. It is the answer to the problem of 

the identity of stman and Brahman, of the relationship of 

God, the finite, and Brahman, which are separated by the 

buffer of an unknown and en inexplicable. ‘The world of 

variety and multiplicity screens the real from us. Because 

eyes is deceptive in character, it is called false knowledge. 

it is not the mere absence of knowledge, as the word ig- 

norance might infer. It is nositive error. Consequently, 

when this activity is aseribed to the Absolute, the Ab- 

Solute becomes God. Radhakrishnan maintains that 1% is 

the finite mind that brings about the distorted projection. 

Maya and its effect is merely a description of what has 

occurred to bring about illusion. ‘hen higher knowledge, 

  

22 
Loc. cit. 

 


